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"+ . ABSTRACT
’ Our work is an attempt to come to grlps with the
bas;c structure of Marx's phllosophlcal anthropology. * AC-
‘cording to Marx, man is;-~in the most fundamental sense 2
"species-being". ThlS conception is the focal,gplnt of our
analysis. We endeavour to unpack and examine carefully both
its major presuppositions and implications.’ . ' //
?hroughout our work, we expouné fully tﬁg basic Edn-

ceptions which, we contend, are implied in Marx's doctrine.
According to him, "Human Nature" is distinct from "External
Nature". Secondly, the "Nature" of man is distinct from his
“Essence". ' ‘

‘ In order to substantiate the first contention, we
submit Marx's doctrine on relations to a careful examination.

We discover two main types, physical or immediate relations

and species or mediated ones. The latter constitute the

ultimate fabric of Marx's whole system -- the "material® or
"substance" of what he habitually refers to as the winfra-
structure". These relations,.found only within the human
species, are empirical-in origin but Ideal or formal in
nature. This fact leads us to the conclusion‘that, within
his doétrine, Marx presupposes-man to enjoy a measure of

“freedom" from the "physis", a subjectively conscious exis-

r

tence vis-a-vis the natural environment. This subjective

‘consciousness enables man to live a formal existence distinct

from his physical existence. Further analysis shows that

themselves through the mediation of an Ideal Totality or Com-
munity. Man's formal or subjective existence, accordingly,

is simultaneously, a Totality or Community existence. The
Totality itself consists of an’'JIdeal H¥Fostatlzatlon of man's
productlve and collectlve life,

»

iii '

.

.man's freedom and subjective consciouaness express and realise-




To substantlate the dlstinctzon between the Nature'
and the Essence of man we continue our analys;s .of -man's
formal«existehce. Our study shows that Marx concelves of .

human existence. as a dynamlc relat onship between’ three
-dlstlnct "moments": 1l)}the 1nd1v1dual himself w;th his
'“power" for subjedtive cuonsciousness; 2)his formal exis-
tence in time and. space‘:§a\3)the prevailing Ideal Totality

- or Community.. This is.the substance of what we refer to as
_ man's "mediated existerice®. The relationship between the’
_three “"moments" follows the syllogistic_ formula P - U - I,
' where P stands for the partlcular Essence of the 1nd1v1dual
for instance, as a “citizen", a-‘"noble", 2 “bourgeols“-
U .stands for the‘prevailing Community, such as Anc&ent
Classical, Feudal or Capitalist and I stands for héiman Nature
epitomised by the individual person in his subjectlve exlstence.
The individual (I) enjoys a particular. formqllty (P) through
the medlatlon of the Community- (U).: This Trlnltarlan,for—'
mula, we argue, constitutes the metaphysical structure of
Marx's whole system. _ | : : ' '
Our analysis helps us remove the amblgulty in which
‘Marg couches his deecrlptlon of man as a "species-being".
According to him, as far as Human Nature is concerned, man
' wae, is and remains a Species or Totality being. We regafd
this as a metaphy51cal presuppos;tlon regarding "Human Nature
in general“.z As .far as the Human Essence is concerned man,
as yet, is not a Species being. The historical :Communities
‘have, so far; been‘separatist, exclusive and inadequate 1in
both a quantitative and a gqualitative sense. The “principle"
or "nexus rerum" holding pecople togethexn has been "some- - -
thing" qualltatlvely different from the idealisation of man N
himself. This constitutes, in esSence Marx's doctrine on
Alienatlon. . - ' .
The rest of our work, occupying chapters four an@
five,deals mainly with the philosophical ramifications of



tﬁe_tye-basic conceptions on Human stsre.discussed earlier.
The implicatidhs .0of the distinction between the Nature and
the Essence of man are discussed in relation to Marx's doc=-
trine on the Proletariat and the Bourgeois. We discover . .
here a major 1ncensistency within Marx's analysis. 1In
dlrect-vlolatlon of his own doctrine Marx treats an "ensemble .
of species-relatlons“ as a totality of physical and immediate
relations. To this extent, Marx in§titutionalises the pro-
letariat and opens the way to a decadent "Marxism".
_ In the final chapter, we discuss the causal relation-

- ship between "man"'and “nature" within the perspective of
the vital distinction between the two. Marx implies the view
that man has first to "colonise" external nature, the “physis®
before he can,relate to it actively and subjectively. ‘This
wcolonization" consists in endowing the natural environment
and "matter" with a "formality", an ideal #imension. Only
ip this way ¢an man relate to nature as mah and Be influenced
by it. We argue that Marx's dialectic applles only to the
human species in its relatlonshlp to "exﬁérnal nature”. Only
man is capable of creating an Essence or/Formality,distinct
from hlmself and subsequently negating it by means of its
anti-thesis.

) Cur work emphasises the Ideal and Humanistic dlmen51on
of Marx's doctrine and the relevance of some of his major

ideas to comtemporary social problems7 _ -

I ]
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INTRODUCTION

. In ah age which has_become increasingly Nominalistic ,
the attempt to speak of the nature of man excites little en-
thu51asm. A. Reuben voices a common opinion when he claims
that "all attempts to isoclate human nature assume that there
‘must be some . entity there to be isolated. But the fact is
that man not shaped by =a partlcular culture as anthropology
reveals, has never existed."(Reuben, 153)

In Cagltal however, Marx claims, in words reminiscent
of the Scholastics, " that "To know what is useful for a dog,
one must study dog—nature. Thls nature itself is not to Be- de-
duced from.the principle of utlllty.“(Cap 1,609,n. 2) The
same, Marx suggests, .applies to "man®. . You cannot talk 1n- _—
telligently and coherently about what is good and useful for N
the human belng and his well-fare unless you first study human
nature. This contention provides the basic orientation for
our forthcoming discussion. We shall -endeavour to analyse
crltlcally Marx's own doctrine on human nature both "in gen-
eral" and "as modified in each historical epoch“‘

- It is convenient to establish beforehand one’s point
of view in relation to the subject matter of one's analysis:
since this, in turn, qualifies the nature of one's whole in-
tellectual activity emp{oyed_;n the projected work. In chapter
one we will discuss the difference between a philosophical
and @ scientific theory, arguing that even though Marx's system
resists tidy characterization, it enjoys a éenuinely philoso-
phical dimension.

fn chapter two we shall discuss Marx's conception of
man as a "being for himself". We shall defend the view that,
according to Marx,fman enjoys a degree of freedom from the

"physis". This freedom enables man to lead a formal existence
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distinct from his ngsieal‘existehce- Man's formal ex;stence
_in turn, consists of an “ensemble ‘of spec;es—relatlons“ We .' -HSS\
lshall accordlngly subnit these relations 6. a careful analys;s. o
' In the third chapter ‘we dlscuss uarx's characterlza-

t;on of man as a “"species-being"." Thls conceptlon draws <
‘our attention to the relatlonshlp of the individual to the
communlty of Wthh he is part. A spec;es-belng, in Marx's
sense means a type of be;ng that ‘realises and fulfils 1tself
through the mediation of a communlty. Throughout this chap—.
ter we shall be concerned with this mediated existerce and .
its implications. '

In ehapter four we will examine-Marx’s doctrine on
the "bourgeoisie" and the "proletariat". We will point to
a fatal mistage-nafx commits within his own analysis on this
subject. Briefly, on the basis of Marx's own conceptual frame- .
work and plilosophical presuppositions, the proletariat (and
the tourgeoiéie) should be regarded as types of people and
not as a narrow soqio-etonomic class. To be a proletdrian,
in Marx's authentic sense, is not the same as being a boy -
scout, a Canadian or a wage-worker.‘ The situation is rather
81m11ar to being a Jew or a Chrlstlan in a rellglous sense.
The same.type of commitment to certaln values and 1mperat1ves
is Iﬁvolved.

The last chapter deals with the causal relationship
between "human nature" and "external nature". We shall give
an analysis of Marx’s dialectic of negativity and shall ad-
vance the view that Marx's dialectic applies exclusively to
*human nature®., | e ) - ‘

A brief discussion on the genesis and nature of allen—
ation wlthln Marx's system concludes the fifth chapter.

It is customary to analyse Marx's doctrine in the con-
text of the'economﬁc, political and intellectual athmosphere
prevailin§ in his time. This is understandable because, as
his voluminous writings bear witness, Marx showed great re-
ceptivity and sensitivity to the demands, aspirations and
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inspirations of his Age. The mﬂuence 'of Heéel in particula'r, |
should never be under-esnmated It remains emdent throughout
h:p.s \;orké even when he claims to have shaken h1rnse1f free from j
. tﬁe Ideahsnc contammatton of his younger days. Many n0ted schol-
ars hé\’re done extenswe and valuable research in this field. The
works of Avineri, Dupre, Hyppolite, . Marcuse and McLellan, among
others prov'tde a wealth of mforrnauon on the 1deologmal and pol-
itical context in which Marx's doctrine develops. This rernams an
interesting area of research. However, it is not the dne in which
we are particularly interested. / |
L Our dissertation, therefore, is not an historical study: this,
in"our view, has already been done many times over and we-‘need not
burden the reader with information which is already available. Our
work is rathex an interpretation of what we cons-id-er to be a right
way of understanding the writingswo*f Karl Marx. )
We shall be concerned “mainly with what we regard as being the
&]{ti of Marx's thought and the conceptual frame-work in which his
theory on human nature develops. In other words, _we shall be con-
cerned w}th the basic presuppositions of Marx's doctrine and with the
philosophical implications of these presuppositions. Although our aim
is a critical exposition, our criticisrn will focus on the logical consis-

Lo

tency and coherence of Marx's doctrine rather than on the objectivity -

, N

-

of his account of reality. .



- Although we recogn;se the sh;ft of emphaszs, in Marx s
works, from a philosophical anthropology to ;n emp1r1ca1 anthro-’_
-pology, we'have‘attempted to draw ocut whgt we feel to be the
neceosary metaphysical under;pinnings of the entire corﬁus

of Marx's wrltlngs. .
Throughout our analysis we shall resort to different
'doctrinol frameworks as long as these are helpful in brihging
out the correct meaning of the probolm under discussion. For
example, Marx's doctrine on psychologicol and social indi-
viduality is discussed in oontrast‘to the doctrine of the so-

cial contract theorists. Eis conception of man as a "being

Jr'

for himself" is expounded within the Greek-Scholastic perspec-
tive. This, we think, is justified by the nature of Marx's
doctrine itself. Marx's system does not fit in tidely with
any one tradition. Besides, Marx draws from different sources.
Therelis, however, within his system a strong under-
current of Greek-Scholastic philosophy which we shall exploit
to the full. This basic affinity should come as no surprise.
. German philosophy, especially as it deveiops in Hegel, bears
strong ties with Greek thought. As Marcuse points out:
Hegel's philosophy is in a large sense a re- _ ,
. interpretation of Aristotle's ontology, rescued from
the distortion of metaphysical dogma and linked to
the pervasive demand of modern rationalism that the
world be transformed into a medium for the freely
developing subject, that the world become, in short,
the reality of reason. (Marcuse, 42)
The implications of this affinity are clearly drawn

by S.Hook. He argues that "In turning Hegel, to use Marx's

own words, 'right side up again', Marx wés definitely returning



" to the.position of'one whom Hegelhﬂec'turged"crcng side:ﬁoﬁn-
-- Aristotle. ' If Marx‘s phiicecphiccl method was Hegelicn.. .
hie fehdameﬁtaltstarting'pcint, as”ﬁngels admits, was Aris-
totelian — an‘Aristotelienism ecturated with teméofali;m;
‘freed from the dogma of fixed substantial form and the poetry

. 4
. of the Prime Mover." (Hook,35)

-

One finds in Marx's system an intellectual athmosphere
'congenial to the Greek-Scholastic t;adition. The "Philosophia
Perennls is characterised by three fundamental factors: a)it |
has content -- it clains to say somethlng substantial and Slg—

~

nlflc;nt about reality: b)it has a noetlc perspective -- the

"Ideal", as a type of "lLogos”, pervade;\ieellty and makes
"being" intelligible and coherent; ¢)it is commited to vital
issces. In spite cf its speculative’ character, traditional =
philosophy is not a purely ecademié éiscipline. Its alleged
insights into the "ultimate causes“-are intimetely related to
human "praxis". These basic characteristice, we ergue, are
found in Marx's system. There is a similar type of knowledge-
claim regarding the significance of human existence; an analé-
gous emphasi§ on an Iéeal perspective and context -- sub-
stantiated by Marxﬂs emphasis cn "relational defiggtions“, and
a deep commitment to wvital and living issues.

0f course, the ontological-theistic frame-work of the
Greek—Schoiastic traditicn is not found in Marx but some of |
its pﬁrely philosophical conceptions are found, in seminal'form,
within his system. Marx is not a scholastic but scholasticism

offers an excellent vantage-point for a serious exegesis and
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appreciation of his doctrine.

W

. It has been haéess#ry;faerS'to empﬁasise céftéiﬁ as—
pects of Marx's writings and Eofnéglect certain-others_which,
in our view, do not illtminaﬁe the problem unaer diécﬁssié%'-e
'ﬁhe philosdphical foundations of_Maix's conception of man.
There is, accordingly, a certain novel;y in'oui ap- -
pro;ch to Marx's doctrine. A new approach to Marx has btroﬁg
arguments ih its favour. It has béén acknowledged by va:}ous
commentators that in spite of the volumes-that have been writ-
ten on Marx, a number of serious problems remain unsqlved. The
nature and genesis of alienation; the role of class conscious-
ness and conflict; the precise relationship between "human
nature” and"external nature"; the nature and role of "praxis"”
as well as the'dialectics of Marx's system remain ambiguous
apd controversial matters within Marxist scholarship.One of
the fundamental gquestions is,"What is the precise relation be-
tween consciousness and nature?“(bupré,l?Z)s

Althusser, representing a different trend in Marxist
scholarship, deplores the fact that Marx did.not provide us
with the clear "dialectic" of his system.6

If the "historical" approach to Marx's QOctrine,.in
its different forms, has proved considerably unsuccessful in
solving 2 number of vital problems, it is wise to attempt a
new one. Our endeavour, therefore, should‘not be rejected
in aﬁ;alﬁriori or éggmatic manner. If we manage to solve, or

at least clarify a number of prgblems, which so far remain

elusive, we can regard our efforts as havinglbeen well spent.



| NOTES: 'INTRODUCTION

1. A. Reuben, Man is the Measure. The Free Press, 1976.
Throughout our dissertation all citations, other than those
from Marx, will be referred to by the name of the author
and the page number. When different works of the same
anthor are cited, the date of publication of the res-

~ pective work will also be given. With regards to the

. citations from Marx, an abbreviated form of the title of
the published work will be given together with the page
number.. Each work is identified in ful) when first cited.

. Additions or alterations in the citations are placed
within ‘square brackets. -

In writing this thesis we have relied on some of -
the best English translations available. We have also
read, when possible, different translations of the same
work. We have compared the available translations and
have tried to establish a consensus on their basis.

2. K. Marx, Capital, Vol.l. Lawrence-and Wishart, London,
1870. -

3. H. Marcuse, Reason and Revolution. Bumanities Press, N.Y.,
1968.

4. S. Hook, From Hegel to Marx. Ann Arbor Paperbacks,
University of Michigan Press, 1971.

5. L. Dupré, The Philosophical Foundations of Marxlsm.

Harcourt, Brace and worlid iInc. N.Y. 1966.

Dupré's questions and objections to Marx's doctrine
are of particular interest to us not only because they
are genuinely philosophical in character but alsc because
they strike at the very core of Marx's system. They pre-
sent a major challenge to anyone who attempts to come to
grips with Marx's phllosophy.

>

6. Cf. L. Althusser, For Marx. Pantheon Books, N.Y. 1969,
pp.174-175. -



CHAPTER ONE
THE CHARACTER OF MARX'S THEORY

l:1 Philosophy and Science

In order to avoid p0851ble mlsunderstandlng and con-
' fusion we should, at the outset dlstlngulsh between a scien-
tific and a philosophical theory. The importance of drawing
this distinction stems from the fact that often a theory is
evaluated on the basis of its character. For example,.some-
thing could be scientifically unfounded but religiouslyltrue.
The doctrine of the creation is a case in point.

Only a narrow vxew of truth and knowledge would ;ns;st
that science -and only science is a vehicle of knowledge. It
is in this frame of mind that M. Schlick made his notorious
contention about the future of philosophy: *...the fate of
all 'philosophical problems! is this: some of them will dis-
appear by being shown to be mistakes and misunderstandings

about about our language, and others will be found to be ordin-

ary scientific questions in disquise. These remarks, I think,
determine the whole future of philosophy.‘(Beck,244)l What-

e

ever Schlick and other scientist-philosophers claim, one would .

still require a clarification of what one understands by
*science® and by "philosophical problems®, and a further
clarification of the character of the knowledge claims one
makes. In this respect one can appreciate Aquinas®s con-
tention that it is a "sin against intelligence to want to pro-
ceed in an identical manner in the typically different domains
--physical, mathematical, and metaphy51cal -— of speculative
knowledge.'(Marltaln,1945,32)

- It is by no means easy to distinguish a scientific
from a philosophical theory because as S. Alexander remarks



“the more comprehensive a science becomes the closer it be-
comes to,phllosophy, so that it may become difficult to say
”where science leaves off and phllOprhy beglns.“(Alexander 2)
. While remaining conscious of the dlfflculty we can say

that in the perspective. of the modern’ concept of science.
which includes "all the mathematical, physico-mathematical
sciences, the sciences of the phenomena”(Maritain,1945,20J
it isicommonly'hgld that "science specializes in quantity
- and leaves the qualities of things to human likes and dis-.
likes. The wishes and preferences of men have to be set aside;
likewise all spiritual or purposive agencies in nature."
Science, .in this perspective "deals only with quantit&, with
energies, distances, velocities, which can be measured..."
(Hocking et a1.26-27)% This view is implied in the pre—
!'judice against difference in kind among those philosophers
who are closely associated with positivism. |

One could say that éhere are three vital factors
within a scientific theory that deserve identification:

1) A scientific theory admits of a certain degree
of abstractness and universality which go beyond what is
_ directly observable. It involves a number of "theoretical
constructs" which "cannot be correlated with what is observed
or observable."(Goudge,64)5

2) A scientific theory, it is commonly held, does
not claim to be a "vehicle of knowledge": it does not claim
to tell us how things really are. According to Goudge,
‘Know}edggl truth, real, actually existed, etc. do not re-

present scientific concepts.® "It is not with the being of
things," Maritain argues, "that science is occupied: it is
with the mathematical links, which can be established between
"these designations taken from things, and which alone makes
possible —- I say'in the proper order and in the proper plane
of science -- a communication or a well-established language,

an intersubjectivation, submitted to fixed rules of signifi-

cation." (Maritain,1945,23) This agrees with Danto's view:
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EOur'éhéfacteiization of %he’Séntehbes-of‘sciehce does not
require that we know theé in fact to be true but only that
we understand them.'(Danto 1968, 6)

, . '3) The third factor that deserves mentioning is a
very‘controver51al one./ 'It is often held that philosophy is
. to be dlStlﬂgUlShed from sc;ence in that it is concerned with

values"whereas sc;ence is not. This dlstlnctlon however,

is dlfflcult to- malntaln.'(J.H Rendall et. 8) On the other ..
hand, it is argued that statements_aboyt what is good ‘or bad,
just or unjust, progressive, purposeful or finalistic are ge-—
nerally ®"not amenable to scientific treatment.*(Goudge,isa)_
L. Beck claims that.'ekcépt within very narrow limits, scieﬁée
does not tell men what they should do.*{Beck,14)

It would require a separate'study to do justice to
this problem. Bésideé our main concern in discussing the
dlfference between philosophy and science is to determine,

by coﬁparlson the character of Marx's theory. We are fortun-
" ate in this respect because, as we shall be seeing presently,
Marx-commits himself to a position on this matter and,regard-
less of the;valué\of his opinion, his position helps us con-
siderably tiiéffifobtaining a description of the character of
his theory. ' ‘

A philosophical theory, by contrast, is generally re-
garded, by and large, to deal with those dimensions of reality
which science shuns or overlooks. L. Beck gives five charac- -
teristics of what can be described as philosophical questions.
They help to provide an insight into the nature of a philoso-
phical theory. According to him:

1) “*philosophical questions are not primarily ques-
tions of fact." By this he means that *In asking philosophi-
kcal questions, we are not asking for facts; at least not for
the sort of facts that we get when we ask a historian or a
-physicist a question.®

2) YPhilosophical questions are related to decisions

about value.® Beck cites A.E. Murphy as saying: *The
e
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1
Subject—matter_of'pﬁilosophy is the things that men takeJ
éeriously, not for limited purposes, but in the basic Com-.
mitments which determine, on the whole, what théy make of
their lives and of the world they live in,® : .
| 3) 'Phildsophical questions are critical.®

4) *Philosophical questions are speculative.® Beck
arques that Yphilosophers also speculate beyond the limits
of all possible scientific knowledge. Questions as to

whether God exists or not, whether there are ultimate values,
- whether there is a final purpose of existence, are ﬁot
questions for which we look to science for answers. ‘They

are not questions about facts that the scientist will per-
haps eventually get around to answering; they are questions
about value and meaning —- including even the value and mean-
ing of science itself.' ’

5) YPhilosophical questions are synoptic." "By
synoptic vision we mean “seeing things whole“,.seeing every-
thing in their integral togetherness. This characteristic
_of philosophy really sums up all the other., Whereas science'
and many of the special branches of ﬁhilosophy deal with
only particular aspects of things or narrow "universes of
cdiscourse", philosophy itself is an attempt to remain keenly
aware that we live in one world." (Beck,13-21)

In summary one can say that a philesophical: theory,
1) claims to provide the truth and is, therefore, a "vehicle
of knowledge! —-- it involves presuppositions and not mere
assumptions (3,5); 2) It deals with reality as it is in it-
self —- philosophy claims to provide objective and existential

truth (1,4); 3) It is committed to value judgments in a broad

sense (2,4).

In the perspective of the above, a theory or a doctrine
is philosophical if, and to the extent that, it enjoys these
"three basic ch%ractgristics. For this reason, certain gen-

uinely scientific theories, like the theory of evolution,



involve, as T.A. Goudge very.well points out, philosophical‘
and eVen‘metaﬁﬁysicai'implications. ‘The example of fossil-
remains is a'case in point. Two‘aséumptiqns.can bg‘made.
regarding them; either "that certain objects observed to be
naturally embedded in the rocks are the remains of animals
or plants which were alive in the distant past;" or that
"so~-called ‘fossils' are ocbjects created in situ by God
__when He brought the universe into existence."(Goudge 156) .
The latter assumption could be rejected ‘for pragmatic reasons,
on the grounds that "it is scientifically sterlle. However,
if this assumption is regarded ‘as "a false statement" as many
evolutionists tend té do it could be said that one goes beyond
the limits of pure science. In this case the statement that
"fossils" are evolutionary remains becomes " a true statement"

and from a mere assumption turns into a metaphvsical pre-

supposition. In this case, "we do not assume it so much as

presuppose it in understanding the theory of evolution. If

that theory is a body of knowledge then what from an instru-
mental standpoint appears as an assumptlon is a presupposi-
tion of, though not a proper part of the theory. And since
we need the concept 'true' in order to formulate the pre-
supposition {('objects called fosslls are evolutionary remains'’
is»a true assertion), we can appropriately speak of the pre-
suppésitioﬁ as 'metaphysical'."(Goudge,lSG-lS?)8 )

Goudge gives another exampie to corroborate the above.
This time he arques from the "existential status" of the
theory of evolution. He points out that:

When speaking professionally, biclogists sometimes
state that evolution is a single, historical process.
From a scientific standpoint, this statement is a
high-level abstraction whose empirical meaning is
wholly derived from its very indirect connection with
what is observable in nature. But when .construed meta-
physically, the statement ig taken to describe a real
process which- has gone and 1s going on, quite indepen-
dently of any theorising about it. what is described
has an existential status in its own right.(Goudge,157)
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The contention, therefore is that metaphy31cal
1mp11catlons arise w1th1n the theory of evolutlon when its
conclusions "are 1nterpreted as being about a single, his- .
torical process having an ex;stentiel status of its own,
quite apert from anf theories concerning it. This inter-
pretation is not a scientifically verifiable contention.

It does ;dt:belong to the framework of statements constitu-
ing evolutionary theory."(Goudge,18) We have seen that Marx
makes a similar remark with regards to the "principle of
utility". .

1:2 The Character of Marx's Theo;y'

How does all this effect Marx's s}stem? There are
two preliminary remarks that one must make before attempting
to answer the question. In the first place, Marx was very
critical of Positivism. In a letter: to Engels he once wrote
\\ that "Positive phllosophy means lgnorance of everythlng posm—.

b
\tlve.“(Bottomore and R, ) In another letter he said:

) I+ am studying Comte on the side because the British
and French make so much fuss over that fellow. What
captivates them is the encyclopaedic about him, the
synthesis. But compared with Hegel it is wretched
(in spite of the fact that Comte as a professional
mathematician and physicist is superior to him, i.e.

. superior in details; but even here Hegel is 1nfin-

itely greater on the whole). And thislarashy positi-
vism appeared in 1832! (Sel. Corr.l180)

As we hope will become clearer throughout this work,
Marx's dislike for Comte was not only or'mainly‘on account
of the latter's social views but for more fundamental and
doctrinal reasons. He in fact wrote to E.S Beesly sayiné:
"Permit me to observe'by the way that as a Party man I en-
tertain a thoroughly hostile attitude towards Comtism, while
as a scientific man I have a very poor opinion of it."(Ibid.266)

One caﬁ argue that Marx's whole system militates
against the narrow perspective and rigid determinism, of the
positivistic tradition. H. Marcuse points out that:

Marx considered society to be irrational and hence

-

y!
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evil, so long a8 it continued to be governed by in-
exorable objective laws.. .Progress to him was equi-
valent to upsetting these, an act that was to be con-
summated by man in his free development. The posi-

tivist theory of society followed the opposrte
theory.(Harcuse 332}

Marcuse sums up the d;stinction he finds between a
% Dpositivist's perspective of reality and Marx's. He writes:

e -~ The positivist idea of order refers to an ensemble
- of laws entirely different from the ensemble of dia-
lectical laws. The former are essentlally affirma-
tory and construct a stable order, the latter, essen-
- tially negative and destructive of stability. The
former sees society as a realm of natural harmony,
the latter as a system of antagonisms. "The notion
" of natural laws entails at once the corresponding
idea of a spontaneous order, which is always coupled
with the notion of some hagmony.(lbld 349)

‘Marx was also very critical pf *philosophy’ mainly
because of what he regarded as its "speculative approach",

. its introversive character and its aloofness from the "out-
side world®". "Philosophy and the study of the actual world"
he once ﬁrotg, "have the same relatlonshlp to one another as
masturabation and sexual love."(Ger. Id.103)1 The philosophy
Harx.had mainly in mind was German philosbphy "which descended
from heawven to earth" in contrast to his theory which, he
claims, "ascended from earth to heaven."(ibid.48) He claims
that instead of "empty talk about consciousness...real, know-
ledge has to take...place.™ Marx callsythi$ knowledge, "reél,
positive science.” However, in the perspective of his re-
jection of Positivism, it is clear that Marx's idea of "“science"
is very different from the commonly accepted view. '

While keeping in mind Marx's views on Positivism and
Phllosophy we must now examine the character of Marx's doc-
trine in the perspective of,kthe three basic characteristics
we have previously identified with a philosophical theory.
Let us take the question of moral evaluation first. -Marx
seems to follow, in part, the "o0ld school®™ in this matter and
to argue that certain values and considerations are not amen—
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‘able to scientific treatement in a narrow sense. This limi-
tation, he claims, can be traced back to the nature itself
of science. Marx's view on this matter"is implied by his
analysis of peolitical economy as a sc1ence. He argues that
political economy, especially as.it develops sc1ent1f1cally
w;thln Ricardo'!s system, 'overlooks certaln considerations
and values. This, he states, is not. an abuse on the part of
its exponents but a sign of their "scientific"-method. 1In
sthe Manuscrlpts he points out that: ‘

-

M.Michel Chevlier reproaches ‘Ricardo wzth hav;ng ab-
‘Stracted from ethics. But Ricardo is allowing poli-
tical economy to speak its own language, and if it

does not speak ethically, this is not Ricardo's fault.

M. Chevaller abstracts from political economy in so ]
far ‘as he moralizes, but he really and necessarily
abstracts from ethics in sngar'as he practices poli-
tical économy. (Manus.l52) ‘

Marx's argument seems to be, that from the poiht of ‘
‘view of political economy as a strict .science there.is, per
se, no contradiction in the fact that within capitalism we
have a steady growth of wealth and at the same time widespread
pauperizétion. A contradiction no doubt existed in his mlnd
and, he would claim, in the minds of all who care to see thlngs
objectivelg; but it obtains from a dlfferent, wider and richer
perspective of reality than political economy is capable of.
This view is confirmed when Marx characterizes Ricardo’s
.system together with its insepsitivity to the sufferings of
the workers, as ruthless scientific: -

Thus Ricardo!s ruthlessness was not only scientifi-
cally honest but also a scientific:necessity from
his point of view. But because of this it is alsc
quite immaterial-to him whether the advance of the
productive forces slays landed property or workers.
If this progress devalues the capital of the indus-
trial bourgeoisie it is equally welcome to him. If
the development of the productive power of labour
halves the value of the existing fixed capital, what
does it matter, says Ricardo. The product1v1ty of
human labour has doubled. This here is scientific
honesty. Ricardo's conception is, on the whole, in
the interest of fhe industrial bourgecisie, only
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because and in so far as, their interests coincide
with those of. production or the productive development
of human labour. Where the bourgeoisie comes into v
conflict with this, he is just as ruthless towards

it as he is at other times towards the proletariat

and the aristocracy. (Surplus Val. 1l. 118)13

_ Commenting on a passage from Ricardo's economic works
Marx agaln p01nts_out that in the latter's perspective "the
‘proletariat’.is sacrificed to wealth. In so far as it is
irrelevant to the existence of wealth, its existehce is a
matter of indifference to wealth. Here mass —- mass of
human beings —- is worth nothing. These three instances ex-
- emplify Ricardo's’scientific impartiality."(ibid.l126} This
"impartiality”. is, we suggest, the key word. By acknowledging
certain values as meanlngful and real and at the same time '
acknowledging tha are not amenable to a strlctly scien-
tific treatment Marx is rejecting "“the deadly invasion of an
exaggerated scientism® whlch D.Solle finds in the works of
Althusser. (Solle a24)t .

Marx's view on science seems to agree with Whltehead'
assertion that "science tries to see what is general in what
is'particulér." In this sense it could be said that science
often works within a context of "phenomenal homogenelty" and
ignores, if it does not negate, trans-phenomenal cons;deratlons.
&his can give rise to two positions with regards to those
“realities™ which scientific inquiry overlooks. In the first
prlace, one can reject absolutely the existence and meaning-
fulness of anything which falls outside the ragge of séien-
tific investigation; This is a case of agnostic or skeptical
positivism. L. Beck points out:"many philosophers closely
associated with positivism have argued that it 4is incorrect‘
to call value judgments real judgménts or proposikions at
ail.“(Beck,lSB} Secondly, one can involve oneself in a cate-
gory mistake by applying one's scientific findings indis-
criminately to all the "particulars" which have been "gen-
eralised" within one's scientific perspective.
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There is evidence that Marx avoided these two ex-—
treme pos;tlons even if his own remains vague and amblguous.
As we have seem he acknowledged the onesidedness of a purely
scientific perspective and this implies.other considerations
which transcend it for otherwise his judgmeht would be point-
" less. Marx distinguished between the scientist as an indi- .
"vidual and as a scientist which again goes to show that he
'acknowledged the existence and meaningfulness of.trans or

para-scientific considerations within the 1nd1v:dual scien-—
tist himself. He says of Ricardo:

It is not a base actlon when Ricardo puts the pro-
letariat on the same level as machinery or beasts of
burden or commodities, because (from his point of
view) their being purely machinery or beasts of
burden is conducive to "production" or because they
really are mere commodities in bourgeois production.
This is stoic, objective, scientific. 1In so far as
it does not 1nvolve sinning against his science,
Ricardo is always a philanthropist, just as he was
in practice too. (Surplus Val.ll. 119)

«~ In -a letter to S. Meyer Marx once wrote- "If one

N,
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chose to be an ox, one could of course turn one's back on

the suffering of mankind and look after one's own skin."(éel.
Corr.185) It was pPrecisely this type of indifference to- \ \
human suffering which according to hlm characterises polltl:ﬁg

cal economy as a science agalnst which Marx reacted strongly.

‘Later on we shall see how Marx accounts for this onesidedness
and exclusive character of a science such as political econo-
my. He will imply that we should develop a higher form of
science, the "science of: man". '

Regarding the second position involving a category
mistake Marx criticised those who "homogenised* realify and
failed to recognise différences in kind. He pointed out, for
example, that: ‘

We speak of labouring animals, working machines, and
even say poetically that the 1ron works in the fur-
nace, or works under the blows of the hammer. It emen
screams. And nothing is easier than to prove that
every "operation" is labour, for labour is -- an -
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operation. In the same way one can provE that every-
thing material experiences sensation, for evervthing
which experiences sensation is —- material.(Surplus

Val.lil1.179}15 T '

-In The German Ideoloqgy, after quoting from "the true
socialist" according to whom vall gquibbles about names are
resolved in humanism; wherefore communists, wherefore social-
ists? “We are human Eeing", Marx and Engels remark: "tous
frereé,,tous amis. Wherefore human being, wherefore beasts,
wherefore plants, wherefore stones? We are bodies!"(Coll.W.
Vol.V.266-467)%6 -

' As far as the "noetic" character of Marx's system is
concerned, it could be argued that his theory is allegedly

a "vehiclg of knowledge" in a philosophical sense. Marx claims
to.describe reality and provide the “truth". He distingu®shes

between a "critical" and a "non-critical® consciousness. He

points out that we "must regard it as a real advance to have
gained beforehand a consciousness of the limited bhafacter
as well as of the goal of this historical movement" -- that
is, the movement of private property -- "and a consciousness
which reaches out beyond it."(Manus.154) This critical in-

- 8ight which is possible f£o man ié again implied when Marx says:

What is called historical evolution depends in general
“ on the fact that the latest form regards earlier ones
as stages in the development of itself and conceives
them always in a one-sided manner, since only rarely
and under quite special conditions is a society able
to adopt a critical attitude towards itself; in
this context we are not of course discussing histo-
rical periods which themselves believe that they are
periods of decline. The Christian religion was able
to contribute to an objective understanding of ear-
lier mythologies only when its self- criticism was
to a certain extent prepared, as it were potentially.
Similarly, only when the self-criticism of bourgeocis
society had begun, was bourgeois political economy
able to understand the fewdal, ancient and oriental
.economies. (Pol. Econ.211}17

"The reform of consciousness",Marx claims, is to be

achieved "not through dogmas but by analysing mysticdl con-

sciousness obscure to itself, whethér ~its appear in reli-

)
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gious or. polltlcal form.“(Early We 209) This is Strikingly
similar to Whitehead's .contention that "'the purpose of phl—
losophy is to ratlonallze mysticism,'" which ‘means, accor- .
ding to Beck, "to render intelligible the view of the whole
‘that comes from lmagxnatlon speculative flights and what
whltehead calls 'dlrect insights into depths .as yet.unspoken.
(Beck, 21) -
It is only because we have the potentlallty for cri-
tical conseiousness that we are able to "catch a glimpse of
the material conditions necessary for the emancipation of the
proletariat and for the formation of a new sbciety."(Poverty;lZS}g
Marx emphasises man's ability "to expound the real process
of production;"(Ger.Id.58) he also claims that "in the measure
that history moves forward, and with.it the struggle of the
proletariat assumes clearer outlines, [eommunlstqj no longer
need to seek science in their mind; - they have only to make
note of what is happening before their eyes andto become its
mouthpiece." (Poverty, 125} - ‘
To::appreciate the "noetic" value of Marx's contentions
one must distinguish the method of discovery from the method
of proof. For Marx the method of discovery is not purely..
speculative.; It involves work, activity, "praxis", because
both the "cognoscens"” and the "“cognoscibile" are undeveloped.20
As he writes in Capital "the problem and the means of squtlon
arise simultaneously."(Cap.l.88}) The method of proof, however,
is not identical with verification as in positive science.
This is where the critical awareness comes into play. Human
consciousness must recognise the truth and embrace it even
when ;erificatioﬁ, in a scientific sense, is not available.
Marx's belief in the ability of human consciuusness to see
the "truth" when the approriate time comes, remains unshaken.
This "seeing" is assumed in a comprehensive, intellectualistic
and one could even say, a "speculative" sense. .
One must, therefore, say that Marx's knowledge clalms

are not the type one finds in a purely scientific theory;
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they do not involve mere assumptions but “metaphysical rre-
‘Suppositigns“; they involve sentences which do require that
"we know them in fact to be true" and therefore it is not
enough to understand them as in the case of "scientific
statements". .

The third factor which argues for the philosophical
character of Marx's system emerges.from its "existential®" &i-
mention -- existential in the sense that Marx's theory alle-
gedly describes a "process that has gone and is going on quite
independently of any theorising about it"(Goudge,l157) . More-
over, Marx!'s doctrine makes it clear that this process has
"also an "essential" dimension? it is intimately and causally
related to the fulfilment itself of man's very being. Marcuse
correctly points out that: ' ' l

Freed from the limitations of a specialized science,
the economic categories are seen to be determining
factors for human existence even if theéey denote ob-
jective economic facts (as in the case of commodity,
value, ground rent). Far from ﬁ;eing a mere econonic
activity. labour is the "existential activity" of man,
his "free, conscious activity" -- not a means ' for
maintaining his life but for developing his "univer-
sal nature!.(Marcuse,274)

In the Manuscripts Marx had written:

+ Only through developed industry -- i.e., through the
medium of private property -- does the ontological
essence of human passion come into being, in its
totality as in its humanity; the science of man is
therefore itself a product of man's establishment of
himself by practical activity. (Manus.l65) 21

In a letter to P.V. Annekov Marx gives clear expres-
sion to the claim, running throughout his whole system, that
*the social history of men is never anything but the history
of their individual development, whether they are conscious
of it or not."{Poverty,181}) Again a reference is made in
The German Ideclogv about man's "active life-process" which

can be desgribed in an objective and critical way but which.
goes on independently of man's consciousness. “"Communisn",

Marx says, "is for us not a state of affairs which is to be
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established, an ideal to which reality has to adjust itself.
We call communism the real movement which abolishes the pre-
sent state of things."(Ger.Id.56-57) Similarly, it is claimed
that "The social structure and the State are continually
evolving out of the life-process of definite individuals,
but of individuals, not as they may appear in their own or
other people's imagination, but as they really are; i.e.,
as they operate, producé materially, and hence as they work
under definite material limits, presuppositions and conditions
independent of their will."{ibid.46-47)

Consistent with this perspective, Marx does not hold
the capitalist ﬁérsonally responsible for the social injustice
he perpetrates against the workers. If man is not yet a
"completed being", he cannot be held fully responsiblé for
the evil stemming from his state of undevelopment. Marx con-
cedes this much in an apologetic remark on the capitalist and
the landlord. He writes: : =

To prevent possible misunderstanding, a word. I paint
the capitalist and the landlord in no-sense couleur-
de rose. But here individuals are dealt with only in
so far as they are the personifications of economic
categories, embodiments of particular class-relations
and class-interests. My standpoint, from which the
evolution of the economic formation of society is
viewed as a process of natural history, can less than
:» any other make the individual responsible for relations
whose creature he socially remains, however much he may
subjectively raise himself above them.(Cap.l.10)

Since "the active life process" of Marx's system, like
the evolutionary process "has an existential status of its own
right" what Goudge says of evolution applies to Marx!s system:

We can appropriately ask whether this real process

has an overall direction, whether it exemplifies pro-
gress or retrogression, whether it shows signs of
purpose, whether any special significance is to be at-
tributed to it in virtue of the fact that the process
has given rise to conscicusness or mental phenomena.
(Goudge,157)

Well, Marx raises most of these questions himself and often



ry

22

prov;des answers, whatever their validity or truth value.

Yet "these ar€ metaphysical questlons. To raise and answer
then indicates a philosophical commitment. L. Dupré points

out on this ﬁétter that "What [ﬁari]objected to was not Hegel's
goal of understandlng the real 1n lts totality but his apri-
oristic speculatlve-loglcal approach " {Dupre,b213)

Before we pass definite judgment on the nature of
Marx's theory, it is imﬁortant to discuss briefly what Marx
had in mind when he intimated the need for a "higher" form
of science which would aveid the limitations 6f a "purely"®
scientific perspective as found in Ricardo's system. We have
to find out 1) Marx's own conception of a higher form of .sci-
ence;.- 2) The reasons why Ricardo's "scientific impartiality"
is inadeduate and why, according to Marx, Ricardo went wrong.
Let us start with the second point first.

If we analyse carefully Marx's criticism of Ricardo's
system we find that, according to him, the latter's limitations
stem from two distinct causes, one psychological, the other
epistemological. The psychological reason can be traced back
to a  common malaise which Marx imputes to many scholars and
thinkers, even those he admired, and which he often refers
to as "juridical blindness". It consists in a mixture of
prejudlce ;%d over—confldence regarding one?'s studles and
findings. In a letter to Engels Marx wrote on this matter-

Human history fares like palaeontology. Even the

best minds absolutely fail to see -- on principle,
owing to a certain juridical blindness -- things which
lie in front of their noses. Later, when the moment
has arrives, one is surprised to find traces every-
where of what one has failed to see.(Sel.Corr.20l1)

This malaise expresses itself in a certain narrow- {
mindedness which tends to lead one to absolutise one's con-
clusions instead of appraising them in their correct histori-
cal perspective. When this happens a person draws unwarran-
ted conclusions. Marx points out two instances where, accor-

ding to him, Ricardo drives himself into a mistaken analysis..
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On one occasion he argues that Ricardo's "mistake" in iden-
tifying the rate of surplus-value with the rate of profit
is due not to abstraction as such but to "forced abstraction."”

It must be noted that Ricardo commits all these blun-
ders, because he attempts to carry through his iden-
tification of the rate of surplus-value with the rate
of profit by means of forced abstraction. The vulgar
- mob has therefore concluded that theoretical truths
are abstractions which are at variance with reality,
instead of seeing, on the contrary, that Ricardo does
noéot carry true abstradt thinking far enough and is

therefore driven into false abstraction.(Surplus Val.
*11.437) '

We have here two very important conceptions. First
we have an ackndwledgement of the epistemological value of
"rational abstraction" which Marx never questioned. Secondly,
we have an account of error analogous to the one found in
Descartes. Ricardo allegedly commits a mistake because he
abuses his rational power "by means of forced abstractions.™
In another instance Marx criticizes Ricardo because the lat-
ter presupposed that "the bourgeois mode of pro@uctioh is the
absolute mode of production.“(ibid.szi) This, omne could say,
amounts to a charge that Ricardo went ultra vireé. According
to Marx, it was also "juridical blindness" that kept Ricardo
from realizing the possibility of "over-production of com-
modities® within the capitalist system. He claims:

all the objections which Ricardo and others raise
against over-production etc. rest on the fact that they
regard bourgecis production either as a mode of pro-
duction in which no distinction exists between pur-
chase and sale -- direct barter -- or as social pro-
duction, implying that society, as if according to a
plan, distributes its means of production for the
fulfilment of the various social needs, so that each
sphere of production receives the guota of. social
capital required to satisfy the corresponding need.
This fiction arises entirely from the inability to
grasp the specific form of bourgeois production and
this inability in turn arises from the obsession that
bourgeois production is production as such, just like
a man who believes in a particular religion and sees
it as the religion, and everything outside of it only
as false religions. {(ibid.528-529)
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' other alleged victims of wjuridical blindness", specifically
mehtioneq by Marx, are G.Ramsay;and R.Jones, both of whom Marx
regarded as possessing a good_grésp of political economy.

In Cégital Marx contrasts the English Factory Inspec—
tors, the best example of whom was L.Horner, who showed a de-
gree of critical awareness and objectivity in their reports
" of the factory conditions, with their'Scottish'Counterpart )
who, according to him betrayed "juridical blindness". He
mentions specifically "Factory Inspector Stuart, himself a
Scotchman, and in contrast to the English Factory Inspectoré,-
quite taken captive by‘the capitalistic method of thinking."
(Cap.1.311,n.2) Here we have a clear indication of the psy-
chological-factbrs which are responsible for one's errors in
judgment. Under- identical conditions of existence, both un-
critical and critical consciousness are possible.22

The other reason for Ricardo's limitation and errors,
according to Marx, and which we have termed "epistemological®
is more subtle but also more vital for an appreciation of
Marx's theory. Marx suggests that the problem stems from the
perspective of the scientific method itself, insofar as it

abstracts from the human element. In other words, the limi-
_tations of a science, such as political economy and any

other science, Marx claims, are identical with its "impartia-
lity", "ruthlessness" and "stoicism". It is, therefore, a -
limitation which no amount of purely .scientific insight or
scholarship can remedy. More specifically the limitations
come from the fact that science in its pure state cannot grasp
or fathom the human element. In Marx's perspective, therefore,
it can be said that political economy does violence to human
nature by its very scientific character itself. The problem
with this particular science is that its subject matter con-
sists of "relations between persons", "social relations" ex-
isting independently of the individual but not of.social con-
scious existence.. Political economy, however, treats them as.

‘wrelations between things", existing independently’ of human



cqpscibus existence. It regards them in a "scientific"

way as if they were "natural phenomena" -- the way a chemist
or any other natﬁral scientist regards his subject matter.
Its féilure and violence consist precisely in regérding in
a scientific way, certain phenomena which should not be thus
regarded. Its stoicism, impartiality, scientific ruthlessness
are misplaced and misapplied. To remove the limitations and
"crude materlallsm“ of polltlcal economy one will have to
suspend it altogether -- this is prec1sely what Marx had 1n
mind. The evils of political economy can be eradicated only
nfrom outside® —-- hence revolution not reform is called for;
a revolution not necessarily in a bloody sense but as a
radical change of socio-economic and productive life.

As in the case of so many thinkers, Maﬁx claimed to
see and possess the mtruth" and was in the habit of dismissing
as “superstructural" and inadequate that which _did not agree
with his system. As we have seen he took Ricérdq‘to task ~ .
for absolutising political economy and for failing to see be-
vond it. Still, he himself claimed to see through and beyond
the capitalist system and the confines of political economy
and envisage a better and more rational form of human existence.
Supposing one overcomes one's "Jjuridical blindness", some-
;hing Mdrx clearly regarded as possible, what factor pro-
vides the critical insight which overcomes the onesidedness
of "scientism" as epitomised by political economy? This is
a crucial question because it lmvolves the validity of Marx's
own_ theory. One'could say that within Marx's.perspective
where "“the problem and the means of solution arise simul-
taneously,” the phenomenon of "contradictions" is’'the main
factor that gives rise to the critical awareness. " But what
type? Two tvpes of contradictions are suggested by Marx's
system. A contradiction can be taken in a "factual—nragmatlc"
or scientific sense, involving a conflict between phenomena.
The best example is the one -Marx himself provides, namely,
the periodic cycle of crises that plagﬁe the capitalist system.
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One coﬂid also take the case of slavery when it ceased to be. -
economically viable, Nevertheless, one can speak of a con-
tradiction involving an evaluative and -Mspeculative” apprai-
sal which is insightful and truly cogn1t1ve.23Thls type of -
contradiction appeals to the mind; it involves a critical
awareness and an appraisal that transcends mere physical and
empirical phenomena. Mark's views on the wages-system is a
case in point. Even if wages rise, Marx would still insist,
(as he in fact did insist), that a contradiction persists in
the very attempt to evaluate human labour by its "necessity
needs". This contradiction Presupposes an element of the
"ideal", of the "speculative" regarding the true nature of
man. The two types of contradictions are not self-exclusive.
" For example, slavery is both an economic liability and a moeal
evil because it violates human nature. Capltallsm 1s'both
economically irrational and humanistically decadent. It would
however, be wrong to identify the two tyﬁes of contradictions,
as we believe "Scientific Socialism" does. A "scientific®
contradiction alone lacks the necessary perspective for any
iaistructive and positive action. A factual-pragmatic crisis
A 1ls you that something is wrong but’ does not, per se, pro-
vide a solution. If the contradiction is merely "factual-
ﬁragmatic" both the foresight which Marx constantly implies
in his works and the analytic insight on the strength of which
he appraises a given situation would be impossible.

In view of the above one will have to say that what
Marx understood by a new and higher form of science was some-
thing fundamentally different from ghat'is commonly regarded
as,"science". He had in mind a science of man which would
synthesize all the different sciences together in much the
same way as Aquinas tried to do within a religious perspective.
To a certain extent, what God was to Aquinas, human nature
was to Marx. His works suggest that since man, as an emergent
novelty is qualitativel§ different from the "rest of nature"
man should ‘have a special science. Since man is further the

{
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~“sovere1gn of nature" he should be the focal p01nt.. Réality,
Marx suggests should be organlsed and 1nterpreted sub
specie hominis. An "ordinary" science can never do justice
to a study of human nature because to -it the human dimension
remains inaccessible. Human nature, hé suggests, demands

a human science just as wexternal ﬁature"'calle'for natural
science. Marx clearly implies this view when he criticises
Darwin for applying his "findings"™ on to the human species,

as we shall soon discuss. His view on the. matter is also‘
indicated by his assertion that "an abstract law of populatlon
exists for plants and animal only, and only in so far as man.
has not interfered with them."(Cap.l.632).

According to Marx, the fact that the different scien-
ces have developeé independently of human welfare is sympto-
matic of a'stage of undeﬁelopment and alienation. He claims
that "It stems from the very nature of estrangement “that each
sphere applies to me a dlfferent and opposite yardstick --
ethics one and political economy another."(Manus.l52) What
applies to the relationship between political economy and
ethics applies, in Marx's view, in the case of every other
science. Scientism should be replaced by humanism. He clalms
that ultimately "natural science will lose its abstractly
material -~ or rather, its idealistic —- tendency, and become
the basis of human science, as it has already become the basis
of actual human life, albeit in an estranged form. One basis
£or life and anether basis for science is a priori a lie."
(ibid.143)%4 _

" There is, thereforap—#ufficient evidence to justify
the view that Marx's doctrine is genuinely phifosophical.

In the final analysis, however, Marx's system cannot be tidely
fitted into any established type of theory. It has both a
scientific and a philosophical character but remains, in
eseence, in a class of its own. It is a discipline which

has as its sﬁbject matter the human species, its development
and dialectical relationship with nature.
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. If Marx's 1n51ght into human nature 15 correct the -
"exlstentlal“ process of human development 1s stlll.gOlng on
today both in the "free" and ifi -communist countrles and

edesplte the dlfferent condltlons of existence prevailing in

each country we would find ev1dence of it. There is little
plausibility in the contention that the dialectical process

“has stopped in contemporery society either capitalist or

compunist. The full and total man who recognises and organi-
ses his "forces propres &5 social forces so that social force

is no longer separated from him in the form of politi€al
fofce"(Early W.234) and who is completeiy emancipated and

» self-actualised, has not yet materialised. Mankind is still

an a process of "becoming”; it is still in its adolescence.

Marx rejected the view that hlstory and human des-—
tiny is, in the main, to be decided or led by the view or ideas
of an individual or group of individuals, including himself,
in any doctrinaire fashion. He criticised Lassalle because
thé latter "fell into the same mistake as Proutthon: instead
of looking among the genuine elements of the class movement
for the real basis of his agitation, he wanted to prescribe
the course to be followed by this moéement according to a ol
certain doctrinaire recipe."(Sel.Corr.214) By the same
rationale he characterises as “parliamentary cretinism" the
disorder “which penetrates its unfortunate victims with the
solemn conviction that the whole world, its history and future,
are governed and determined by a majority of wvotes in a par-
ticular representative body."(,Revolutlon,Z)25 Basically,
what Marx is against is the naive view of the causal‘facéors
influencing history; a view which attributes to one person
or to a particular ideology, the full responsibility for the
appearance of a new stage in human Hevelopment.

The historical development of human freedom will, we
hoﬁe, clarify the issue better. Although freedom is by no
means a clear or univocal concept and means different. things
to dlfferent people "yet these meanings, though widely dif-



o - 29..

ferent, have something in common.“(Maritain,1945,§4) Within
 the Scholastic tfadition, especially Thomistic, tﬁere are two
essential kinds of freedom, 1) Libertas spontaneitatis -—- i.e.,
absence from constraint external to the subject; 2)Libertas
arbitrii or freedom of choice,-- i.e., absence of constraint
internal to the subject. A subject can have one kind of free-
dom without having the other. For instance, it is claimed
" that an animal can have libertas spontaneitatis, (e.g. a wolf
in the wilderness) but not libertas arbitrii, which is a pre-
rogative of man, Man has, by nature, libertas arbitrii but
~ for some re3dson or other may lose his libertas spontaneitatis,
e.é., a prisbner or a slave. The freedom we are concerned
with, at the moment, is libertas'spéntaneitatis which, in
the case of man, has a social and political dimension. This .
type of freedom has passed through different formulations and
realisations. For example, with the "ancients",citizens ac-
tively participating in public affaifds portrayed "liberty":-
To be alone, isolated, a "“privatus" was not a sign or expres-
sion of "freedom" but a deprivation of one's freedom. In
the 18th and 19th centuries liberty came 'to mean, more and
more, autonomy from the interference of the state. This was
succinctly expressed by B. Constant when he said "liberty
means resistence®. Every type of political and social free-
dom, including the one we recoénise and try to realise in the
contemporary Western world, is not the product of mere re-
flection or intellectual activity of some great thinker. It
is rather, according to Marx, inspired and suggested by a
particular made of production prevailing at the time. He
argues that "people won freedom for themselves each time to
the extent that was dictated and permiﬁted not by‘theif ideal
of man, but by the existing productive forces."(Ger.Id.115-116)
This should not be taken in an anti-intellectualistic sense;
ineither should it detract from the intellectua; achievement
of gifted thinkers who were sensitive to the needs of the time

and managed to overcome their "juridical blindness"; nor
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should it be taken to mean that ecomomic and purely material
condltlons create values as such. The point is rather that
.certaln ideas and 1n51ghts become avallable when the spatlo—‘
temporal milieu develops to-a certain point. For example,
ﬁacordaire's insight that "Between rich and poor, strong and .
weak, it'is liberty whi¢h'oppresses and law whioh frees" is
mainly inspired Ey the growing injustices within the system

of "free enterprise"., Marx argues 1n a 51m11ar manner that:

Equality and freedom. are thus ‘not only respected in
exchange. based on excharige values but; also, the ex-
change of exchange values is the productive, real
basis of all equality and freedom. As pure ideas th
are merely the idealised expressions of this basis;
as developed in juridical, political, social relations,
they are merely this basis to a higher power. And
so it has been in history. Egquality dnd freedom as
developed to this extent are exactly the opposite of
of the freedom and equality in the world of antiquity,
wheré developed exchange value was not their basis,but.
where, rather, the development of that basis destroyed
then. Equallty and freedom presuppose relations of
-_productlon as yet unrealised in the ancient world and
in the middle ages.(Grund.245)26

Marx's point seems to be that freedom and equality

as expressed in Greek consciousness and Greek pracfice were
clearly different from those expressed 1n the feudal system
© Where serfdom replaced slavery -- again, Wlth the rise of
capltallsm, another change. These changes constitute, in
essence, a deliberative and rationmal reaction by human con-
sciousness to a changing environment. They express-= them—
selves in . thé consciousness of the time and are recorded in
the works of great thinkers. ‘ ‘ . . -
A great thinker, therefore, is not one who invenrs‘
or creates values (abstracting from divine inspiration}, but
one who is sensitive to the 1mperat1ves and aspirations of
the tlme and recognlses the need for certain modifications
in tradltLOnal valués or their total rejection. Strictly
speaking this view merely claims that there should be an in-
telligent -reaction. to a changing environment. It is not a

-
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1:3 Marx and Evolution ' : ) . ‘ - *

Although a philosophical perspective of reality is
different from a scientific one, philosophers are "certainly

* concerned with the same world as the One"the scientist ex-

plores and if the latter gleans reliable information about
facts and thelr regular consequences" the phllosopher¢must
accept it as “"grist" for his mill.(Rickman,bl4) 27 The theory
of evolution, one can argue,provides considerable "grist"
for the philosopher's mill. This theory is bound to affect
phllosophy and even metaphysics because 1f its conclu51ons
are true "certain world-plctures have to be rejected because
thex conflict with them."(Goudge,b158) Other systems will
have “to modify or reject some of thelr presuppositions, For
example, it is diffitult, if not 1mpossmb1e, to reconcile
the traditional doctrine of fixed essences,as adpriori and
necessary. "forms" of the different species,with evolutionary
thought. Since Marx was so emphatic about his)system having
an empirical basis, the postulates and conclugions of ‘evolu-
tionary theory cannot be ignored in any.ané ysis of his theory
of human nature. Moreover, it isgcommon knowledge that Marx

‘was very enthusiastic about the theory of eveolution and Dar-

win's work. In a letter to Férdinand Lassalle Marx once wrote:

. "Darwin's book is very.important and serves me as a natural-

scientific basis for the class struggle in history;“(Se;.Corr,lZB)
Beside§ there are unmistakable strains of evolutibnarj thought
throughout his system. For example, Marx subscribes to the
doctrine of "generatio aequivoca" regarding the origin of the
human species, on the basis of which he rejects_thé doctrine

of the crgation. He claims that "generatio aequivoca is the
only practical réfutation of the theory of creation.”(Manus.l44)

p Two important points have to be born in mind when
comparing Marx's doctrine with the theory of evolution. 1In
the first place when Marx was at the height of his intellec-
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tual activity, the theory of evolution was SEIil in\ its in
fancy. It is generally held that "consistent and dstai
thought about the posszblllty of an evolution of 11v1ng be— '
ings d&id not begin unt11 about 1800. "(Kenny,SZ) Darwin's
epoch-making work The Origin of The Species first appeared
in 1859 and by that time Marx had already developed and for-

mulated the bBasic structure of his theory. It would, there-

_fore, be wrong to say that Marx based or patterned' his system

on a scientific theory of evolution because this was as yet
non—ex;stent., However, this ‘does ‘not imply that certain
concepts which play a vital rdéle in evolutionary theory are

not active in his system or that hé& did not later endorse

and make use of the positive contributions.of this ‘theory.

In the second place, Marx was not a natural $cientist; -
his main concern was with man and his process of self-realisation
throughout history or as he himselﬁ’puts"it with "fhe un- .
folding of the progressing human pack."(Grund.497) The terms
of reference and the area of his intellectual aﬁtivity were
different from those of the bioclogist and paleontologist.
Evolutionary thought within Marx's syStem is bound to have
a modified sense. This should become clearer as we continue
our analysis of his ﬁheory. ‘ .

Three major ideas dominate Marx's system and are am-—

~enable to evolutionary thought, ﬁha;gence, Development mnd

Finality. An interesting and revealing passage regarding the
origin and nature of the human species is found in Theories

of Surplus Value. Marx claims:

The existence of the human race is the result of an
earlier process which organic life passed through.
Man comes into existence only when a certain point

is reached. But once man has emerged, he becomes the
permanent pre-condition of human history, likewise
its permanent product and result, and he is pre-
condition only as his own product and result.(Surplus
vVal.lll.491) .

We have here a clear indication that Marx regarded
the human species as a new form of life genetically descended
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_but distinct from more prlmltlve forms of llfe.' This is a.
‘basic presupp051tlon of Marx whlch persists throughout his

. whole system. Both in the Manuscripts and in The German
Ideology Marx speaks of mankind appearing'throuqh "generatio
aequivoca" which again suggests the idea of'hnovélty“} of a
"critical peint” within the evolutionary process.‘ Moreover,

Marx subscribed to Hegel's law that "mere quantitatiﬁe dif-
ferences beyond a certain point change into qualitative onés."
In an evolutionary perspective one can interpret this law as
a case of "macro evolution® following a process of micro
muﬁations. ‘ '_‘ .

What deserves stress, however, is Marx's view of the
human Species, 1) as an emergent and "permanent pre-condition
of human history"; 2) as the “'permanent product and result"
of huﬂé;'history, which strongly suggests the view that man .
is not \yet "a completed being with an unchangeable human es-
" sence". Man is still in a state of "becoming". Marx implies

that man has his destiny in his hands; man makes or unmakes
himself, as is cieér in the'wo:ds, man "is precondition only
as his own product and result." - This, we suggest, is a key
conceﬁt_within Marx*'s system especially with regards to the
various socio-economic systems that have appeared in history
“and which expfess the gradual self-realisation of the human
‘race. ] ’
The tﬁird vital concept which Marx implies is that

of finality.  In a letter to Lassalle, referred to earlier,
Marx says that, thanks to Darwin's work, "not only is the
death-blow dealt here for the first_time'to 'teleology’
" in the natural sciences but its rational meaning is empiri-
_cally explained..."(Sel.Corr.123) A study of Marx's works,
however, makes it clear that this view does not rule out the
concept of finality within his system. As L. Krader points
out, "By teleology Marx intended a formative prbcess which

is wholly external to a natural object whether énimate or in-
animate or to nature as a whole.“(Ethnol.Notes,354)29 The idea

of progress which literally pervades Marx'!s major works has



not_ only an evaluative dimension but also a‘finalisﬁic and
purposive one. The finality that Marx implies, however, re-
jects both animistic and theistic connotations and alsc the
rigidity. of a mechanistic determinism. It is a finaIity that
"is intrinsic to & process of fulfilment; that initiates it-
self with the emergence of man as a new form of life which
has the objective potentiality but not the full actuality or
realisation of its emergent status.: ' '

A type of finality is evident when Marx claims that
"production for its own_ sake means...the development of the

richness of human nature as an end in itself."(Surplus val.,-

11.117-118) Marx criticises Sismondi because the latter
implied that "the development of the species must be arrested
in order to safe-guard the ' welfare of the individual, so \

- that, for instance, no war may be waged in whiph at all
eﬁents.some individuals perish." This conception of reality,
Mar® argues, is a barren and mistaken view of the process

of dévelopment of the human races

Apart from the barrenness of such edifying reflec-
tions, they reveal a failure to understand the fact
that, although at first the development of the ca-
pacities of the human species takes place at the
cost of the majority of human individuals and even
classes, in the end it breaks through this contra-
diction and coincides with the development of the
individual. (Surplus Val.l1.117-118)

Here again we have an indication of a “"contradiction“
in the "ideal" or speculative order and not in a factual-
pragmatic sense alone. “The development of the capacities
of the human species...at the cost of the majority of hu-
man individuals and even classes" is already regarded as
a contradiction even before this situation becomes empiri-
cally manifested. In Marx's system,;fcontraditions" do not
hand. in the air or appear from no-where like the ten plagues
of Egypt. They are germinal and exist latent in human ex-
istence and human consciousness as long as this existence

and this consciousness are still in an undeveloped stage.
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Contradictions, therefore, ‘have an "essential® d1menszon-
they are rooted in and help the development of the human
spec1es.~ As~Marx understands them, they are a means to an
end and obtain only within the compass of human existence.

Again finality is found in Marx's notes on Ethnology
where he endorses Morgan s conception- of human destlny. The
" latter is quoted as saylng. )

The human mind stands bewildered in the presence of
its own creation. The time will come, nevertheless,
when ‘human intelligence will rise to the mastery over
property...A mere propertv career is not the final
destiny of mankind. The time which has. passed since
civilization began is but a fragment...of the past
duration of man's existence; and but a fragment of
the the ages vet to come. The dissolution of society
bids fair to become the termination of a career of
which property is the end and aim; because such a
career contains . the elements of self-destruction...
It will be a revival, in a higher form,ocf the libertv
equality and fraternity of the ancient gentes. (Ethnol.
notes,139) %

On the basis of the above, one realises that although

‘Marx had a very high opinion of Darwin's work he disagreed
on two very important factors. 'On the one hand, unlike Dar-
win, he regarded the human species as different in kind from
the rest of the animal kingdom and in a class of its own.
JMarx consiéereé it invalid to apply the "laws" of natural
evolution indiscriminately and universally to the human
species. ﬁe ridicules Darwin for projectiné a type of con-
flict which exists only within the human species on to the
rest of living nature. In a letter to Engels he wrote:

It is remarkable how Darwin recognises among beasts
and plants his English society with its division of
labour, competition, opening up of new markets;
"inventions", and the Malthusian "struggle for ex-
istence". It is Hobbes's bellum omnium contra omnes,
and one is reminded of Hegel's Phenomenology,where
civil society is described as a “spiritual animal
kingdom," while in Darwin the animal klngdom figures
as civil society. (SelsCorr.128)

The point Marx emphasises is that the struggle going
on throughout human histofy, within the human species, is

* The words,"in a highexr form"™ have been added by Marx humself.
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different in kind from the struggle for existence which
Darwin discovered in plant and-animal life. The motibation
ian&_causal factors in each case are different. ﬁith the '
human species, it is a matter of deveiopment mediated by _
. human consciousness and therefore conflict is bound to dis-
_ appear when full human realisation is achieved. In fact
Marx strongly rejected, what he regarded as false and "naive",
the view that "the antagonism of class-ihterests, of wages
and profité,.of profits and rent are a social law of nature”
(Cap+s1.14) With the rest of living nature the motive is the
brute survival of the fittest. In the case of man a new
motive is involved. Here we have an indication of how far
Marx's conception of human nature was from tﬁat of Hobbes.

As a result of an invalid application of léws which
apply to one type of living beings onto a totally different
one, Darwin, according to Marx, failed to realise that, con-
trary to what he had imagined, he had réfuted rather than
confirmed Malthus. In a letter to Engels Marx points out that:

Darwin whom I have locked up again, amuses me when he
says he is applying the"Malthusian" theory also to
plants and animals, as if with Mr. Malthus the whole
point were not that he does not apply thé theory teo
plants and animals but only to human beings -- and

- with geometrical progression -- as opposed to plants
and animals.(Sel.Corr.128)

In a letter to L. Kugelmann, Marx reiterates the same
idea while criticising F.A Lange:

Herr Lange, you see, has m¥de a great discovery. The
whole of history can be brought under a single great
natural law. This natural law is the phrase (in this
' application Darwin's expression becomes nothing but a
phrase) "struggle fpr life", and the content of this
phrase is the Malthusian law of population or, rather,
N . overpopulatién. So, instead of analysing the "struggle
for life" as represented historically in various de-
dinite forms of society, all that has to be done is
to translate every concrete struggle into the phrase
"struggle for life", and this phrase itself into the
Malthusian “population fantasy". One must admit that
ve«v «-this is a very .impressive method -- for swaggering,
sham-scientific, bombastic ignorance and intellectual



_?1éziness.(Sel.Corr.239-240) .

Marx also disagreed with Darwin on the question of
finality. Marx's system is fundamentally finalistic. The
process which he describes and accounts for has an aim and °

‘goal towards whlch mankind is accordlng to him, slowly and
palnfully edging. "“A purpose whlch lacks particular de-
flnltlon " he once wrote, "is no purpose at all, just as

any action without_ aim is an aimless, senseless action."
(Barly wW.93) '

1:4 Marx's Method
We have already indicated the peculiarity of Marx's

system as being both scientific and philosophical. This
characteristic is bound to show itself in his method. One
finds in Marx an emphasis on observation and critical analy-
sis of "questions of fact“'ac;ompanied by an extensive use
of "abstract thinking™. |
Earlier we pointed out an important distinction be-
tween the method of discovery and the,method'of proof. We
can also endorse Dupré's view that for a dialectician, “the
content of philosophy is identical with its method." (Dupré,b213)
These two concepticns, we argue, are not self-exclusive,
The first distinction emphasises the spatio-temporal dimen-
sion of human knowledge and its empiricai origin, as far as

its "form" and "content" are concerned. It does not, per se,
- reject completely an element of "speculation" within human
knowledge in the sense of "seeing, appraising and conﬁem-
plating” a truth which comes into existence in time and space

- . - A - -
and which does not necessarily have -an empirical nature.

This is the type of "truths" Marx was concerned with. Specu-:
lation entails l)a noetic activity; 2) a type of ﬁrans—
cendence or subjectivity: 3) a perspective of an Ideal

order in contrast to a mere factual—pfagmat@c or psychologi-
cal one. Traditionally, the speculative and the* Xdeal have
been. associated.with the .ta-priori" but this is not necessary.
One's views on the matter, we suggest, depend in the £final |
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analysis, on one's ontological and epistemologiéal ?re—
suppositions. In the perspective of man as essentially in-
complete, txrue knowledge, (including Marx's own theory),
cannot simply be a matter of “reflection and will power":

it cannot be purely speculative or didactic but rather a P
result of practical “activity -- of “praxis“ within an in-.
sightful context. This does not necessarily mean that

what is true today will be false tomorrow. As we shall be
discussing later on, the situation in Marx's case seems to
be that what is false today will be true tomorrow and this
is a totally different matter. -Marx presupposes “nén—trﬁth“
as the point of departure and claims to foresee the "truth® -
as a.result and aim of the human developmental process =--

a movement in which man himself remains the main’ author and
actor. Knowleage, in his system, consists in an awareness
or insight into reality which becomes possible after change
and progress.have been accomplished. . When, therefore, he
claims in Thesis X1 "On Feuerbach":"The philosophers have
only interpreted the world, in various ways; the point is

to change it", this

dgment need not be taken in an anti-
intellectualistic sense. One could say that Marx resorted

to a historical and) developmental wvantage point instead of
to any a-priorism oY intuitive insight “sub specie aeterni®.
His emphasis was on

plicitly that:

he method of discovery. He stated ex-

It was, of course, only possible to discover all this
wh becafme possible to criticise the conditions
of produetion and intercourse in the hitherto ex-
isting world, i.e., when the contradiction between
the (bourgecis and the proletariat had given rise to
communist and socialist views.(Coll.W.Vol.V.419)

‘Tg/éppreciate fully the above one has to distinguish
between the ability and potentiality for critical insight and
the actual realisation of this insight -- a distinction which,
we argue, is crucial to antiéﬁggﬁtanding of Marx's system
and which is stustained b§ his-own works. For Marx, the con-
tradiction between “"bourgeoils and proletariat®"™ is the highest
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form of contradiction.(Ger.Id:78,84-85,87,91-94) The his-—
torical character and pitch of this contradiction provides
" the perspective on a social scale for .a critical awareness

and an intelligent appraisal not only of the present but
also of man's whole developmental process in history.

_ Marx d;stlngulshed between "infantile" and “rational"
abstraction. By the former he had in mind an intellectual
activity that ignores historically essential differences
within a given concept or phenomenon and’is, according to him,
unable "to grasp historic'processés." This type of abstraction,
for example, ndemonstrates that economic relations every-

where express the same simple determinants, and hence that
they éverYwhere express the equality and freedom vf the sim-
ple exchange of exchange values; this point entirely duces
itself to an infantile abstradtion."(Grund.249)

Another reference to this type of abstraction is fognd
in The Povertv of Philosophv where Marx parodies one type of

abstraction: - , -

The metaphysicians who, in making these abstractions,
think they are making analysis, and who, the more they
detach themselves from things, imagine themseilves

to be getting all the nearer to the point of penetra-
ting to their core -- these metaphysicians in turn

are right in saying that things here below are em-
broideries of which the logical categories constitute
the canvas...If all that exists, all that lives on
land and under water can be reduced by abstraction

to a logical category -- if the whole real world can
be drowned thus in a world of abstractions in the
world of logical categories -- who need be astonished.
(Poverty,106)

The "metaphysicians" Marx had in mind in the above
probably were those thinkers who claimed to give, a-priori,
a full and accuraté account of human spatio-temporal exist-
ence. These often ended up by absolutising and reifying an
empirical status quo which, given time and development, would
change radically. -
*Infantile" abstraction is, according to Marx, in-

sensitive to historical and "essential" changes within the
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same substance, concépt or cétegory. " It makes us speak
of “man“; labour, exchange, proper;y,‘populétion etc., as
stable and "completed" phenomena. .

‘ What Marx understood by a Jrational“+abstraétion is
indicated clearly in the following example. He states:

Production in general is an abstraction, but a ratio-
nal abstraction in so far as it really brings out and
fixes the common element and thus saves us repetition
«.. [though some] determinations [within the produc-
tive process] will be shared by the most modern epoch
and the most ancient...no production will be think-
able without them...nevertheless, just those things
which determine their development, i.e., the elements
which are not general and common, must be separated
out from the determinations wvalid for prodiction as
such, so that in their.unity -- which ‘arises already
from the identity of the subject, humanity, and of
the object, nature -- their essential difference is
not forgotten. (Grund.85) '

Another example of "rational" abstraction is giyen

when Marx says:

Capital in general, as distinct from the particular
capitals, does indéed appear...only as an abstraction;
not an arbitrary abstraction, but an abstraction which
grasps the specific characteristics which distinguish
capital from all other forms of wealth -- or modes ‘
in which (social) production develops. These are the
aspects-common to every capital as such, or which

make every specific sum of values into capital.
(ibid.449) -

What applies to capital applies to "man", freedom,

labour etc., -- the major working concepts within Marx's
syéfem. For Marx, therefore, abstraction, when used correct-
ly, 4is a vital and valid instrument in scientific investi-
gation; in certain cases, he claihs,.it is the onlv method
available to analyse the facts: "In the analysis of economic
forms...neither microscopes nox chemical reagents are of use.
The force of abstraction must replace both."(Cap.l.8) Marx
criticised the "philistine's and vulgar economist'’s way of
looking at thinqs[}hic@]stems from the fact that it is only

the direct form of manifestation of relations that is re-

+ D.W.ﬁyazaﬁsknya translates "vertandige™ as sensible". CZ.Pol.Econ.l1%0..



' ‘flected in their brains and not their inner connection.

Incidentally, if the latter were the case what need would
there be of science? (Sel.Corr.191) This intriguing idea
is reiterated when he st&tes that *all science-ﬁoﬁld be super-
fluous if the outward appearance and the essence of things
directly coincided."(Cap.lll.Bl?)BoThe same frame of mind

" is likewise'evidént when he--states that="the geneial and

necessary tendencies of capital must be distinguished from
their forms of ma}festation."(Cap.l.316) These are types of
distinctions one finds within the Greek-Scholastic tradi-
‘tion and not within the natural and positive sciences of -
rhenomena.

On the basis of‘the above, one could say that what
Marx rejected was the "speculative,and a-prioristic" ap-

" proach as a method of discovery regarding matters of fact

in time and space. Those who follow this method, according

to him, are not réally concerned with the "logic of the sub-
ject matterx [empirical reality] but [with] the subject mattex

of logic."(Early W.73) This approach,:§CCordiﬁg to him, leads
one to imagine that "the ordinary empirical world is not
governed by its own mind but by a mind alien to it."(ibid.62)
By contrast he claims that his method of approach:

st+iits out from the real premisés and does not aban-
don them for a moment. Its premises are men, not in
any fantastic isolation and rigidity,; but in their
actual, empirically perceptible process of develop-
ment under definite conditions. As soon as this
active life-process is described, history ceases to
be a collection of dead facts as it is with the.em-
piricists (themselves still abstract), or an imagined
activity of imagined subjects, as with the idealists.
{Ger.1d.47-48)

Here Marx is endorsing the empiricists® method of
discovery but presupposing the speculative philosopher’s
method of appraisal and account.

The peculiarity of Marx's system and method manifests
itself in the manner in which he analysed and accounted for

the various economic and social systems that appeared in

.
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history. J 1t is clear from what Marx says that he rejected

 both idealistic and materialistic pre-determinisms. The

various economic systems were, for him, neitherrpre—'
ordained phenomena represenéing-thé_unfolding of ‘the
Absolute or the realisation of economic categories; nor
were they determined in any rigid and necéssitafian sense as
historicism suggests. He states explicitly that: '

It would therefore be unfeasible and wrong to let
the economic categorles follow one another in the

. same sequence as that in which they were historical-
ly decisive. Their sequence is determined, rather,
by their relation to one another in modern bourge01s
society, which is precisely the opposite of that

which seems to be their natural order or which corres-

ponds to historical development. The point is not
the historical position of the economic relations in
the succession of different forms of society. Even
less is it their sequence "in the idea"(Proudhon)
' (a muddy notion of historical movement). Rather,
< their order within modern bourgeozs soc1ety.(Grund.
,‘107-108)

Marx an%;ysed the‘various historical epochs within the per-
spective of the capitalist system which he regarded as the

highest stage within "the pre;histofy of human society".{(Pol.

Econ.22) He argues that:
Bourgeois society is the most developed and the most

sion of its structure, thereby also allows insights
into the structure and the relations of production

of all the vanished social formations...The bourgeois

economy thus supplles the key to the ancient, etc
{(Grund.l05)

The capitalist system is, therefore, the theoretical
framework in which Marx analyses the various economic and
productlve phenomena. Moreover, in contrast to the_gg;iti-
cal economlsts Marx insists that the perspective which ca-

pitalism offers is not an “absolute"” but'a transitory one.

Although capitalism provides a trans-historical perspective .

as far as the ealier modes of production are concerned, it

remains a historical stage that has eventually to be trans-

_complex historic organization of production. The ca-
tegories which express its relations, the comprehen--
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cended. In other ﬁords capltallsm po;nts to-a stage

"beyond" it. THis indicates the nspeculative" character
of Marx's over-all perspectlve.-,He ClalmS'

Much more important fon‘n5*1s that our methed 1n—
dicates the points where-hlstorlcal investigation
must enter in, or where bourge01s _economy as a merely
historical form of the productive process points be-
vond ‘itself to earlier historical modes of produc-
tion. In order to develop the laws of bourgeois
economy, therefore it is not necessary to write
the real historvy of the relations of production.
“+But the correct observation and deduction of these
laws, as having themselves become in history, always
leads to primary equations -- like the empirical:
numbers e.g. in natural science -- which point to-

wards a past lying behind this system. These indica-

tions together with a correct grasp of the present,
then also offer the key to the understanding of the
past —- a work in its own right which, it is to be
hoped, we shall be able to undertake as well. This
correct view likewise leads at the same time to the
points at which the suspension of the present form

" - of production relations gives signs of its becoming
-- foreshadowings of the future. Just as, on the one
side the pre-bourgecis phases appear as merely his-
torical, i.e., suspended presuppositions so do the
contemporary conditions of production likewise appear

- . as engaged in suspending themselves and hence in

positing the historic presuppositions for a new state
of society.(ibid.460-461)

The above citations, we suggest, provide a clear in-

dication that Marx distinguished between the method of dis-

" covery and the method of account and evaluation. Empirical

ahd historical phenomena are the "material" on which Marx
works but his analysis is not limited to their ‘historical

and phenomenal incidence. In Capital he makes a very in-

- triguing remark,k on the British thinkers. "The English" he

says, "...have a tgndency ;o-look upon the earliesl form of
appearance of a thing as the cause of its existence."(Cap.l.
403) This comment, in our view, c¢ontains, in essence, Marx's
attitude towards British Empiricism. His syétem militates
against the whole empiricist tradition, especially, as far
as the ihterpretation and appraisal of social history is
concerned.

. .
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; There is also 1mplled in the above c;tatlons from the
.Grundrlsse a rejectlon of hlstor1c1sm.' On .this matter one .- .
would do Lell to bear in mind the important dlstlnctlon'

drawn by 0p1er-“between hlStQIlClSm proper that is, the de-

. termination of a phenomenon by an earlier 1nventlon or dls-'
‘covery, and the same 1nventlon or dlscove:y as a mark or
register of the degree of aevelopment~of.a soc1ety.“(Ethnol.
Notes.51) It is evident freh what we: Saw that Marx regards
capitalism as “"a mark or reglster of the degree of develop-'
ment of 2 soclety. _ ‘ .
Slnce, according to Marx, the capitalist system is
the'perspective iﬁ which historical and empirical phenomena
. . are analysed and organlsed 1t is, as we pointed 6ut to that
extent meta-hlstorlcal and metempirical, though remaining
spatlo-témporal. “The capltallst system was for Marx. not just
’,atother mode of prdéucthn; it. was the hlghest mode of pro-
duction of its kind,in;wﬁich the contradictions latent within
earlier fdrmsiare bropght-to‘their logical conclusions. Marx's
appraisal of the‘eapitalist system'ﬁis—a—vis the-previous'
modes. of production;ean'therefore be regarded as being "specu-
lative". Two vital questions present themselves with-re-
gards. to this matter. Firstly, what has the capitalist sys-
tem got which other systemslacK and which entitles it to
.serve as the "logic", the frame-work and the perspective for
a correct analysis of .the other modes of productioﬁ? Secondly,
what“enables“narx to see beyond the capitalist system and to
claim that this’ system itself points to a stage "beyond“? *
To assert that capitalism will create its own contradiction
and negate itself is not very illuminating. Besides it leaves
. the*first question unanswered. As we hope will become clear
within-this'work, capitalism represents, within Marx's system,

the compiete rule of a crudely materialistic imperative over
menkin&, expressed by the "movement of private property®. It
constitutes the total negation and violation of man. Marx-

expected people to react intelligently against this situation e

- . . “

&
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and suspend 1t thus effecting the "negatlon of the negatlbn"
o If Marx is correct in hi -analys;s one is entitled
" to claim that tne'human species 1Is moving slowly but steadily
towards a unity of ideology, a.unive;sal‘moral and ethical
consciousness. . This conclusion is suggested by the universal
and “world—hlstorlcal" character of Marx's’ proletarlan re-
volutlon(Ger Id.56): by the 1nternatlonal and "civilizing
' 1nfluence of capital®" in relatlon to which all earlier modes
of productlon "appear as mexe local developmenfgﬁgglhumanlty
and as nature-idolatry" (Grund. 409-410) and by Marx's con-
tentlon that the “"development of capitalist productlon creates

an. aveXage level of temperament and disposition amongst the

most varied peoples. It is .as truly cosmopolitan as - =

Christianity."(Surplus Val.lll.448)
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CHAPTER TWO -

_ HUMAN NATURE AND EXTERNAL NATURE

In the previous chapter we caﬁtioned against treating
Marx's system as purely and strictly scientific in spite of
what Marx himself claims. A similar céupion is sﬁggested
with regards to Marx's materialism. Marx called himself a
materialist and insisted thet his doctrine was materialistic.
It is vital, nonethless, ﬁo understand correctly what he meant
by this characterisation.

2:1 Marx and Materialism

Anyone who attempts to come Eo grips with Marx's ma-
terialism must take into account the fact that Marx drew a
rédical distinction between the human species as a new form
or quality of life and the.gggg of nature. He emphasised,
in counterposition to "all hitherto existing materialism",

the uniqueness of man vis-a-vis “external nature". As matter

which thinks, as a part of subjectively-conscious-matter,

man is, to Marx, sui generis. This view is implied in the

distinction he draws between "so-called nature" and "human-
ity's own,nature"(Grund. 488) Thus, within his system, the
uniquene§§‘of man is not a mere biological curiosity as is,
for instance, the Austr_alian platypus. Man has "something®
which non-human nature, mere matter, the "physis" does not
possess. It is vis-a-vis "so-called nature" or "external
nature”™ that man's unigueness comes out. .

- Marx argues against Feuerbach that although "the pri-
ority of external nature remains unassailed?, "the latter would
be radically different ifeman did not exist. Even the alleged
"fpure' natural science" which Feuerbach speaks of, Marx savs:

Is provided with an aim, as with its material, only
through trade and industry, through the sensuocus

-
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activity of men. So mﬁch~is‘this activity, this un-
ceasing sensuous labour and creation, this production,:
the basis of the whole sensuous world as it now ex-
ists, that, were it interrrupted only for a year,
Feuerbach would not only find an enormous change in
the naturel world, but would very socn find that the
whole world of men and his own perceptive faculty, .
nay his own existence, were missing. _ s
Marx then adds that this "differentiation" between
"pure" nature and "hominised" nature "has meaning only insofar
as man is considered to be distinct from nature." (Ger.Id.63)
The distinctness of man from nature deserves emphasis because
this is what ultimately makes possible a vital polarity between
the two. In fact it is clear from what Marx says that not
only is man distinct from "external nature" as such, but, in
~accordance with his distinct nature, man provides a new aim

and a new causal agency within the universe.  The transforma-

tion of "nature" by "man" is not to be regarded as a mere na-
tural or physical one, as takes Place, for example, in evolu-
tionary or\biological development. Once man has emerged as

a distinct type of being, nature and its laws, movement or
development will no longer be the same. “Nature", Marx claims,
"the nature that preceded human history, is not by any meané '
the nature in which Feuerbach lives, it is nature which today
no longer exists anywhere."(ibid.63) This view is further con-
firmed by Marx's contention that "an abstract law of popu-
lation exists for plants and animals only, and only in*§o far
as man has not interfered with them."(Cap.l.632) If man is
different from the rest of nature, from "so-called nature",

he does not fall completely under the "lawskof nature®, If
man is sui generis, his development and causal agency are
simidarly sui genéris. -

According to Marx, the major fallacy with political
economists and other thinkers was to treat man as a mere na-
tural being and to identify the laws and movement that apply
exclusively to human nature with ordinary natural laws.(Cap.l. -

18) This led to the illusion of the social Darwinists that
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.the age-long "contradiction", one part of humanity(the majo-
ity) sacrificed for the welfare and developmént'of another

part (the minority), is am eternal. and necessary law. He writes:

It is necessary that the mass of the labourers wounld
not be maste®#s of their own time and slaves of their
own needs, so that human {social) capacities can de-
velop freely in the classes for which the working:*
class serves merely as a basiss The working class
represents lack ‘of development in order that other
classes can represent human development. This in
fact is the contradiction in which bourgeois society
develops, &s has every hitherto exlstlng society, and
this is declared to be a necessary law, i.e., the

existing state of. affairs 1s declared to be absolutely

reasonable. (Surplus val.l11l1l.97-98)

The same frame of mind is implied in his criticism of
Darwih,-Malthus and Positivism because these too, according
" to him, treat human nature as if it were indistinguishable
from "external nature" and subject to its laws.

Again, it is clear:from what Marx says that man impo-
ses himself on "external nature" and shows his superiority
to it. Compared to man, external nature is "inorganic" and
passive.. It lacks subjective vitality and constitutes man's
“inorganic body". Accoﬁﬁng to Marx, man is "the sovereign
. of nature“(Surveys,306)% "For man", Marx says, "the supreme
being is man."(Early W.251;257) Man, he claims further, is
uthe lord of creation".(ibid.266) These contentions would
be meaningléﬁé if man were a mere sum of physical energies
or mere natural’ qualltles. If such were the caée man would
at most be dlstlnct from other natural beings but not from
"external na®ure" as such. For this contrast to obtain, man;
must have that "something" lacking in the rest of nature --
vrsomething" which transcends the mere physical and mere natu-
ral. It is in the context of this conception of man that one
can appreciate Marx's denunciation of political economy which
vknows the worker only as a beast of burden as an animal re-
duced to the minimum bodily needs.”(ibid.290)

The uﬁiqueness of man vis-a-vis the whole rest of na-

ture is also implied in Marx's criticism of the doctrine of
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political economists who confuse relations between people

with réiatigns between things, and this gives rise to a"crude
materialism". This fallacy stems from an implicit or explicit
identification between the "trans-phyéical“-and the "physical".
It is the basis of fetishism. Marx points out that:

The crude materialism of the economists who regard as
the natural properties of things what are social re-
lations of production among people, and qualities which
things obtain because they are subsumed under these
relations, is at the same time just as crude am ideal-
Ism, even fetishism, since it imputes social relations
to things as inherent characteristics, and thus mysti-
fies them. (Grund.687)

In his early works, Marx had directed a similar cri-
ticism against Hegel's political philosophy which encoﬁrages
a type of "physicalism". Marx had pointed out that:

Spiritualism can be seen to degenerate into the cras-
sest materialism. At the apex of the political state
birth is the decisive factor that makes particular
individuals into the incarnation of the highest po-
litical office. At the highest level poliftichl of-
fice coincides with man's birth in just e same way
that the situation of an animal, his acter and
mode of life, etc., are the direct con ences of
its birth. The highest offices of the state thus
acquire an-animal reality. Nature takes revenge on
Hegel for the contempt he has shown her. If matter
is to be shorn of its reality in favour of human will
then here human will is left with no reallty but that
of matter.(Early wW.174)

Marx's point is clear and crucjal to an understanding
of his type of materialism. "External nature",mere matter,
the "physis", does not produce or create kings; nobles, citi-
zens, slaves etc., all of which are real and distinct pheno-
mena nonetheless. These are not physical or mere natural’
properties; they are creations of "thinking matter"™ and not
of mere matter. Marx endorsed the central thesis of Ferdin-
ande Galiani that "the real wéalth...is man" which agrees
perfectly with his bonce?tion of man as the "sovereign of
nature". His comments on Galiani's thesis are very interes-

ting. They help to clarify further his conception of man
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and of maté;‘ialism.w He states:

The whole objective world, the "world of commo-
dities",; vanishes here as a mere aspect, as the mere-
ly passing activity, constantly performed anew, ‘of
socially producing men. Compare this "idealism"
with the crude, material fetishism into which the

' Ricardian theory develops in the writings "of this
incredible cobbler", McCulloch, where not only the
difference between man and animal disappears but even
the difference between a living orgnism and an in-
animate object. And then let them say that as
against the lofty idealism of bourgeois political
economy, the proletarian opposition has been preach-
ing a crude materialism directed exclusively towards
the satisfaction of coarse appetites.(Surplus Val.
111.267) )

Marx's strong reaction against the charge that "“the
proletarian opposition has been preaching a crude materialim”
. L . ! : s s
argues for a cautious approach towards his type of materialism.

Moreover, his ridicule of that vincredible cobbler, McCulloch"
suggestS that he rejected both reductivism and monism. If
nthinking matter® is distinct from and in anti-thetical re-
lationship to non-thinking mattef there canndt possibly be
one principle of being and activity within Matter or Nature.
Marx's position, as occasionally suggested by himself, ap-
prggches close to that of critical naturalism. According to
Beck:

Critical naturalism is based upor a broader conception
of nature than that found in materialism. Materialists
begin with a conception of nature as essentially the
the subject-matter of the natural sciences, and con-
trast nature to the realm of value, spirit, culture,
and mind: then they "reduce" the latter realm to the
former and say-that the world is ultimately only what
it is found to be in physics. Critical naturalists,
on the other hand, do not begin with a distinction
between what is natural and what belongs allegedly
to some other realm of being; they say that the dis-
tinction between what is natural and what is not 1is
predicated upon too thin and homogeneous a concep-
tion of nature.(Beck,418)

) [

Consequently, critical naturalism is distinct from
both traditional materialism and idealism rejecting the monism’

of both these svstems; it acknowledges the distinct reality
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of the ideal -- tﬁe.“realhlof value,-spirit,-culture and
mind% --' without either reducing it to the "physical"® or ac-
counting for it through a resort to the super or trans-
natural. Thus, an expanded conceptlon .of both matter and
nature is implied.

2:2 Species- relations

The main object of Marx's interest is "capital®
which for him is not a "thing" but a "relation" -- money,
property, exchange-value, labour, together with Society and
the "essence" of man are likewise "relations" or "totalities
of relations". Relations, then, are the subject matter of
- Marx's system, therefore, their careful scrutin? is warranted.
Since with Marx the ideological, political, moral, religious
and philosophiSEI super-structure ultimately depends on thege
relations, this matter is further emphasised. The status of
the realm of mind ultimately depends on the status of the re-
lations which are "“their lord and master". Merx's'position
on this matter is intransigent. He states that:

The totality of these relations of production con~
stitutes the economic structure of society, the real
foundatlon,\on which arises a legal and political
superstructure and to which correspond definite forms
of social consciousness. (Pol. Econ. 20)

Marx repeatedly characterises the relations,he is in-
terested in, as "material". The problem is to understand
what he means by this qualification. If we analyse Marx's
doctrine carefully we realise that.within his system diffe-
rent types of relations "are impiied. The nature of a relation
depends on the nature of its basis which is distinct from it.

In Theories of Surplus Value Marx draws a vital distinction,

(found also within the Greek-Scholastic tradition), between
the "power of a thing" and the "relation" of a fhing- He writes:

The relation of a thing to another is a relation of
the two things and cannot be said to belong to either.
Power of a thing, on the contrary, is something in-
trinsic to the thing, although this, its intrinsic
quality, may only manifest itself in its relation to
other things. For instance, power of attraction is

~
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// a power‘of the thing itself although that pbwer is
. - "latent" so long as there are no thlngs to attract.

(Surplus. Val 111.141)

Marx elaborates thlS distinction further and points

out that: o Co : i
: . .

If we speak of the distance as a relation between two
things, we presuppose something “intrinsic", some "pr
perty"of the things themselves, which enables them
to be distant from each other. What is the distance-
between the syllable A and a table?” The question
would be nonsensical. In speaking of the distance
of two things, we speak of their difference in space.
Thus we suppose both' of them to be contained in space,
to be points of space, and only after having them
equalised sub specie Spatii we distinguish them as
different points of space. To belong to space is
their unity. (ibid. 143)

According to Marx, therefore, extension is an "in-

trinsic property" sustaining the relation.of "distance" be-

tween two physical bodies. This is an example of a physical

relation which does not obtain between the "svllable A and

a table." By contrast, Marx points out that the relation be-

tween commodities, namely, the exchange-value, has no such
physical or mere natural basis. He writes: '

O=

But what is this unity of objects exXchanged .against -

each other? .This exchange is not a relation which
exists between them as natural things. ™ It is like-
wise not a relation which they bear as natural things
to human needs, for'%} is not the degree of their
utility that determlns the quantities in which they
exchange. (ibid.l44)

The above is of the utmost importance for an under-—

standing of Marx's whole systep. It deserves our careful

attention. We realise that Marx not only distinguishes the
relatidn between commodities -- one of the fundamental
"production relations" -- from pﬁysical and natural re-
lations, but argues that the basis of the former r?lation is
not found in the correlates themselves, in their physical or
natural dimension. It.exists “beyond" and "outside" these

dimensions. What, therefore, is the nature -of its basis?

-
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We are, -of course, 1nterestea solely 1n the "ontlc“-,
status of the basis of the exchange—relatzonshlp between com-

. modities:  in the philosophical rather than the economic

nature of that factor or qual;ty which serves as the "unity"

between commodltles making them commensurate; (According to
Marx the economic substance of exchange—value is "soc;ally
necessary labour®). .

Marx reiterates the view that "barter“ or simple ex-
change of use—values taklng place in pre-capltallst times, 1s

. radically dlfferent from the exchange of commod;tles medlated

"

by Fexchangefvalue“ within the capitalist system. In barter”
;cr simple exchange of commodities the basis of the‘exchange_
'relatlonshlp is need or utility — ' "something" 1ntr1n51c to
the correlates as in the case of a physical or natural re-—
lation. By contrast, within the capitalist system, the ex-—
change.of commodities takes place on the basis\of "exchange-.
value® which “is-a'generality in ﬁhith all inzzzzauelity end‘
peculiarity are negated and-extinguished."(Grund.fﬁz% "Gener—
ality" is the key word here. It reveals the t&pe of
sustaining the exchange relationship between commodié?es with-
in the"system of exchange—value“. In the systen~cf cé@gpdity
production, Marx says, "exchange value obtains a §eparatewex—

basis

.istence, in isolation from the product."(ibid.l45) Later onb
Marx repeats the same vital idea: "The exchange-value of a
commodity,” he writes, “acqulres an existence of its own
alongside the commodity."(lbld.lSS) This means, (as we hope
will be further confirmed.later on in our work), that,for Marx,
the basis of the exchange relationship between commodities’ is
a type of universal, @ concrete universal, which mediates be-
tween the different commodities. 1In the exchange relation-
ship,- Marx claims:

I equate each of the commodities with a third; i.e.,
not with themselves. This third, which differs from
them both, exists initially only in the head, as a
conception, since it expresses a relation;” just as,
. in general, relations can be established as existing
only by being thought, as distinct from the subjects
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whlch are in these relatlons w;th each other.
{1b1d.‘l43) ‘ b

-

‘This is the reason WhyﬂMarx insists that the basis of
exchange-value is neither a physical nor .a natural power or'
quality intrinsic to the commodities. The basis is extrinsic

to the correlates and appears "as something alien“and objec-—

tive‘ confronting the individuals, not as their relation to
one anocther, but as their subordlnatlon to relatlons which,
subsist independently of them and which arise out of colli-

sions between mutually indifferent individuals."(ibid.157)

We can therefore say that, in contrast to "physical®
relations which obtain immediately between the correlates,

‘the exchange gelation between commodities is a mediated one.

Although exchange-value, “-withina the capitalist system, is
"the objective connection" between people. existing as "an .
alien and independent" thing, Marx argues that:

Certainly, this objective connection is preferable
to the lack of any connection, or to a merely local
connection resting on blood ties, or on primeval,
natural or master-servant relations. Equally certain
is it that individuals cannot gain mastery over their
own social interconnections before they have cre-
ated them. But it is an insipid notion to conceive
of this merely objective bond as a spontaneous, na-
tural attribute inherent in individuals and inse-.

parable from their nature (in antithesis to their con-

scious knowing and willing). This bond is their pro-
duct. It is a historic product. It belongs to a
specific phase of their development. The alien and
independent character in which it presently exists
vis—a-vis individuals proves only that the latter are
still engaged in the creation of the conditions of
their social life, and that they have not vet begun
on the basis of these conditions, to livé:it. -
(ibid. 161-162)"

"Capital", "property", "labour sans phrase", "moné&ﬁ,
as well as, "citizenship", “nobility“; "slavery" etc. are ail
examples of .this type of mediated relations which, we shall
henceforth refer to as "species relations". All of these re-

. lations obtain on the basis of an abstract objectification,

a third mediating factor extrinsic to the correlates. This

makes species relations different in kind from phyvsical and
.- o




other 1mmed1ate relatlons. Any 111us:ons or. mlstake on this S
matter accordlng to Marx, leads either to fetlshlsm or to
Ideallsm. The former pos;t;on regards the basis ‘of a spec1es-:i
relatlon as a natural’ quality lntrlns{o to the correlates.

© It confuses a relatlon between EgoEle with a relat;on between

| things. The 1atter pos;tlon regards the basrs as somethlng

b

a-priori or absolute. . . v

. So, in Marx's system exist two main types of relations,
‘-namelf, immediate and medlated relations. Immediate relations
have their basis intrinsic to. the correlates in the form of
‘a "power"™ or "quality". Physrcal and natural relatlons are'
' of this kind. .Mediated relations obtain through a third \
factor existing in the form of an abstract object;fleatlonb
 An abstraction can be regarded as being of an ideal order.
Therefore those relatlons which have thls type of ba51s have
an ideal existence. Productlon and sccial relatlons in Marx's
sense, are of this kind. T

l If this is correct we realise that "species rela-

_tions" are ideal phenoﬁena not only becauée'theyhare distinct
from physical and natural relations; but also because their
basis- cannot be reduced to physical or natural energy
or otherﬁquality which can be calculated‘mathemétical%yt
These relations involve an element of transcendence from the
natural and physical!environment.. For example, Marx points
out that "gold and 'silver, in and of themselves, are not money.
Nature does not produce. money any more than it produces a rate
of exchange or a banker...To be money is not 2 natural attrl-'
bute. of gold and silver and is’ therfore quite unknown to the
physicist, chemist, etc. as such."(Grund.239) ]

No relation can be understood without its ba51s. In
the case of specres—relatlons one has to look "beyond” the
correlates to- find this basis. Moreover, this basis changes
with the different epochs. Marx points out in this respect:

In each historical epoch, property has developed dif- . <
R ferently-and under. 2 set.of entirely different social
relations. .Thus ti)ﬂeflne bourgeois property is no-
' & :

e



_thing else than to glve an’ exposition of all the . ;:)
social relations of bourgeois production.. :
 To try to give a definition of property as of an
Te 1ndependent relation, a category apart, 'an abstract
~““and eternal idea, can be nothing but an illusion
of metaphys;cs or Jurlsprudence (Poverty,154)

: Needless “to say, Marx's advice does not apply to mere EQ
sessmon as a physical relation which, in 1tse1f is no
subject to q;sterlcal change and which.is foundraleo.among
~aﬁimals. | _"' e :

If spec1es-relat10ns transcend the physical and na-
tural env;ronment the 1deolog1ca1 and theoretlcal super—
structure and social forms: of consciousness which they breed
and sustain must also enjoy the same ideal and transcenden-
tal character. 1In other.words,‘the.distiﬁctness‘and tran-
scendence of the "realm of mind" is already preshpposed with
reéards to Species-relationé. This,in our view; rules out -
epiphenomenalism and sensatidnalism. '

"The logical conclusion from the above is that the
type of abstraction involved in/gtudy of physical and natural
phenomena, i.e., of "external nature", must be different from
the type of abstraction invoived‘in a study of human and social
phenomeﬁa! i.e, of “human naturetdand feleted rhenomena. The
difference emerges from the fact that naturadl and physical
phenomena allegedly have the basis for their .intelligibility
within themselves while human nature has it in a third'factof,

namely, a concrete universal, an ideal hypostatization. The
intelligibility of "human nature® is, accordingly, not agC.
cessible to the positive gnd natural sciences as such. 'With
regards o "human neture?,.a noetic, evaluative and con-

scious element is involved. Production and social relafions,

in Mow's sense, have to be zeknowledged and identified by

" human consciousness beforehfhey‘influence peoprle because their
~b3sis is in the "realm of consciousness" and not of the "physis®.
* 'The difference between "external nature” and "human
‘nature" does not keep Marx from insfeting that a "scientific"

study of human nature is possible. 'He claims that prodyction

-
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and soc1a1 relations and thelr movement can be examlned and
organlsed “w1th the precision. of. natural sc;ence".(Pol Econ.2l)
This is poss;ble accordlng to him, becausé although their
basis is of an abstract and ideal order it is real and objec—
tive nonetheless and not a mere subjective phenomenon. As
we shall continue o see, Marx is emphatic that no othef be-
'1ng creates or enters ihto productlon and social relatlons.
Animals and other natural or physical belngs (including man
".as natural and phy51cal) are 1nvo’ted lnAphyajoaI and natural
relations but not in specieassglﬁiions-. These are the pre-
rogative of human exlstence as human.

If the above is cnrrect we realise-that in analysing -
Marx's system we are not dealing with "materlal phenomena“
in the accepted sense but with a type of phenomena tradi-
tionally regarded as “ideal". Marx'sg@Bgory, theréfore, is
a. theory that concerns real, objective phenomena which have
an empirical origin but an abstract, formal or ¢deal nature.
Accordingly, however surprising it may sound, the "economic
inﬁ;astructure“ which consists ‘'of an ensemble of species-
relations and which Marx eméhasis so much, is of an ideal
order. ‘This means that what Marx understands‘by "economic
relations® is- fundamentally different from what is commonly
iunderstood. In fact, ﬁarx explicity states that:

The materialisation, etc., of labour is...not to be
taken in such a Scottish sense as Adam Smith con-
ceives-it. When we speak of the commodity as .a
materialisation of labour -- in the sense of its
exchange- value -~ this itself is only an imaginary,
that is to say, a purely social mode of existence of
the commodity which has nothing to do with its cor-.
poreal reality; it is conceived as a definite
gquantity of social labour or of money. (Surplus Vval.:
1.171)2

Moreover, and even more intriquing, technoloéical
relations —- relations stemming from human "poiesis" and
"techne" in contrast to -relations stemming from human "praxis*
~-- contrary to what is commonly held, are not part of the in- |

frastructure. This is explicitly stated by Marx when he points.
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out that npolitical economy;..has'ndthihé in common with

- technology."(Pol.Econ.51) Again in: the Grundrisee he states’
' categorzcally that "polltlcal~economy is not technology "

(Grund. 86) (As we shall discuss later on, technologlcal re-—
latlons are a type of physical relations and not spec;es—

relations.) ‘ . . . : . -

- We have analysed the nature of spec;esurelatlons which
constitute the subject matter of Marx's system. We must now
analyse the nature of that being who alone is capable of pc—

siting this type of relations, viz., the human belng. The
nature of an agent is manifested by the nature ®f his opera-
tions and activities. The ideal nature of man's)species-
relations imndicates an intrinsic element of tran cendehce'an@

nfreedom". This view is found in Marx's Economic.\and Philo-

sophic Manuscripts. "Man", Marx writes, "is not megg}y a na-

tural being, he is a human natural being. -That is to say,
he is a being for himself. Therefore he is a species being,

and has to confirm and manifest himself as susg both in his
being and in his knowing."(Manus.182) Marx's characteri-,
sation of man as 1) a "being for himself" and 2) as a "spe
being" ) deserve careful and separate ekamination. iii
In order to understand what Marx is driving at_when
he characterises man as a "being for himself™, it is im-
portantﬂfirst to see what he understands by a "natural
beingﬁ. - This is so because the characterisation of man as

a "being for himself" is given in contrast to the character-

_isation of a "mere natural being®.

When c¢riticising Hegel's phllosophy in the Manuscripts
Marx glves an analy51s of what he understands by a natural

being. To be such, he clalms 1s synonymous to being a "suf-
fering being", having an object outside oneself, being depen-
dent on'something else beyond the confines of oneself., A
natural being is, therefore, fundamentally a relatum. This
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relationél character which implies a state .of dependence,
namely, the fact of having.one;s nature “"outside" oneself, '
is, Marx argues,'essential to being a natural and therefore

a real being. This is important, insofar as it helps us bring.
out a fundamental 1dea of what Marx understood by the real.
To be totally self—suff1c1ent 1ndependent and autonomous

is synonymous to being a non—entity. ‘He writes:

Man is dlrectly a natural being. As a natural being
and as a living natural being he is on the one hand
endowed with natural powers of life -- he is an active
natural being. These forces exist in him as tenden-
cies and abilities —-- as instincts. On the other
hand, as a natural, corporeal,’ sensuous, objective
‘being he is a suffering, conditioned and limited
creature, like animals and plants. That is to say,
the obzects of his instincts exist outside him, as.
objects independent of him; yet these objects are
ob'ects that he needs -- essential objects, indis-
pen51ble to the manifestation and confirmation of his -
essential powers. To say that man is a corporeal,
living real, sensuous, objective being full of natural
vigor is to say that he has real, sensuous, objects
as the objects of his being or of his life, or that

he can only express his life in real, sensuous objects.
To be objective natural and sensucus, and at the same
time to have object, nature and sense outside oneself,
or oneself to be object, nature and sense for a third,
party, is one and the same thing. Hunger is a natural
need: it therefore needs a nature outside itself,

an object outside itself, in order to satisfy itself,
to be stilled. Hunger is an acknowledged need of my
bogy for an object existing outside it, indispensable
to its integration and to the expression of its es-
sential being. The sun is the object ofthe plant --
an indispensable object to 1it, confirming its life --
just as the plant is an object of the sun, being an
expression of its life-awakening power of the sun,

of the sun's objective essential power.

A being which does not have its nature outside itself
is not a natural being, and plays ne¢ part in the sys-
tem of nature.. A being which has no object outside
itself is not an objective being. A being which is
not itself an object for some third thing has no being’
for its object; i.e., it is not objectively related.
Its be-ing is not objective.

An uncbjective being is a nullity -- an un—belng.(Manus.
181-182) - .

In the perspective of the above Marx adds:"man is not
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" merely a_natural being: 'hé'is a human natural being./That .
is to say, he is a being for himself." The cont St between
a “"being for himself"and what we can term, " a being for ex-
;ernal.nature", i.e., a "mere natural beihg“, is worth no-
ting. This is a reiteration of the fundamental anti-thesis
between "human nature" and "so-called nature". Aas a *natural
being”, man needs and “dépends on "external nature® for his
very existence; as a "being for himself" this dependéncé is

dalified by man's own human nature. This qualification is

Lijgcial to Marx's whole system. It entails two basic con-
tentions: 1) "man" enjoys a measure of transcendence and
ﬁfreedom" from the "physis"™, an element of trans—physicalityj
2) this transcendental dimension expresses itself 1n human l
social exlstence in the prevalllng community. oOur’ ;mmedlate
concern, is with the flrst presupposition.

By deflnlng man as a “"being for himself" in contrast
to a "mere natural being" Marx, in our v1ew,'T§ claiming that
@an‘hag himself, his distinct human nature, as the aim of his
life and of his activity. He writes:

Man is a.specilds being, not only because in practice
and in theory he adopts the species as his object (his
own as those of other things), but -- and this is only
another way of expressing it ~- also because he treats
himself as the actual, living species;. because he
treats himself as a unlversal and therefore a free
being.(ibid.112)

Man could -not possibly make himself and his species
the aim of his existence if he did not enjoy a “"subjective

1ntegr1ty“ and distinctness vis-a-vis the external environ-

ment or “so-called nature"

-
g ©

Here,a word of caution is necessary. By "man", Marx
has in mind the human species as a type of being and not an

individual ig the sense of Bentham's "English shop-keeper".
(Cap.1.609) The subjective integrity and distinctness of
man vis-a-vis "external nature® should not be interpreted
in the perspective of Hume's "problem of personal identity".

Within the framework of Marx's presuppositions even to speak
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-of the human individual as a stable and complete actuality
is meanlngless.; As we shall continue to see, psychological
1nd1v1dua11ty itself together with te - intellectual scruples
and doubts regarding personal identity,which this’ developtd
individuality makes possible, are, according to Marx, a result
and not the point of departure of human history. The poten-—
tiality for full individuality and Q'rsonal-ident;ty, how-
ever, is presupposed from the moment the human species
emerged as ‘a distinct form of life. | ./J

Marx regard$ the "subjective integrityr of the human
species as a fact which manifests itself in man's productive
and experlentlal acthlty. This can be verlfled he suggests,
when one realises that man does not progﬁse merely under the
1mpulse of physical need, but is capable of rising above the
"realm of necessity". Man, Marx argues, "produces even when
he is free from physical need and only truly produces in free-
dom therefrom" (Manus.113) Some twenty years later thé same
vital ldea is reiterated when he says:

The realm of freedom actually begins only where la-
bour which is determined by necessity and mundane con-
siderations ceases; thus in the very nature of things
it lies beyond the sphere of actual material pro-
duction.(Cap.111.820)

To appreciate Marx’'s doctrine on thé relationship be-
tween "man" and "external natuee" ‘'we have to understand cor-
rectly the type of "freedom" he is advocating when he uses
such expressions as “realm of freedom®, "freedom from physical
need", "freedom from necessity and mundane considerations®.

It is clear érom what Marx states that the "realm of freedom"
which "lies beyond the sphere-of actual material production®
presupposes an objective potentiality in man to transcend

the confines of his immediate physical existence. This objec-
tive potentihlity, therefore, denotes a “"freedom" from the
immediacy and necessity of the "physis", from "total dominion
of brute necess;ty, the ananke ‘of the Greek rhilosopher *

'(Rlckaby 48);7 a freedom, 1.e., from the necessity and de-
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tgrmiﬁism of the laws of "external nature”". It i$ because
man "is not "toéally dominated by brute necessity"itha; he can
and should aspire to the "realm of freedom"

It is significant that Marx contrasts the nature and
act1v1ty of man wlrh the nature and activity of animals in
order to clarify hl% position. " The anlmal Marx states, is
in immediate relationship with its natural environment. It
does not enjoy freedom from necessity. It, therefore, "does
not have itself or its species as the aim oxr object of its
life activity in a subjective sense. The animal, for Marx,

is a "mere natural being"; it does not rise above the realm

of the "physis®, the "realm of necessity". All that it does
'and has is, part and parCeI of "external nature™, s
The animal is 1mmedlately one with its life activity..
It does not distinguish itself from it. It is its
life activitv. Man makes his life activity itself
the object of his will and of his consciousness,
He has conscious life activity. It is not a determi-
nation with which he directly merges.(Manus.113),

Thus, Marx finds in man an element of transcendence,
of tranS—physicality and this is what makes man a "being -for
himself",'a quality that enables man to enjoy é éubjective
integrity vis-a-vis the environment. ‘It is due to this "trans-~
phvsicalism” that man is capable of duplicating himself, of
"folding back on himself“;'so to speak, in both his intellec-
tual and practical activity. "Man", Marx claims, ndupli-
cates himself not only as in consciousness intellectually but
also actively, in reality and therefore, he contemplates him-
self in a world that he has created."(ibid.ll14) However much,
as a "natural being" man needs an object outside himself, he
does not lose completely his subjective integrity in it. Man
‘is able to keep a certain "distance! from his natural envir-
onment and physical activity because he is able to "stand out®
in his subjective existence. In his relationship to "exter-
nal nature", man remains the point of_depérture and the point

of return. By defining man as a "being for himself", Marx

r



is.theneby acknewledging and presupposing an initial‘anti-

thesis between "human nature® and "so-called nature”. L.

Durpre very well p01nts out that "If man as conscious being

is opposed to mature at all he must be opposed to it from the

very beginning. Otherwise, the dialectic will never get off
the ground.“(Dupre 222) From what we have seen so far and

| as we shall continue to see, this. prec1sely seems to, be.Marx's

basic pre—supposztlon.

. The contrast Marx draws between human and anlmal ac-"’
tivity is reminiscent of Feuerbach's views on the matter. 1In
The Essence of Christianity, Feuerbach had written that "the
brute has only a simple, man a twofold life; in the brute,

the inner life is one with the outer."(Manus.24l) The meaning
_ here is, as we have seen, that the "intensional" life of the
animal is allegedly totally dominated by "brute necessity“.

In the case of man, the “intensional” life is a distinct reaim
of existence enjoyving a measure of freedom;_ _

It 1s important to emphasise that the dlfference be-
tween the’ human and the animal relationship to nature is,
according to Marx, one of kind and not of degree. This 1s
evident when Marx writes that in contrast to man who rises
above the sphere of necessity, "an animal only proauces what
it immediately needs for itself or its young. It produces
one sidedly, whilst man produces universally. It produces
only under the dominion of immediate physical need"(ibid.113)
The different kind of relationship implies a difference in
the "being" itself of both men and animals.

The contrast between man and animals and the philoso-
phlcal implications of the dlfference Marx finds between these
two forms of life can be better appreciated in the perspectlve
of two contentions Marx makes with regards to animals. He
claims, first of all, the; animals do not make progress in
the proper sense of the word. . They do not objectify them-
selves or involve themselves in any developmental process in
a subjective and self-perfecting way. The phenomenon of adap-

hl
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" tation and biological and evolutionary development is not
‘ruled out, but this has nothlng to do with what Marx has in
mind.’ According to him:

The various shaping of material life is, of course,

in every case dependent on the needs which. are already
developed, and the productlon as well as the satis--
faction, of these needs iIs*an histdrical process, which
is not- found in the case of a sheep or a dog...al—
though sheep and dogs in their present form certainly,
but malgré eux, are products of an hlstorlcal pro-
cess. (Ger.Id. 87)

>

Biologists, nowadéys, speak of "é;osomatiq" or "extra-
personal"'devélopment in céntrast to organic development.
Animals, it 1is generally held, develop in the main organically,
"by, t modification of organs (or behavior) or the emergence
.of new organs (or behavior). Human evolution proceeds, .largely,

by Heveloping'new organs outside our bodies or PErsOnS...

These new organs are tools, or weapons, or machines or houses...
Man instead of growing better eyes and ears, grows spectacles,
microscopes, telescopes, telephones and hearing aids.“(Pop—
per,238)6 The essence of this ¢onception is found in Marx's
doctrine on the relationship between man and the rest-of na-
ture. He writes in fact:

Nature builds no machines, no locomotives, railways,
electric telegraphs, self-acting mules etc. These’
are products of human industry; natural material
transformed into organs of the human will over na-
ture, or of human participation in nature. They are
organs of the human brain, created by fhe human hand;
the power of knowledge, objectified. The development
of fixed capital indicates to what degree general so-
cial knowledge has become a direct force of produc-
tion, and to what degree, hence, the conditions of
the process of social life itself have come under

the control of the general intellect and been trans-
formed in accordance with it.(Grund.706)

The imposition of "the human will over nature" is, in
our view, the key concept. We have here a reitération of the’
vital idea implied by Marx throughout his works that man
winterferes" with nature —- a vieﬁ that already indicates
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the peculiar type df activity of which man is capable. -In
Capital Marx writes that: ~ . '

A spider conducts operations that resemble those of
a weaver, and a bee puts to shame many an architect
in . the- construcfion of her cells..But what distingui—
. shes the worst architect from the best .of bees is
v thxs that the architect raises his structure in
' rmaglnation before he erects it in reality.” At the
end of every labour-process, we get a result that
already existed in the imaginationof the labourer
at its commencement. He not only effects a change
of form in the material on which he works, but he -
also realises a purpose of- his own that gives the
law to his modus operandi, and to which he must sub-
ordinate his will.(Cap.l. 178)

What' deserves special attention: here is Marx's v1ew

&

that man "“also realises a purpose of his own that gives the
law to his modus operandi and to which he must subordinate
his will." Herein lies the germinal idea, running through-
out Marx's whole system, that man is determined by his own
"logos" developed by medns of his own practical and conscious
activitv. This forcefully brings out the role of the intel-
lect and of “"theoria" within Marx's system. He explicitly
makes the will subordinate to the intellect -- a major pos-
tulate within the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition. It is in
the perspective-of this conception that we can_ fully appre-
ciate the wvitality and significance of Marxf’s contention that
"men are both the authors and actors of their own drama".
(Poverty,115) The imposition of the human "logos" over
external nature is implied also when Marx states:

Labour is, in the first place, a process in which both
man and Nature participate, and in which man of his
own acc¢ord starts, regulates, and controls the mate-
rial re-actions between himself and Nature. He op-
poses himself to Nature as one of her own forces, set-
ting in motion arms and legs, head and hands, the
natural forces of his body, in order to appropriate
Nature!s productions in ‘a_ form adapted to his own
wants.(Cap.1.177) o v

It can be fairly stated-that, within the perspective

of Marx's system the interference of man with nature and its
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laws constitutes one of the.distinétive characteristics of
human'productivé acfivity. Regarding this matter, two major

factors have to ?e recognised: '1)This interference is to be

;und€£§tood in the perspective of that type of activity Marx

refers to as “praxis“- 2)This interférence cou @ not be
posslble if man were a mer;\part of nature as. mogénegps‘
type of substance; if, that is to say, the_» v of humé;

naturé were identical with the "laws" of “exter "
For example, the moon does nok "interfefé” with the laws of
nature when it eclypses the;sun; neither does a river when .

it floods and washes away the §urroundihg area, nor .an erup-

' ting volcano when it ravages the country-side. All of these

are different manifestations of the>“laws of nature". A

being “free" to some extent from the *b necessity" of na-
tural laws can interfere with nature, ‘ t its laws and mani-
pulate them for better or for worse. Thi beihg,~in Marx's
conception, is man. ' ’

Ey "freedom from necessity", theé}ore, Marx does’ not
mean- freédom from mere want, from p9verty and hunger -- which
is a purely empirical phenomenon, but freedom from the "realﬁ
of need" itself. For instance, a lﬁgn that has just gorged
itself on its prey after a successfui hunt is "free" from
want and if its "territory" is éEundaht with potentidl and
easy victims, his "freedom" is relatively enduring. However,
within Marx'é»perspective, the lion is not free from the

nrealm of necessity" itself nor. capable of transcending this

realm. Of course, Marx does not say that man's "freedom from

the realm of necessity"™ is total or absolute. Indeed, he
claims that‘tﬁe satisfaction of this realm of necessity is.
the basis for reallslng and enjoving the "realm of freedom"
(Cap.111.820) |
Marx's position entails a type of freedom which is
traditionally associated with deliberative and reflective

action -- something which presumably, is noé’found among !
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animals. Tgere is a remarkabde.31m11ar1ty between Marx's
position -and_the one fofind within the Thomistic doctrine.

J. Rlckaby, who represents this tradltlon writes on this _' s

‘matter: ' . N -

- An insensible thlng, having. no consc;ousness whatever,
has no light to guide it to a choice; and, where’ there
.1s no light, there is no liberty. A thing of this
sort is not wholly passive, else it would be void of
‘existence, but the active powers which it has are .
blind...A creature with senses, but without intellect
and reason, has no reflex conscxousness no faculty of
advertence to its own being and cqndltlon as such.”
Therefore, it acts always either on native impulse or
by virtue of a training received from without. An
agent like this is moved by springs’'of feelings, more

or less compllcated which are not7at its own com-
mand: it is not frees(Rlckaby,46) : .

Marx's second contention about animals is’ con51stent
with the above. He argues that as "natural belngs" animals
“ yse nature and depend on it “physxcally" and "naturally"
lThlS follows from his analysis of a "natural being" as fun-
‘damentally a reiatum. Hewever, Marx contends that their re-—
‘ lationship'is not a subjective one.. Animals do not assert ~
themselves as subjects and do not reallse a purpose of their
own distinct from their nature itself. Since they lack sub-

jectivity they rémain incapable of genuinely active relation-
ship with-nature. In The German Ideologv, Marx goes so far
as to claim that "The animal dees not enter into 'relations®
with anything, it does not enter into any relation at all.

.For the animal, 1its relafion_to others does not exist as a
relation."(Ger.Id.51) Marx's point is that the animal does
not enter into formal or species relations as people do.
This is what he means when he claims that "For the animal,
'1ts relation to others does not exist as a relation." _In—
the Grundrisse the same 1dea is relterated He writes:

Basically the appropriation of animals, land etc. can-
not take place in a master-servant relatlon although
the animal provides service. The presuo9051tlon of
the master-servant relation is the appropriation of

an alien wil). Whatever has no will, e.g. the animal

-—
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:may‘well provide a service, but does not thereby make
"its.owner into a master. (GrghngOO-SOl)'-

In the Manuscripts Marx attempts to substantiate his

views by analysing the “productive-activity“'of both animals
and men.® The contrast, by his account, is striking. He writes:

- Admittedly animals also produce. - They build them-
selves nests, dwellings, like the bees, beaver, ants.,

~etc. But an animal only produces what it immediately
needs for itself or its young. It produces one-sidedly,
whilst man produces universally...An animal produces
only itself, whilst man reproduces the whole of nature.
An animal's product belongs immediately to its. physi-
cal body, whilst man freely confronts his product.

_ An animal forms things in accordance with the stan-

dard-and need of the species to which it belongs,
whilst man knows how to produce in accordance with -
the standard of every species, and knows how to
apply everywhere the inherent standard to the object.
Man therefore alsosforms things in accordance with
the laws of beauty. (Manus.l13-114)

We have here first of all, a reiteration of the idea

that man impbses his "will" and "logos" on "external nature"

‘and this is what kes it possible for him to form things

vin accordanceh the laws of beauty." Apart from this,

Marx's aim is

demonstrate that,in its contact with Nature,
the animal enters only into physical and -natural relations.
Consequéﬁtly, it approﬁriates the natural environment and

the natural object directlv and iﬁmediatelv.. Man, by

contrast, has first to modify.the object physically and
appropriate it in an- "ideal® context, in a mediated way,
that is, by means of species-relations. Marx points out

in this respect that:

Human objects are not natural objects as they im-
mediately present themselves, and neither is human
sense as it immediately is -- as it 1is objectively '
—_-human sensibility, human objectivity. Neither
nature objectively nor nature subjectively is di-
rectly given in a form adegquate to the human being.
And as evervthing natural has to have its beginning,

man too has his act of origin —- history — which, -

however, is for him a known history, and hence as an
<

-
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act of orlgln 1t is a consclous self-transcendlng
act'of orlgln.-(lbzd 182) .

An example will help us clar1fy~the issde sat;sfac-
torlly. ‘A 1lon urinates in a number of places in order to
mark its terrztory and keep Aliens out. People, likewise,
.set up hedges ‘put up stakes, bu;ld fences and wallsr more
or less for- the same ‘purpose. In the perspectlve of. Marx?'s
system however there is a radlcal dlfference between the -
"terrltorlal 1mperat1ve" ‘found among anlmals and ' that found among.
people. In the case of the animal this “1mperat1ve" can be
reduced to a natural’ relatlon of utility, a case of mere 22
session rooted in instinct. In the case of people, the
“terrr:torlal lmperatlve" entalls a specles—relatlon and the
dlstlnct phenogenon of .property. This "relation of productlon¥
is based on an “abstract objectlflcatlon namely, the. "communlty
as a-distinct phenomenon, 'in and]through which‘one'fjsgsses—

sions are regarded and treated as Eggggg_z. It isgthe “com- .

-'y51cal ex-

munity" as an Ideal Totality complementing human-
istence that ndéfines" the terms and nature of ‘one's property
and property rlghts. Marx p01nts out 6n this issue:

- - As soon as the f;rst,anlmal state is left behind man’s.
property in nature is mediated by his existence as a
.member of a communal body, family, tribe, etc.. by

his relationship to other men, which determines his
relationship to nature.(Surplus Val.l11.378)°

Concomitantly with the establishment of ﬁhe physical boundary, .
whether it Be organic or exosomatic is to some extent immater-

iai, ther is invélved, -in the case of people, an element of
the Ideal stemming_from human corfscious and'social existence -°
'forming the basis of “Right”, "law", "morality", "politics", -
viz., alI rdeology-—— something whlch one presumes, does not :
~obtain w1tb§i the animal klngdom. We have still to witness
;:a moral legal or aesthetic sense as an ideological pheno-
menon and not as a set oﬁ.psychologlcal and 1nst1nct1ve drlves
or lnhlbltlons among anlmals- The p01nt éherefore is that-
. man appropr:ates nature by means of spec1es—relatlons which .
T N B
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.jare of ‘an emplrlcal orlgln but not of an- emplrlcal nature

1wh11e animals do not. | '

e ©* - If what has been dlscussed above regardlng the ele~

" ment of transgendence and freedom_of ‘the human species is cor-
rect, we‘;eaiise that, in Marx's perspective, man is not re
. duéible'withouf remainder'te a Qpaﬁtum of physical or neurd-
‘Vphy31olog1cal energy. Th; human dimensieﬁ which, as we> :shall
continue to see, Marx equates with the soc1al and hlstorlcal
is sui generls; a distinet though not'segarate rhenomenon
of man's life. This suggests the view that within Marx’e"

- perspective, man leads a double .existénce —-- an existence
‘consisting of physical and natﬁral relafions, viz. immediate
relations, common to all "natural being" and amenable to scien-

- tific' analysis in the accepted sense; an existence consiséing |

ofispecies—relations ﬁhich, as we have seen, -are mediated by
a concreteé universal'exisping extrinsic to and i@dependently
of, the separate individuals.’ This.“éxistence" is not amena-
ble to seientific treetvment in a positivistic sense. The -
“realm,of_freedom" which denotes human existence as human,
hae its own "logos"™ which eannot_be reduced to .the movement
‘of the "physie" or to mere matter in motion. This. accounts,
~ in our view; for the tension between philosophy and:science
within Marx'!s system and for the frequent inconsistencies in
many of‘his bontentions.regérdiﬁg the‘development-and fugure
of the human species. 5.‘; .

The'dqctrine of the "double existence®" of the human
species remains a difficult and elusive one within Marx's
sietém and yet there is an abundance of evidence pointing to,
if._ It is: sufficient to point out that,since spec;es—relatlons
are dlstlnct from and 1rreduc1ble to physzcal and natural re-

~lations, ‘2 totality of them,constltuting man's species-
+  existence, must a foftiori He aIso'éistinct\from a totality
. of immediate relations. Moreover, since species-relations
.. are “"free" from the "physis" their ﬁota;ity must ;ikewise'
represent ‘the,"realm of freeaom",

-
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. - Specifically, the"double existence® of man is implied
in the distinction Marx draws between "llfe-Actrvrty" and

“materlal llfe“ (Ger Id.92) Marx's analysrs of "human needs"'
further coanrms -this vital- d:.st:.nct:.on. He speaks of "neces—
srty “Hieeds® and "socral and hlstorrcal needs" - Necessrty

needs are defrned as "those of the 1nd1v1dua1 hlmself re-
R duced to a natural subject“.(Grund 528) The full significance
"~ of "this deflnltlon can be appreciated both inrthe perspective
of the distinction drawn earlier between, a'"mere natural be-
ing" and‘a "human natural being",‘and in" the perspective of -
"social and historical needs®. The “reduction“‘implied in
the nature of "necessrty needs" has not only' a gquantitative
" but .alsec a qualltatlve dlmensron. “Necessrty needs", regard-
less of, the quantitative factor of their development and sa-
tisfaction, denote a realm of existence common to/mere natural
being, namely "physical existence". They can never do full
justlce to the human species as human. The realm of physical
exlstence, "the worid-view of practlcal need”, Marx claims,
*in words reminiscent of the Scholastics, "is by nature narrow-
_Funded and- rapidly exhausted."(Early W.240) This is not a
“mere nalve-conceptlon of the "younger" Marx. It is reiter-
ated 1n Cagrtal He wrltes-

Just as the savage must wrestle with Nature to satisfy’
his wants to maintain and reproduce life, so must
c1v1llsed man, and he must do so in all soc1a1 forma-
tion.. “With his ‘development this realm &f physical
necessity expands as a result of his wants; but, at

~ . the same time, the forces of‘production which satisfy~
these wants also increase. Freedom in this field can
only consist in socialised man, the associated pro- =
ducers, rationally regulating therr 1nterchanggrw1th
Nature, bringing:it und their common control, 4in-

. stead of beindg ruled by Xt as by the blind forces of
Nature: and achieving this with the least expendi-
ture of energy and under conditions most favourable
to,- and'worthy of, their human nature. But it none-
theless still remains a realm of nece351ty.(Cap 111.820)

"Historical and social needs", by contrast denote
a realm of exlstence exclusrvelv human. These needs refer
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both to a distanc dlmen51on of “nece551ty needs" as far as .
‘people aieweﬁéﬁ/uned and to spec;flcally different needs
‘which we can properly call "spec1es needs". Examples of
'the'lattet are the need for culture, educatlon socialiaation,

"self—fulfllment etc.. It is clear from what Marx says that,
for example, the "necessity need" for food and shelter in
man should be distihguished‘from a similar need in animals.
In the C;Ee of man, a "moral" evaluation is involved in the
determination and “measurement" of this need. Marx is ex—‘

- plicit aboutgthls. He argues'that "there is no such thing
as the value of labour in. the common acceptance of the word."
(Sel. Works 209) One of the reasons for this is that, as he
points out in Capital, in the determination of its-.value ‘
"there enters...a historical and moral element "(Cap.l1.171)

which is not amenable to a mere mathematical calculation. -
"Our desires, and pleasures" he argues further," spring from
society; we ‘measure them,therefore, by society and not by
" the objects which serve for their satisfaction. Because
. they are of 2 soc1al nature they are of a relative nature.®
(Wage lab. and Cap 33)° This exposes the violation which, in
Marx's perspectiye, political economy and the wages-system
{E;rpetrate against the worker. The “science of wealth" treats
man as if he were "a mere natural being". Hence both the hu—
man and moral d;mens;on of his necessity needs and his spec1—
flcally "species needs" are ignored. Marx writes:

It goes without sayving that the proletarian, i.e.,
the man who, being without capital and rent, lives
purely by labor and by a one-sided, abstract labor,
is considered by political economy only as a worker.
Political economy can therefore advance the pro-
‘position that the "~ proletarian, the same as any
horse, must get as much as will enable him to work.
It does not consider him when he is not working, as
a human being; but leaves such considerations to
criminal law, to doctors, to religion)_.fo the statis-
tical tables, to polltlcs and to the podrhouse over-—
seer. (Manus.72) o <

*

"The value of the labouring power", Marx contends further,

-y
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"is formed;by two elements -— the one merely rhysical, the
other hlstorlcal ‘or soczal. Its nltimate limit is determined

by the physical element, that is ﬁo eay,‘to'meintain and re-
p&odﬁee itself, to'berpetuete its physical existenee, the
working class must receive the necessaries absolutely in-
dispensable for living and multiplying...Besides this mere .
phy51cal element, the value of labour is in every country
determlned by the traditional standard of llfe‘ It is not

mere physical life, but it is the satlsfactlon of certain
wants springing from the social condition in which people
_are placed and reared up." Marx adds, "This historical or
social element,entering into the value of labour, may be-
‘expanded, or contracted, or altogether extinghisheq, so that

' nothing remains but the physic%%i%imit." (sel. Works,225)
_The "double existence" of the human species and the
distinet reality of these two "realms" of existence are im-
plied alsc in the emphasis Marx puts on "free time", time
free from the production of material life and devoted to.
"the full development of‘man." In the Grundrisse Marx_péinps

out that if man is to live an authentic human life he must
"step to the sSide of the productive process instead of being
its chief actor."(Grund.705) Marx's point is that the less
time spent in actual material production, the more time man-
has available for distinctly human activities -- activities
that are free from "necessity and mundane considerations.*®
"The less time the soclety requires to produce wheat, cattle
etc., the more time it wins for other production;, material
or mental."(ibid.172)} Marx describes how free time is created
by the capitalist mode of producnion and, in this way, this
system itself gives rise to a basic requirement for human
emancipation: “capital...quite unintentionally...reduces
human labour“ expenditure of energy, to "a mimimum. This will
redound to the beneflﬁ\;f emancipated labour, and is the con-
on."{ibid.701) Later on he adds, “The
saving of 1abour tlme[ié]equal to an increase of free time,

'dltlon of 1ts emancipat

i.e., time for the full development of the individual, which



in.turn reacts back upon the productlve power of 1abour as

-1tself the greatest productlve power"”, This means ‘that "Free

time -~ which is both idle time and time for higher activity —- -

has néturally transformed its possessor'into a different
subject and he then enters into the direct productlon pro—
cess as this dlfferent subject. "(1b1d 711—712)

, What' deserves notlng is Marx's emphasis on the need
for time free from "necessity and mundane considerations".

This free time will enable man to engage in "higher activity"™’
and- "mental production" -~ two factors relating to a “realm
of existence", accofding to him, systematically ignored by

. T . .
,captalism. Beyond the "realm of necessity" and "mundane

considerations" Marx says, "begins that development of human
energy which is an end in itsélf, the true realm of freedom,
which, however, can blossom forth -only with this realm of
necessity as 1ts basis. The shortening of'the working-day
is its basic prerequlslte.“(Cap 111, 820)

2:4 Praxls.or Soc1al Act1v1ty

We pointed.out earlier that the “"interference" by man %

in "external nature" and itS'liys should be‘ébterpreted in

the perspective of Marx's concet of "praxis". . Throughout-

his system Marx uses the term "praxis" and not "poiesis™ to
denote and describe that "activity" wﬁkch, according to hiﬁ,
both shows the true nature of man and is vital for human
development. His choice-of terms, we argue, is significant

and purposive. It should hot, therefore, be regarded as -an
ovefsight on his part or worse, attri}uted to ignorance. There
is evidence that Marx had a solid knowledge of Greek and there-
fore must have known perfectly well the fuqdamental difference

‘between these two terms.

Within the Aristotelian. (and Thomistic) tradition,
"poiesis" 1is different from the movement of the "physis". The
objects or products of "poiesis"(making) "owe their coming

fo be to an extrinsic principle (arch&), the maker and not

)
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to an intrinsic principle of change, i.e;,-naﬁureNjggﬁgisl,m‘-
(Geofgiadis,57)6£°the basis of what we have disgﬂ§§éd s0 f;;*
regarding Marx's doctrine on the animal, we would have to
say that strictly speakihg,‘ani@al 5¢tivity is ﬁot a case qf;
"poiesis®. Although "animals also produce. Tpgf'build them-
selves nests, dwellings, like the bees, beavers; ants“etc."
they remain "immediately one with i their 1ife4dctivity.“
Translated in Aristotelian language, this means that the
“produc;s" or objects of animal activity "owe their';oming
to be...to an intrinsic principle of .change, i.e. nature,
(physis)®. _

Poiesis is also different from "praxis" (doing/acting).
The basis of‘this difference within the Aristotelian tradi-
tion seems to be two-fold;
1)"Poiesis" involves a "transient" action while "praxis" in-
volves an "immanent" one. Aristotle claims that "making has
an end other than itself...but the end of action cannot be
other action: for good action itself is the end."(Georgiadis,
59) In this respect, we can say with C.Georgiadis that while
"poiesis" ds“"heterotelic" -- "making is directed towards an
end other than itself,namely, the production of something dis-
tinct froﬁ'iEself", "praxis" is "autotelic" -- "the end of
acting is ddentical with the activity itself."(ibid.58)
2)The "arets" involved in "poiesis" is "techn&", while the
"arete" involved in "praxis" is .a type of "theoria" which is
distinct from "art" or "skill". Aristotle again claims that
"making and acting are different...; so_that_thearéasoned
state of capacity to act is different from the reasoned state
of capacity to make."(ibid.59 ) We can say that in the case;
o:f‘ "poiésis“ the “arete" invelved refers to a fac'tuaﬁ-prag—'-.
matic perspective and consists in the skill, art or exper%ise
of the "maker". It manifests itself in the result. The"arete"
involved ig wpraxis", by contrast, refers to a holistic per-

spective, a comprehensive "theoria" which transcends a mere
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factual-pfagmatic situation and ca}ls.for_personal commit-
ment and moral evaluation. This méans that while the object
of "pozesms“ can be understood and appraised independently
of the agent “praxls" and 1ts object have to be appraised

P—.—

w1th1n the perspective in which they occur. Both the- vtheoria"’

. and the "agent" are involved. On thls_matter.Aristotle

Y

‘writes: "The products of arts Have their excellence in them-

selves, so that it is sufficient tiat they have come to
possess -a certain quality. But acts done in accordance with,
the virtues are not done justly or temperately insofar as

~ they themselves have/gertain quality, but insofar as the agent

is of a certain quality, when he does them."(lbld 58—59)

The above analysis was necessary to help us under—
stand the type of activity Marx was interested in and which
he termed "praxia". Marx's "praxis“;has a wider meaning than
the traditional one. It denotes human social and experiential-
activity or, simply, human social labour, both "mental" and
nphysical®. It is vital to'remark that social activity in

Marx's sense is not collective acfivity in a mere physical

or natural sefise -- a phenomenon found among ants, bees and
other gregarious animals. Marx's "praxis" denotes common and

concerted activity subsumed under and sustained by a dominating

_"social theoria“._;mhiS”ﬁniting principle is neither "in" the

individual as in the case of "techne" in relation to “"poiesis"®,
nor “ln" nature as the lmmanent principle of movement. It
is ‘extrinsic to the 1nd1v1duals and their activity. It con-
stitutes the "community" and always accompanies human exis-
tence though, as we shall see, in diffarent forms.

To a large extént‘the'physical co-existence and co-
presence of the workers. is irrelevant as far as "social la-

bour" is concerned. In Marx's perspective peopie'can work

‘together without their "activity" being regarded as "praxis"

-— as was the case with the slaves. Slave activity was

regarded. as being similar to the movement of the instrument,
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thé slave being regarded as an. "instrumentum vocale". By
contrast, the "activity" of the free farmer, even.when
done alone, was regarded as social labour, "praxisﬂT_giving

rise to corresponding "relations of proéuction“.and a sub- .
sequent ideological superstructure. Marx contends that: '

Social activity and social nind exist - by no means
only in the form of some directly communal activity
and directly communal mind, although communal acti-
vity and communal mind -~- i.e., activity and mind
which are manifested and directly revealed in real
association with other men —-- will occur wherever
such a dixect expressioniof sociability stems from
. the true character of the act1v1ty's content and is
) adequate to its nature.

‘Marx continues saying that, o

Also when I am active scientifically, etc., -- when

I am engaged in activity which I can seldom perform
in direct community with others -- then I am social,
because I am active as a man. Not only is_the material
of my act1v1ty given to me as a social product (as

is even the language in which the thinker is active):
my own existence is social activity, and therefore
that which I make of myself, I make of myself for so-
ciety and with the consciousness of myself as a social
being. (Manus.137)

i What, therefore, makes an individual's activity social

act1v1ty or "praxis" in Marx's sense is its subsumption un-

der the community as an Ideal Totality and not its mere

physical collectivity. .
Although Marx's "praxis" is different from Aristotle"s,

a basic similarity remaink. First of all, for Marx, social

activity is autotelic and has an fmmanené dimension. It-per-

fects and fuifils the human species. We saw in the pre-

vious chapter;that, as Marcuse very well points out, for

Marx productive activity has an "essential® dimension. We

have seen that Marx defines man as a "being fof himself".

To be "for oneself" in Marx?'s sense, is precisely to be "auto-

telic", i.e., to have one's "essence" and one's "logos" as

the aim of one's existence and activity. This fsspdssible



81
because man enjoys a measﬁre,of "freedom". from the “physis" .

Secondly, as in the case of Aristotle's -praxis,
Marx's social activity obtaims in a holistic perspective and
this actiwvity and its result cenhot be appraised in iscolation
of the social milieu in which they are performed. Marﬁ

. po;nts.out,.ln effect, that “from the taste of wheat it
" is not possible to tell who ;produced it, a Russian serf, a

French peasant or an English capitalist."(Pol. Econ.28)
Here'"serf", "peasant" and- “capitalist" labour ‘are types of
social activity. The social existence of wheat as 2 product

of corvée in the case of the serf, use-value in the case of

- the peasant, and exchange-value in the case of the capitalist,

are tvpes of historically social products. Both types of

phenomena obtain within the social milieu prevailing at the . .

time.

- E

We muét' therefore, rule out as invalid any attempt %o .
equate Marx's: "praxls" with the tradltlonal "pole51s" The
results of "pomesms“ re “things®* whlch "once produced have
an independent status»and character of their own".(Georgiadis,b59}
By contrast, "praxlg"; in Marx's sense, has species-relations
as its proper product and result. .These “"relations" are
neither "things" nor. "activities" in the accepted sense;’
they are social phenomena, the totality of which, 'as we shall

see, constitutes the human community, human .social existence.
"

Marx, for example, was not interested in gold and silver as

"things", products of the extractive industry; neither was

he interested in houses 1n so far as these are the~result of

‘man's “p01e51s"; nor in machxnes in so far as these are part

of the technology. He was interested in gold and silver as

money, in houses as property and in machines as capital.

*Money", "property" and "“capital" are "species relations",

the historical, formkl and social existence of gold and z'
silver, houses and machines resoectively. This social ‘
existence of "thlngs" as species relatlons .is a reality P "
distinct from the thlngs themselves from the objects

of "nature" (the phvsis}, from the products of "poiesis™
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and from the results of “praxis" in the traditional sense. -
It is in the perspective of the above, we suggest,

" that we should interpret "productive activity" in Marx's

system and not as an- actlvlty that merely produceSa"thlngs"
In The German Ideology it is stated that:

thé}mode of production must not be considered s;mply
as being the production of the physical existence of’
the individuals. Rather it is a definite form of
activity of these individuals, a definite form of
expressing their life, a definite mode of life on
their part. As 1nd1v1duals express their life, so
they are.(Ger.Id.42)

To sum up, Marx's "praxis" is dlfferent from "poiesis"

insofar as, l)its products, strlctly speaking, are not things
but social relations; 2)the arete involved is not reducible

to, the "techne", art or skil}”but is a social .theoria and °

3)it is fundamentally autotelic. It fulfils and completes

man himself.
. \
2:5 The Formality of Human Existence

We have examined Marx‘'s conceptlon of man as a "being
for himself". According to our analysis, this expression de-
notes an element of freedom in man from the "physis". Man
posits h;mself as the aim of his existence and to this extent
is "autotelic". We saw that, on the basis of this “freedom",
man leads a double exiséence "physical® aﬁd "trans-physical".
Since this "other" existence consists of species-relations
and these -are "formalltles“ social and 1dea1 phenomena, it

is appropriate to speak of man's formal existence in contrast

to, and as distinct from,-his phvsical existence. This leads

us to Marx's second c¢haracterisation of man as a "species-
being®.

This characterisation is found extensively throughout

~ Marx's early and later works. The expressions, "species-

essence”, "species-being", “sﬁeciés—ex;stence", "species-
activity", and "species-relations" appear frequently and they
are contrasted with "material life", "physical life", “physical

- —
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relaticofns™ and natural relatlons“ Marx also 1dent1f1es
“spec;es actlv;ty" with "self—act1v1ty“ and agaln cOntrasts
it with "material lifem.(Ger.Id.92) Clearly, "then, species-
existence and material or physica%‘existence are not'the
same and this again shows that for Marx, as for Feuerbach,
man has a "double existence", namely, as man and as a
physical or material substance. As this whole work will at-
tempt to show, it was Marx's dream that one day these two
dlmen51ons of man's life would harmonlse 1nto one and "the

conflict between man's individual sensuous existence and his
'species-existence will have been superseded".(Early W.241)
"only at this stage", Marx argues, "does self-activity coin-
cide with material life, which corresponds to the development
of individuals into complete individuals and the casting~off
of .all natural-limitations."(Ger.Id.S3)

Although Marx uses the expression "species-being"
extensively, he never fully explains, in clear and unambigu-
.ous.terms, what he meant by it. This is unfortunate since
the "species—beiné" conception is most vital and -strategically
Important within his system. Accordlngly, a mis-conception
on this matter must inevitably lead to/host of problemsqﬁnd
a subsequent distortion of Marx's system. The dialectic of’
negativity, causality and finality 1n Marx's system, alien-
ation, exploitation and class-struggles as well as his en- .
visaged millennium, to mention a few of the najor-ideas can-.
not be understood "and appralsed correctly without a thorough -
grasp of what Marx understood by “spec1es—be1ng“ 13 -

As should be evident by now, by "species" Marx had
in mind an abstract objectlflcatlon, an ideal hypostatization
accompanying human social existence and serving as the basis -
of all theﬂspecies-relations people enter into. It is a type
of Universai in and through which the 1nd1v1dual reallses
and. fulfils himself or from which he is excluded. Marx re-
fers to it by a variety of)terns: "Nexus rerum“,"social bond",
"community", "society“; the "One"

-

, or “"Whole", etc. We shall
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generally refer‘to it as the Ideal Totallty. This-Totality,

eas earller ‘pointed out is neither an a—prlorl or. a time-~

less one, nor a mere natural one, i.e. a mexre shadow or epi—

- phenomenon of physzcal exlstence as the totality found among
_gregarlous anlmals such as ants and bees. It 15 dlstlnct

from the separate 1nd1v1duals to the extent that many in-
lelduals, throughout hlstory, have been excluded from it.
Slaves are a case in point. Although in the realm of the
Ideal, the Totality is a real and objective phenomenon
identical with human social existence and distinct from the
“physis“. It represents the "other" existence of.man, i.e.,
the "realm of freedom" and denotes man formal existence( as

B man. Asa Totality itfconsists of a body or sum of "species-

relations" which hypostatise into an abstract objectification,
an .ideal duplication of mankind brought about in its speci-

. fic form by human "praxis" itself. ~Species", in Marx's sense,

therefore refers to a man-made Ideal Totality’ through the

Amedlatlon of which mankind, on both an individual and a soc1al

basis,seeks fulfilment .and reallsatlon. A "species-being"
is therefore a “Totallty—belng“. Marx contends that"

The relations of production in their totality con-
stitute what are called the social relations, soci-
etv, and specifically, a society at a definite stage
of historical development, a society with a peculiar,
distinctive character. Ancient society, feudal soci
ety, bourgeois society are.such totalities of pro-

. duction relations, each of which at the same time,
denotes a spec1a1 stage of development in the his-
tory of mankind. (Wage Lab. and Cap.28)

It is important to note that Marx does not say that

. man should or ought®to be a,“species“ or Totality being. He

regaras this type of existence as a fact, a.datum. Totality
existence is identical with human existence. The implication

is that at no point in its history was tThe human race with-’

. out some kind of Totality or Ideal existenoe. The forh or

content of this Totality changed-radically throughout the
ages but.the "being" of the "species" orf Totality is pre-

-
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supposed as bezng co—extensmve w1th human l;fe 1tself hsl
we shall discuss in the next chapter Marx suggests ‘four .
.main types of Ideal Totalities. within the “pre—hlstory of |
human, ‘society”, that'ls to- say,_from the moment of the em-
 ergence of the human species right up to. and 1nc1ud1ng the - | .
.capltallst era. Marx's major interest was with these Ideal i
| Totalities or Communities and hence with this "species® br
formal existence. Accordzngly, Wlthln the confines of his
system it is reasonable and useful to speak of the“loglc“
‘of human exlstence namely, the "logic” of the different- ~ -
Ideal Totalities whlch appeared in history, thelr genetlc ‘
' descent lnter—connectlon and development. .
- ] Marx claims further that the prevailing Ideal Total;—
ty, though a creatlon of human praxls and.hav1ng an empiri-
cal origin, 1nvar1ably came to be regarded as a "being- for-
itself", enjoying it own raison dtetre, 1ndependentl of . , j
people, and nystified. It thus became a universal fgtish,
a_; totem in virtue of which real individuals wer -ap—

praised. The Ideal Totallty, in its historical fo came

to be regarded as the Universal "essence of 'man", the con- -

stitutive nature of real dindividuals. Its historical form
became idealised and absolutised. A real individual was

"man”-in so far as and to the extent that he was subsumed
under the prevailing Totaiity. It thus became possible

for an individual man to lose his human status because of

his "social", "communal®, or Totality status as was the case
with slaves. In prlmltlve times, the "Race", the “"Gens",

the "Phratrae® was regarded essential to being a human. In .
that primitive consc¢iousness, Marx implies,- membership in

the prevailinév“COmmunity" was asserted as the essence of man.*?
_Those 1nd1v1duals emcluded.from this Ideal Totality could

be, and often were emtermlnated. SlmalarlyJ citizenship:

was r£§arded as "essentlal" to one's humanhood in Ancient

Greece. In the context of Marx's system the prevalll

Ideal- Totallty "Newus Rerum“ of c1a551cal anthul v could

! [ [
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‘be. deecribed'as Political in‘charecter. The citizen was - =
‘regarded as fully human,” ‘the slave not. It was not simply a
'mattertof 1gnorance\ or pervers;ty-w ‘Human consciousness. was
‘*reflectlng 1mmature conditions of exlstence. As a consequence

¢ of thls an- objectlve account of soc1a1 and polltlcal phenome-_‘-'f

H'na ‘could not " be - made. . The "sbcial" and' the . "politi-
cal“ were not regarded as idealisations or formallsatlons-
of: human emplrlcal existence but were treated as ontologlcal
qualities and myst;fzed - The distinction, for instance, be-r

tween a citizen and a slave was regarded as.metaphysical, de-

noting the being itself of the individual concerned.

Marxjs system, therefore, suggeste tHe view that.often,
if not invariably, the Ideal Totality in its historical form,
"ossified" and came to be regardedAas an a-priori and ontolo-
gical one. ' Consequently, mllllons of real individuals were
‘deprlved of human-hood either totally or in part because,for
. Some reason oxr other,they were excluded from the Totality. -
According to him, 'this situation obtained both in theory and
in practlce. He argues that: : L

Philosophers have. declared people to be inhuman, not -
because they did not correspond to the concept of man,
but because their concept of man did not correspond
_to the true concept of man, or because they had no -
true understanding of man.(Coll Works,Vol.5.430)

‘Marx's verdict, one could say, does not constitute a total
rejection of. everyvthing philosophers have said.  (His criti-
cism is directed against the widespread philesophical.prac—
tice of confusing an Ideal Totality,which represents human
social existence in time and space, with an ontoiogical”end
a-priori one. ¥arx's system does not, for instance, reject
‘Aristotle’s conception of man as a deliberative or.rational
animal but only his further conception that man is a "zoon
politikon“'in the' narrow sense that those who were not for-
tunate enough to thus qualig?, were regarded and treated as
sub-human or “natural slaves". This judgment-applies:to7all

' those values, vital ideals, imperatives and‘principles which

¢



at”ohe time- or'other‘ﬁere'considered inviolableITabsoiﬁfe"
- and constztutxve of the human essence.r ‘This), in 1tself does
~'not reject the valldlty of knowledge nor advocate any agnos—' -
l‘tlc pﬂSlthlsm or skept1c1sm . ‘
In Marx's system, therefore the Ideal Totallty can’
f-be regarded as the Universal Essence whlch every ‘epoch as-
. serted and establ;shed dependlng on its material condltlons
-of existence. The.character and form of human existence
~ ‘correspond tO‘the‘characrer and form of the prevailing Ideal
,lTotalitj._ As an Ideal objectificatioh“of-man s conscious B
eriStenCe a dupllcatlon of himself, the 1nd1v1dual s own_.
'very exlstence personallty, values, ideals, ambltlons pre-
Judlces 1mperat1ves etc., depend on the nature of the Tota-
llty prevalllng at the tlme-' This Totallty, not necessarily
‘a_homogenous phenomehon acts like a mirror in which man con-
rempiaﬁes"and realises‘hlmself Thls is exp11c1tly suggested
in an 1ntr1gu1ng note in Capital. Marx argues that man's
self-realisation and recognition is 51m11ar to the value-
relatlon between commodities. As seen earller this exchange-
relationship does not obtain immediately, on the basis of a
natural or physical quality within the commodltles. It obtains
via the mediation” of "socially necessary labour" which,
Marx claims, acts as the "middle term”. Commodities, there-
fore are allegedlv commensurate “sub spec1e laboris". This
srtuatlon, Marx says, is s;mllar to the one regarding man's
soc;al anad Dersonal recognltlon. Man's self and social re-
cognition and reallsatlon are not 1mmed1ate endowments of
human existence. They come about via the medlatlon of an C
Ideal'Totalltv.. '

In a sort of way, it is with man as with. commodltles.
Since he comes into the world neither with a looking
glass in his hand, nor as a Fichtian ohllosopher to
whom "I am I" is suff1c1ent man first sees and re-
cognises himself in other men. Peter only establishes
his own identity as a man by first comparing himself
 with Paul as being of like kind. and thereby Paul,
just .as he stands in hlS Paullne oersonalltv becomes

—



to Peter the type of the genus homo (Cap 1. 52) T,f%:A

2 6 Freedom Through Totallty Exlstence o
‘ Man, accordlng to Marx is not only a spec;es or
'fTotallty belng but one that develops his 1nd1v1duallty and
personallty "only through the process of hlstory". The more
we go back in hlstory, Marx claims, we find that man's sub- .
jective exlstence manifested. ltself/aﬁd was epitomised by
the race the gens the commun;ty etc., rarher than by the
g.partlcular individual. The communltv enjoyed an 1dent1ty
vis- a-v;s other communltles whileé real. 1nd1v1duals found

. their conscaous and pgychologlcal 1ndlv1duallty and’ self—

* - identity in and through this Totallty. Personal 1nGLV1dua11—

ty, Marx clalms is a result and. not the poznt of departure

Y

of human hlstory. 'He wrltes.'

It is of course very simple to 1mag1ne that some pow-
erful, physically dominant individual, after first
‘hav1ng caught the animal, then catches humans in or-
der to have them catch anlmals- in a word, uses
‘human beings as another naturallv occurlng condition
- for his re-production (whereby his own labour ‘reduces
itself to ruling) like -any other natural creature.
But such’a notion is stupid -- correct as it may be
from the standpoint of some particular given clan or
commune -- because it proceeds from the development
of isolated individuals. But human beings become in-
dividuals only through the proc¢ess of history. He
appears originally as a snec;es~be1ng, clan being,
herd animal -- although in no way whatever as a
Zoon Politikon in the political sense. Exchange it-
self is . a chief means of this individuation. It makes
.~ the herd-like ex1stence superfluous and. dlssolves it.
(Grund. 496)

What we have to bear in mind here is that the initial

¢

or prlmordlal "herd-like existence" is already qualified as
human.. The unlfylng principle is. not mere instinct . but a
_"conscious'instinct"(Ger Id.51) an "ideal" phenomenon. This
 implies: subJectlve consciouness on the Dart of man and an
objective: potentiality for 1nd1v1dua1 and personal self-
identity which comes about through mants own "praxis©,

Marx criticises the "small and big Robinsonades".who



‘7saw the "elghteenth century“znd1v1dual...not ‘as an hlstorlcal

nature, ‘because for them thls 1ndlv1dual was in conformlty
with'nature in keEplng with thelr idea of human nature"'
He continues: .

_The further back we trace the course of hlstory, the.
more does the individual, and accordingly also. the

L e proauc1ng individual, appear to be dependent and to

‘belong to a larger whole. At first, the individual
" in-a still gquite natural manner is part of the family
and of the tribe which evolves from the family;  later
he is part of a community, of one of the different
‘forms of the community which arises from the conflict
‘ ' ‘and themerging of tribes.. It is not until the eigh-
e . teenth century that in bourgeois society the various
T forms of the social texture confront the individual
' as merely means towards his priwvate ends, as external
‘necessity. But the epoch which produced this stand—
point, namely, that of the solitary individual,
prec1se1y the -epoch of the(as yet) most hlghly de—
veloped soc1al(accordlng to this standpoint, gene-’
. ral) relations. ~Man is a Zoon Politikon in the most
- literal sense: he is not only a social animal, but.
an animal that can be 1nd1v1duallsed only wlthln
society.(Pol.Econ.188-189)

Mar:x's presupp031tlon therefore, -is that as a type
of belng, the human species alwavs enjoved a subjective ex-

1stence vis-a-vis its natural environment. But the form of

.realisation and expression of this subjectivity became a re-

ality on a personal and perticular basis only as a result of
history, Man's activity, therefore,‘does not,strictly’ speak-
ing, create his subjecpivé existence but modifies and - expands
it to include and apply to separate end particular men. in
counterposition to. the social contract theorists, the move-
ment in social history is, according to.Marx; from the communal
to the individual consciousness. This‘implies that the medieval
must have enjoyed more personal individuality than the ancienr
classical; the modern more than the medieval. What we have

to bear in mind here is that Marx-is concerned with the aver-
age, normal individual who reflected the epoch, not Qith the

exceptional individual who could very well have been ahead

,(

Vresult but as. the startzng pornt of h;story,‘inot as: some-57~*4"f
“thlng evolv;ng ln the course of hzstory, ‘but as poszted by
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In further conflrmatlon of the above Marx contends

athat what deserves explanatlon is not the unlty whlch the

human speczes had throughout hlstory wlth the natural en-"

vironment, but 1ts gradual and hlstorlcal separatlon' _not“t:'
‘the formatlon of communltles and soczetles but the breaklng77'
up, the fragmentatlon of or1g1na1 and primitive- communltles-

It is not the uni ty of living and active: humanlty w;th
the natural, inorganic conditions of their metabolic
exchange with -nature, and their appropriation-of na-
ture, which requires explanation or is the result of

) "a historic process, but rather the separation between

_ . these inorganic conditions of human existence and

this active existence, a separation which is completely
posited only in ‘the relatlon of wage labour and
capital. (Grund.489)

The "ontic" status of the Ideal Totallty deserves._
careful treatement. It is. not to be confused w1th the '

'AIdeologlcal Superstructure which ltself emanates from this

Ideal Totality. As we have seen the Totallty consists of an

ensemble of species-relations, productlon and soc1alfrelatlons

in Marx's sense. This means that within Marx's conceptual
framewofk we have to distinguish.two-"levele“ or "orders" of
the Ideal,-namely, objective and subjective. The objective
order denotes the abstract objectification which aocompanies
human existence and which stands for the community and the
community reiations. It also denotes‘the "realm of freedom®
and of "praxis" in Marx's sense. It is identical with the

vinfrastructure" in Marx's system. The subjective (and inter-

.subjective) order of the Ideal denotes the “realm of mind"

in the traditional sense -- the ideas, ideals, theories,
values etc. stemming from and sustained b& the "objective"
basis. In Marx's system this "order" stands for the ideolo-
gical, moral, philosophicai and political superstructure. -
It cannot be sufficiently emphasised that as an Ideal
phenomenon, the "Totality", Lcommunity" or ‘"Nexus Rerum".

should not be confused, as-is often done, with the mere co-




‘Vtuexistence of people in their physzcal empirical dimenSions.cEFLH
'AtThe Ideal Totality should be regarded as"a concrete Universal
.the "One" or. “Whole" which keeps people together and in which
'ﬂand through which the indiVidual finds his recognition and
‘realisation j-— or his excluSion., of course the community

- in its- empirical and phySical dimenSion is “the. "material

ﬂ.:substratum" of the Totality, just as. the “use—value“_is the |

'ﬁmaterial Substratum of "exchange—vaiue“" Nonetheless it

Vwould be a serious mistake to identify ‘the two. -Ants and
. bees for example ‘are’ gregarious animals but not “speCies"

or "Totality" beings in Marx's sense.’ It is instinct i. e.,'

a natural relation or ensemble of relations’ that keeps them
.together and not an Ideal Totality which can be distinguished
. from and by them. . An ‘animal "community" is thus radically
'different from a human one. _ ' _

“As in the case of man S subjective integrity, Marx
finds proof of man's speCies—being or Totality-existence within
-human productive activ1ty itself. He writes:

In creating a world of objects by his practical
.activity, in his work upon inorganic nature, man
proves himself a conscious species being, i.e., as
a being that treats the species as its own essential
being, or that treats itself as a species being...
It is just in his work upon the objective world,
therefore, that man first really proves himself to
be a species being. This production is his: active
“'species life. -Through and because of this production,

nature appears as his work and his reality. The ob-
ject of labor 1is, therefore the objectification of
man's species life- for he duplicates himself not
only, as in consciousness, intellectually, but also
actively, in reality, and’ therefore he contemplates

. himself in a world that he has created.(Manus.114)

In the Grundrisse while discussing the phenomenon of exchange

of productsobetween people, he states that the very fact that
the needs of one person are satisfied by the'product of an-

- other, a phenomenon which does not exist within the animal
kingdom, shows that  the human'being i1s a species or Totality
beingE _ - - | '

The fact that this need on the part of one can be



'-”jsatlsfled by the product of the other and vige versa
.- and “that the one is capable of produczng the object ‘ :
.. of . the need of ‘the- other, and that each confronts ithe
‘other: as owner- of the object of the’ other's need this
ﬂ/}proves that each of them reaches beyond his’ ‘own par-
t;cular,need.etc. ‘as a human being, and that they .
: relate‘to_one'another as ‘human beings; that their
. common Species-being is acknowledged by all. It
does not happen elsewhere -- that elephants_produce
for tigers, or anlmals for other animals. For example
a hive of bees comprises at bottom only one bee, and
' they all produce the same thing.(Grund.243) . '

-

In the above,’ the 1dea that "thelr common specxes—

belng is acknowledged by all® is amblguous. It is one of
_ Marx's relterated contentlons that the true and ‘common "es—
‘sence" of man expressed by the Ideal Totallty has never. been
'grasped or established on a social basis.  Accordingly, one
'_must say that although a "common denomlnator“- in the shape -
cf the prevalllng totallty or "NeXus Rerum" is acknowledged
between people the substance or thlS Totallty ‘has always
_been one-sided, c1rcumscr1bed and 1nadequate.

. One should recognise two ‘vital aspects with regards
to the Ideal Totality:. _ '

1)Its "being" which confirms, in Marx's view, that man is

a species being. ' ' o s
\Z)Its vform" and‘"suhstance" which historically are sympto-

matic of an immature state of human existence. By "form" we

mean the conscious state in which the Totality exists, as ,
for example, baség on "conscious instinct", "Superstition®,
"Prejudice" or "SKepticism", which mark the four major
Ideal Totalities in their chronological sequence. By "sub-
stance" we mean the character and content of the Totality,
as, for example, "Gregarious", “"Political", "Socio-biological"®
and "Economic“.ls _ i

‘Briefly, then, man is a Totality-being but his Totality
is not a stable, a-priori or absolute one. It is initially
and for a long time a frustrating one because it stand for
"something" other than "man" himself - wgether it be the
»Tribe", "The State", "The Estate", "Property" etc.

.
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Marx's general view. of the hlstcrlcal Totalltles regls-

terlng the, dlfferent stages w1th1n the "preh;story of human

socxety" 'is found in The German Ideo}ogy. He writes:

of his real;satlon or frustration. His real existence, is

The 1llusory communlty, zn whlch 1nd1v1duals have up
till now combined, always took .on. an lndependent ex-
istence in relation to them, 'and was at the same time,
.'since it was the. comb;natlon of one class over agalnst
~ .another, not only a completely: 1llusory communlty, but
. a new fetter as well. In a real community the in-
dividuals obtain their freedom 1n and through their
association. (Ger.Id.83) : :

- The communal relationship into which the individuals.
of a class entered, ‘and which was determined by their
common interests over agalnst a third party, was
always a community to which these belonged only as
average individuals, only insofar as they lived with-
in the conditions of existence of their class -—- a
relationship in which they participated not as in-
dividuals but as members of a class.(ibid.85)

. The Totallty is both the product of man and the cause

r

accordlngly, effected by it. On this question the "early"

Marx had written:

If man's feelings, passions, etc., are/ﬁggely anthro-
pological phenomena in the (narrow) sense, but truly
ontological affirmations of being, and if they are
only really affirmed because their object exists for
them as a sensuous object, then it is clear:

.s.that they have by no means merely one mode of
affirmation, but rather that the distinct character
of their existence, of their life, is constituted

by the distinct mode of their affirmation. In what
manrier the object exist for them, is the characteris-
tic mode of their gratification...

Only through developed industry -- i.e., through the
medium of private property -- does the ontological
essence of human passion come inte being, in-its to-
tality as in its humanity; the science of man is
therefore itself a product of man's establishment of
himself by practical activity. {(Manus.l65)

We can say,in conclusion, that the conception of man

as a "species being" is a further gualification of -the earlier

one of man as a "being for himself". Man realises and ex-

press@s his "subjective consciousness", his "freedom from the
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physis" throﬁgh?the mediatien‘df‘hié‘Tetality existenee.

2:7 Marx and Humanlsm

It is well known that Marx con51dered “"crude coﬁ;,
munlsm" as degenerate whether aS‘"(a) still political in -
,nature -- democratic or despotlc-' (b) w1th ‘the abolition of
the state yet still 1ncomplete ,and being still "affected by
private property (1 e., by the estangement of man)."(Manus.
135) He regards this communlsm as the epltome of the human
degradatlon represented by. prlvate property, it is "thus
merely one form in which the v1leness of private property;:
which. wants to set’ 1tself up as the positive communlty" -

what we have been calling the Ideal Totality -- "comes to
the surface."(Manus.135) ,Marx's point seems to be that
crude communism brings tgfits logical conclusion that state of

affairs which immediately precedes it, viz., "the rule of

-capltal“ or of prlvate property. He claims in fact that:

The dominion of material property bulks so large that
it wants to destroy evervthing which is not capable
of being possessed by all as private propertv. It
wants to do away by force with-talent, etc. For it
the sole purpose of life and exlstence is direct,
physical pgssession. The task of the labourer is not
done away with, but extended to all men. The re-
lationship of private property persists as the re-

lationship of the community to the world of thlngs.
{(ibid.113)

1

Whatever the historical role and its place in Marx's
 whole system, it is evident that Marx himself regards it as
morally decadent. The major reason for this judgment is

that it is materialistic. "Crude communism“*ideolises the "realm

of necessity". Its‘"nexus rerum” or “"social bond" is “"proper-
ty" even though now it is "communistie" rather than "private",
and this shows itself in the nsense of having". Marx's ap-
praisal of "crude communism" implies a sense of values and
priorities within his system. This is confirmed by his des-
cription of true communism. ° '

Communism[}s]the complete return of man to himself
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as a 50c;al {(i.e., “human ) being -- a return become
.conscious, and accompl;shed within the entire wealth
of previous development. .. This communism, as fully

- developed naturalism, equals humanism, and as fully
developed humanism equals naturalism; ‘it is the ge-
nuine resolution of the conflict between man and na-
ture and between man and man -- the true resolution
of the strife between existence and essence, between
objectlflcatlon and self-confirmation, between free-

- dom and necessity, between the individual and the
species. Communism is the riddle of history solved,
and it knows itself to be this solution.{ibid.135)

What deserves our 1mmed1ate attentlon in the above

~is Marx's identification of naturalism with humanism when
" both are fully developed. This indicates the intimate ne-

" lationship between man and "external nature“ , whose full" de—

velopment coincides with the development of the human speC1es
itself. In other words humanlsm emerges, in Marx's perspec-—
tive , as the crowning of the evolutionary .process and will

manlfest 1tself in a correspondingly humanlstlc Totallty.

a

Man is the 'apex of reallty in the sense ‘that man brings

.mexternal nature" to its full maturity and in so doing achieves

his own plenitude. He argues on this matter that:

Industry is the actual, historical relationship of
nature, and therefore of natural science, to man. .
If, therefore, industry is conceived as the exoteric
revelation of man's essential powers, we also gain

an understanding of the human essence of nature or

the natural essence of man. In consequence, natural
science will lose its abstractly material -- or
rather, its idealistic -- tendency, and will become
the basis of human science, as it has already becomey
the basis of actual human life, albeit in an estranged
form. (ibid. 143) o

Marx continues ecmphasising the intimate relationship
between man and "nature" and again intimates the need for

one comprehensive "science'. -

All history is the preparation for "man" to become

the object of sensuous consciousness, and for the
needs of "man as man" to become (human) needs. His- .
tory itself is a real part of natural historv -- of
nature developing into man. Natural science will in
time incorporate into itself the science of man, just
as the science of man will incorporate into itself
natural scicnce: there will be one science...The
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social reality. of nature, and human natural sczence
~or the natural science about man are identical
terms. (ibid.143}) ,

One of Marx's major crltlc;ms of traditional phllo-'
sophy was that the latter did not lntegrate man with the
social productive process due, according to-him, to its
“specuietive“ method of discovery., Traditional philoéophy,'
according to him, did not take the-prdductive process and -
human history seriously. The ideal or formal element in _
human life was accordlngly idealised and pushed into an order

- or realm of being segarate from the Natural and temporal.
He claims:

A psvchology for which thlS the part of hlstory most
contemporary and accessible to sense, remains a closed
book, cannot become a genuine, comprehen51ve and real
.science. What indeed are we fo think of a science
which airily abstracts from this large part of human
labor and which fails to feel its own incompleteness,
while such a wealth of human endeavor, unfolded before
it, means nothing more to it than, perhaps, what can
be expressed in one word -- "need" "wvulgar need"?
The natural sciences have developed an enormous ac-
tivity and have accumulated an ever-growing mass of
material. Philesophy, however, has remained just as
alien to them as they remain £o philosophyv. Their
momentary unity was only a chimerical illusion. The
will was there, but the means were lacking. Even
historiography .pays regard to natural science only
occasionally, as a factor of enlightenment, utility,
and of some special great discoveries. But natural
science has invaded and transformed human life all
the more practicallv through the medium of industry:
and has prepared human emancipation, although its
immediate effect had to be the furtherlng of the de-
humanization of man.(ibid.142)

The idea,suggested towards the end of the above passage, that
industry leads %o hﬁman emancipation and fullfrealisation
through an initial precess of dehumanisation reappears in the
Grundrisse when Marx refers to the phenomenon that, while

the "capitalist realization process...has the tendencv to

heighten the productive forces boundlesslv"” ‘and in this way

cpens up for man the .actual possibility to experience the realm

of freedom, "it also and cqually makes onc-sided, limits, etc.,
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the main force . of productlon the human belng 1tse1f
(Grund.422) T S - S f ‘
"Humanism" in the words of J;_Maritain,-ﬁ,..tehds

_essentially to make man more truly human':and to manifeét_ .
his orlglnal dignity by enabllng him to part1c1pate in every-
thlng which can enr;ch him in nature and hlstory.' It demands
that man develop his powers, his creative energies and the
life of reason, and at the same time labour to make the forces
of the phyéical world instruments of his freedom."(Maritain, |
1945.1)‘Geﬁerally speaking, humanism emphasises man's poten-
tialities "and exprésses the ﬁeed‘and desire to expand man's
full dimensions and awareness of himself. Humanism can and
does have different expre;sions, depending'very much on one's
‘metaphysical presuppositions. As an illustration, the hu- -
manism of the Age of Splendor of classical Greece is dif-
ferent from the humanism of the Christian Era. The idio-
syncrasies of each type of hﬁ%anism stem essentially from a
.particular conception of human nature prevailing at the time
or at least within the mind of the humanist. If, for iristance,
the dignity and significance of man is acknowledged via the
mediation of religious considerations, in the context of a
théocgntric perspective, one will normélly argue that the 7
supernatural is an essential dimension of humanism. This.ap-
pears to be the case with J. Maritain. He argues that we
should not "define Humanism by excluding all reference to the
supernatural and foreswearing all transcendence® He contends
further that: - ' '

The peculiar vice of classical humanism...concerns

not so much what this humanism affirms, as what it
negates, denies and divides. It is what we may call
an anthropocentric conception of man and of culture...
We might say that the error in question is the idea

of human nature as self-enclosed or self-sufficient.
(J.Maritain,b1945,2) °

Maritain expresses, in-general, the humanism entailed
by traditional Christian philosophy. We can call it theo- -

centric humanism. On the basis of what has been discussed
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earlier, one mﬁst'say'that Marx's concepfién of man is dif- _
| fferegt‘f;pm‘that of Maritain and so too is his humanism. In- C;/f~+~
deed, regarding humanism, Marx's complaint seems to be the
direct opposite of what Maritain contends. ' .
' _Within the pergpective of the "loglc" of human exis-
‘tence which Marx's analysis sustalns, one would have to argue
f,that'a genuine and compiete humanism has never existéd through- -

. . . 2. -
- out human history; indeed, accoring to Marx, the necessary con- -
ditions for its existence _were not available. If the pre-

vailing Totality has never, so far, been adequate, this in-~
édequacy has, per force, to reflect itself in.the‘humanism and
ideology of the epoch. In Marx's perspective, "man as such"
or "man as man" has never been asserted or established as an
Ideal'Totality or concrete Universal. What has been histori-
. cally established was a substitute for humanism, in the form

of the idealization of Statehood, Social hierarchy, Religion, )
Nationality, the Monarchy etc., as the various works of art
bear witness. The Pyramids, for'examﬁle, were not erected in

homage of mankind as such, but to a historical formélity, to a

qualified recognltlon of man/God, i.e. ,the Pharach. Man, in his
naked existence as man, stripped of all the historical trapplngs.
and gloss, has been, in the main, systematically negated,

abused and often decimated in favour of historical and social
symbols or formalities, such as, the monarchy, nobility, ci-
tizenship, religion etc.- In Marx's_ perspective, therefore,
notwithstandiﬁg the historical achievements in the humanities,
what has so far been asserted and established was not -a real

and diréct humanism but an indirect one. Man has never

been recognised and respected directly but bv proxy, in 3
and through a circumscribed Totality, whatever its charactér.
Further, the very attempt to seek human dignity outside man
himself constitutes, according to Marx, a negation ¢f man.

In -other words, the implication is that what you fail to re-

%y

‘cognise directly in man you virtually reject. This is the .



root cause of the hlstorlcal v1olatlon and destructlon.of; ,
humanism’ from Marx s vantage p01nt. In the name of what was

-

regarded as the “essence“ of man “real- men, _real ‘human belng\\"f

who, for some reason or. other were regarded as belng deprlved : o
of this "essence“ were sacrzflced ln thelr mllllons. Marx* “5.}?;
suggests the view that the dlgnlty of man has elther to be |
acknowledged as.a natural fact, a’ truth ‘of- consczousness or
rejected. If we are’ 1ncapable for some reason or. other, to
acknowledge the dlgnltyfand 1nv1olab111ty of the human belng,_l
resorting to some a—prlorl or supernatural realm will not-

avail us anythlng as hlstory, very well testlfles.

.
LA



. NOTES: * CHAPTER TWO .

-

K. Marx Survevs FrOm Exlle. "The'Pelican’Marx Libfary,“'
Vol.Z2, 1973 . o : TR

tea

K. Marx Theorles of Surplus Value Part One. ' Prbgress'
Publzshers SMoscow. 1969, - )

- The: equlvalence between the "1mag1nary" and the "soczal""

is worth notlng.: It 'confirms the view that, within Marx!? s
system, soc;al or species relations are ideal or abstract
,relatlons. . :

-

" We are lnterested nelther in the hlstorlcal geneszs of

this -expression nor in- avcomparatlve study of it in . the

“works of other authors ‘é.g. Hegel and Sartre. Our con-

cern is wlth 1ts 31gn1f1cance and role in Marx's works.
J. Rlckaby, Free Will and Four Enqllsh Phllosonhers Books
for Libraries Press, Freeport, ~N.Y, 1969.

Though Marx does not provide an adequate account of the
different “orders of being" --.inorganic, organic,6sensi-
tive etc. —-- he acknowledges these forms of existence as
distinct manifestations of natural- phenomena. Marx's
main concern was with the human form of life. He con-

- trasts man with animals in order to bring out the unique-

ness of the human species and not to downrate the animal.
Marx never regards the animal as a "machine". In Capital .
he remarks on Descartes’view on this matter and attempts
to explain why the latter reduces animals to "automata".

He writes:"It mayv here be 1nc1dentallv observed, that
Descartes in defining animals as mere machlnes saw with
eyes of the manufacturing period, while to eyes "of the
middle ages, animals were assistants to man, as. they were
to Von Haller in his 'Restauration der Staatswissenschaf-
ten.!'"(Cap.1.390,note) For Marx, man is the "sovereign of
nature®” and "external nature" is his "inorganic body" which
serves as a means for his fulfilment and realisation. It
is something man should use with respect and concern.

K. Popper, CObjective hnowledge._ Oxford Clarendon Press, -
1g72. ‘

See also pp-48,138-l39.

K. Marx, F.Engels, Selectcd Works, Lawrence and Wishart,
London, 1968. '
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"fé K. Marx Wage Labour and Cgbltal Progress Publlshers -
o Moscow,: 1970 ' - .
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of overstatlng the bv1ous we should po;nt
"human ehergy" Marx ‘does not' have in- mind the
" "energy" O the physicist which c¢an be measured mathe- _
matlcally. aritain who is strongly adverse to- materla-
lism uses the e press;on-"human energy" to ‘denote the full
POtentlﬁi of man in all his natural almen31ons. Moreover -
Marx himself pointed out that if we are to understand - o
and follow his analysis of the capltallst system we have
to realise thatéig are dealing with the type of pheno-

'1‘7162” At the ri
) ‘out that b

;7 . . mena the chemis nd phys;c1st qua scientists are not and
cannot be concerned with. Similarly, when Marx says that
at a certain point in human development "theory also bew=
comes a2 material force once it has gripped the masses"
(Early W.251) it would be infantile to argue that by
"material force" he means phvsical enerqy, the prbduct of
"mass X velocity". Theory remains theory, a phendmenon
‘ dlstlnct from.the "phy51s“ | ' _ e -

\ “"h‘u-*"

11. C. Georgiadis, QAristotle's Perspective on Human Tech-
nical Work", Dialecics and Humanism, Vol.V, 1978 No.3.

, This paper brlngs out the dlstlnctlon between "p01e51s“

‘ and "praxis" in Aristotle's doctrine in a clear wav. We
shall follow it in part but we take full responsibility
for the conclusions we draw from it.

12. PFailure to grasp this fundamental distinction between
"things": and their "“social" or “"formal" existence as
spec1es relations grounds the fatal misconception of
‘economism and technologism.

13. Consistent with our "approach" to Marx we are not inte-
rested in the origin and historical background of this
xpression. Our interest lies in its conception and
rdie-in Marx's system.

14. Marxts "Ethnological Notes" give ample evidence of his
views on this matter.

15. These Ideal Totalities will be discussed fully in the
next chapter.



' CHAPTER' THREE -
HUMAN NATURE AND THEHUMAN ESSENCE

In the prev10us chapter we saw that Marx draws a
cruc1a1 distinction between "human nature" and "external a

na;ure“. We saw that mant's physical existence, con51st1ng
of physical or natural, i.e., immediate relations, is to;he

distinguished'from his formal existence—cdnsistinqiof species 3

relations which are mediated by an Ideal Totalltv formlng the
infrastructure of human- social existence. ‘We-- must now con-. .
tinue to examine the .doctrine of the "double ex;stence"'of
man‘;ithiﬁ a philosophical perspective suggested by Marx's’
distinction between "human nature in general and...human
nature as modified in each historical epoch."(Cap.l.609)

" The view that man is not yet fully developed is an
idea that recurs frequently within Marx's work. - Marx speaks
of man "who is not vyet a true species-being".(Early W.2263
He reiterates the view that man must realise "his essential
powers”(ibid.374) and contends that human feelings, emotions,
artistic, cultural and moral values will become different and
genuinely human "if we assume man to be man and his relation
to the world to be a human one."(ibid.379) The difficulty
arises when one tries to analyse Marx's doetrine in its pro-
per perspective and draw its philosophicai implications.

The urgency of the problem is emphasised by the fact that-
the idea of a distinction between an "authentic" and an
"unauthentic* human life has beeneformulated and'een be ac-
- comodated by different systems which militate againet Marx's
~own one. Marx criticises the Humanitarian and Philanthropic
' schools which resort to a speculative and dualistic oer-7
spective in an attempt to account for the distinction or

dlscreoancv between what man 13 and what he ought to be.

102
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The whole theory of the Human;tarlan school he clalms.;;'

e "~ Rests on termlnable dlstlnctlons between theory and
I ",practlce between_pr1nc1ples ‘and results, between 1dea
© . .and.application, between form and content ~between .. "
..essence and. reallty, between right and fact between
" ‘the good'side and,the bad side.
7 The phllanthroplc school is the humanltarlan school
. carried to pérfection. It denies the necessity of
~antagonism; ‘it wants to turn all men into bourgeois: .
it wants to realise theory in so far.-as it is dis-

o tinguished from practice and contalns'no antagonism.
o (Poverty,ll4—115) .

' Marx draws a vital dlstlnctlon between hlstorlcally )
. -conditioned man and the full man who eventually will over- |
come and suspend this condltlonlng without, however, sub-
scribing to a voluntaristic or duallstlc account of this
problem.' Within Marx’'s _perspective, man's conditiofed ex-
istence is not to be regarded as a "fall“ a "mistake" or
a "departure" from the Truth but as the 1n1tial.point of
departure of human existence in time and space. The human’ S
being is moving away from a presupposed'state of negation:
from an inadequate "formal" existence to an adequate one,
S In Thesis V1 -"On Feuerbach", Marx states that "the
human essence is no abstraction inherent in each 1nd1v1&d\2ﬁxtﬁﬁﬁ‘\\
In its reality it is the ensemble of social relations."
Within the traditional metaphysical perspective the "essence"
‘or "form" of something refers to its "quiddity", its con-
stitutive nature, or "that which makes something be what it
is." In this context, Marx's characterisation of the human N
essence as "the ensemble of social relations" emerges as a
relativistic one, lacking objective integrity-and perspective.
Yet, in the previous chapter, man was defined as a "being for
himself” enjoving a distinct identity vis-a-vis the "rest of
nature"” -- a definition which transcends the empirical mode
_of existence and realisation. This is a conception of man
as a “stable" reality enjoving a distinct "ontic" status
showing itself in his subjective integrity. The problem is e
how to reconcile these two congeptions. The difficulty arises,

in part, because the distinction between human natire in



© ‘general and.as h15t°ncally mod:.f:.ed emerges in.Marx's .
,-Perspectlve, as nelther merely “acc1&ental" 1n the tra‘-e‘fj

,”_ditional sense (whlch would_lmply the Presﬂpp051tron of,uu
.‘essence as a stable ‘and complete actuallty) nor as a "Sub—

,stantlal" one (whlch would destroy the 1ntegr1ty and coﬁ__

..

i'tlnulty of - the human spec1es)ﬁ3
_ Marx was agalnst two!&ommon v1ewsregard1ng human
“nature. On the one "hand,. he rejected ‘the view of man* sf.

.

essence as a stable, autonomous and. time-less form or - -
actuality. He, Wlth equal emphas;s rejected as super-
ficial, the view of man as a mere sum of percepts —-— a
conception which 1dent1£1es_man with hrs hlstorlcal mani- .
festations. As E. Fromm very well Points out: |

- Marx was opposed to two positions: the unhistoric one
that the nature of man is a substance present from
the very beglnnrng of history, and the relativistic
position that man's nature has no inherent quality
whatsoever and is nothing but the reflex of social
-conditions. (Fromm,b1962,31)1

. The rejection of both the “unhlstorlc“ and the tre- -
lativistic" positions is implied when Marx contends that:

As soon as[ﬁan'é}actlve life-process is described,
history ceases to be a collection of dead facts as
it is with the empiricists -- themselves still ab-
stract -- or an imagined activity of imagined sub-
jects as with the idealists. (Ger.Id.48)

One of the major problems in understanding Marx's
system stems from the ambiguity and vagueness of his_terms.
His conception of man as a "species-being" is a case in
'point. Marx is emphatic that man is a species being
in a fundamental and enduring -sense. "“The human being", he
claims, "is in the most literal sense a Zoon politikon, not
merely a gregarlous animal, but an animal which can lndl-
viduate itself only in the midst of society."(Grund. 84)

On the other hand, he clalms that man is not vet a species-
being, that so far man has lived a life of "separation", in-
tensional if not physical, and of egoism; a life in which
the private interest has ruled over the common one. Species

life, within Marx's system, is identical with human life.
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- We can” say, therefore that accordlng to h;m man is
-a human belng 1n one sense- he 1s “not. yet but should be-
* come a human belng in. another sense.- The nggw denotes sin
each case, a different: type of exlstence. If we lose’ s;ght
of thls dlstlnct;on we - can eas;ly fall 1nto e category mis~

_take. Moreover out51de the perspectlve of this dzstlnctlon—

the "generatlve ldea“ of Marx S doctrlne on human nature -
‘and its development remalns a mystery. .
Marx?'s position can be greatly clarlfled 1f we dis-
tinguish' the Nature of man from his Essence, a dlstlnctlon
strongly suggested by his system. ' Human Nature stands for
the “"being" of the human species! the human Essence denotes
its "formality". As an illustration, the invitation to
"assume man to be man" or the "individual as individual®
(Ger&Id.Ql), impliesta double denotation with_regards to

human existence. As far as his "being" or Nature is concerned,

man was, is and remains the same. In this respect, we have
seen that "once man has emerged he becomes the permanent
pre-~condition of human history." As far as the actual reali-
sation of his emergent status, i.e. his l'Iforrnality" or "ideal
existence" as a human being, is concerned, man is still in
the making and it is history that both sustains and regis-

ters man's realisation process. Man is the "permanent pro-

duct and result of human history."™ "All history", Marx claims,

"is nothing but a continucus transformation of human nature.”
(Poverty, 147) Moreover,. the "being" and the "formality" of
human existence, as we shall continue to see, are mutually
.and causally inter-related. Marx's further contention that

man is "precondition only as his own product and result"®

again implies this. In other words, man's "being" or Nature
. & . . . .

determins his "formality" or Essence; his "formality"

in turn determines his "being".

‘Apart from this, the allusion to "man as man" or -

"the individual as individual" has a normative and evaluative

dimension and points to a fundamental and significant dis-

...‘k"l ‘

-
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'tlnctlon between all the dxfferent Eseudo"formalltles" of
'man throughout the "pre—hlstory of human SOC1ety" and an'

fﬁadequate and genulne one whzch he envzsaged “We can there-ft

fore, -say’ that Marx s doctrlne on human nature and its deve--'

"lopment 1mp11es three ba51c 1dea5° : ST

'.jl)Man s "belng“ or Nature is distinct from his "formallty“

or Essence. - This is. an' endurlng situation and stems from the
peculiar ‘nature of. man’ as a "Spec1es" or "Totallty" belng.
This makes human ex1stence, as human, a mediated existence.
2)The Nature and Essence of man are mutually and causally
related. | .

3iThe distinction between the Nature and the Essence of man

has been, thréugh@ut*history, one of opposition but should

" eventually become one of correspondence and harmony.

Let us examine each of these points separatély.

3:1 The Nature and the Essence of man

In order to understand the distinction Marx suggests
between human Nature and the human Essence it is'imperative ’
to grasp what Marx understands by these two phenomena. If
we take a closer look at his doctrine on Species—beihg we
realise that this conception denotes two distinct tvpes of
realities. It refers, first of all, to a "quality" or "pow-
er* in the human being identical with his Nature and sustain-
ing his distinct existence vis-a-vis "external nature". We
‘can call this the "ontic" or metaphysical dimegsion of man's
species-existehce. Secondly, Species-being refers to the
nformality" and actual state of realisation of this "guality"
er Nature, at a certain peoint in its historical existence.
The "formality" denotes man's “ideal existence", his social
and historical status, either as a member or as an oputcast
vis-a-vis the prevailing'Totality or Community. Each of these
distinct realities deserve careful examination.

The "ontic" status or hature cenoted by Marx's

characterisation of man as a Soeczcs—belng,folTows from

-



'ﬁ:what has been dlscussed in’ the prev;ous chapter._ It ié
’lmplled also in his doctrlne on relatzons. We saw that Marx
dlstlngulshed the "power" or "quallty“ ‘in a "relatum" from
the relatlon itself. Thls applies unlversally._ Man as'
subject remalns dlstlnct from hlS relations. In other
words, on the basis of Marx s own conceptual framework,
we must d;stlngulsh the “power“ or "quality" in man which
enablés him to enter into species relatf®m from the relations
themselves, an ensemble of which constitute the Essence or '
-wformality" of man. The existence of this "power" or
"quality" is something we have pé presuppose rather-than .
observe or measure; ‘something we arrive at by implicatioh
rather than ' verification. | _

Regarding this "quality" or “"power" in man we have
to establish how it exists and in what it consists. As far
as its "ontic status" is concerned, this *quality" is neither
a physical nor a mere natural oﬁe, a "quality" that lends
itself to "scientific" calculation or measurehent, as in
the case of "extension" and “utility“. Still, it is not

an ontological hvpostatization, a stable and autonomous

substance or essence. We must, therefore, regard this ﬂpowef"
in man as a metaphysical "qualitv", 'a tvpe of potentiality
which we have to presuppose to exist in man since his emer-
gence as "thinking matter*. Since it 1is neither a physical
cuality nor a subsisting Essence or Actuality in an ontolo-
gical sense, we have to regard it as an emergent "moment" in
human existence identical with human Nature itself, dis-
tinguishing man from the rest of nature.

From what we have seen so far, we know that this

"moment" in human existence consists in subjective conscious-

ness. This subjectivity deserves careful treat_ment and
should be analysed both in relation to "external nature® and
in relation to the human individual himself. We have also to
Xeep 1in mind that this "subjectivity" exists as a "moment"

in human existence and not as a subsisting guality or onto-



'~16gica1'hbeStaéization;‘ PR L
- ' In relation tQ'extefnal nature, sﬁbjéctive'cohécigﬁsQV
ness dqhoteS'an-aufb-telid'existehce,f Per se, this sub-- '
“jectivity means simply that human consciouéﬁess'has"its
own subject or basis distinct from the "bhysisﬂ. It is
a type of consciousness pﬁat enjoys a certain "freedom"
from the physical environment and its reflexes. This makes
'it possible for this consciousness to be objectified and in
this way-be "sh;red“ by,and communicated to, others in an
intelligent and evaluative way. Human activity does not
ndissolve" itself completely in the "physis" as happens in
a mere natural or physical activity. . The final point of
reference in human ."praxis* is the human species itself as
" distinct from the "physis". Here a subject-objecf relation-
.ship is involved. As was discussed earlier, Marx claims that
man, in contrast to the aﬁimal, "makes his life activity it-
self the object of his will and of his consciousness.  He has-
“conscious life activity. It is not a determination with ‘
which he directly merges." This shows, among other things,
that the human perceiver is not himself merely one of a
series of discrete perceptions. Of course, the step from
this "subjectivity" to an a-priori or supernatural hypos-
tatization remains unwarranted. Subjectivity entails con-
scious referability and responsibility. It makes the subject
an agent in a formal sense and emﬁhasises his measure of )
fpeédom from the "physis" and its modes. From Marx's point
of view the 'ontological hvpostatization of subjective con-
sciousness is a Greek mystification, carried over in and
dominating Western thought. |

The above is a reiteration of the view that Marx
recognises the nature of the "ideal" in so far as it is a
real phenomenon distinct from and irreducible to the "physis"
and its modes -- the nervous system, mere physical co-
existence, instinct, sensations etc., -- without regarding

it as either ontological, a-priori or supernatural. It 1is,
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“we suggest a naturallst's account of the “1deal"'3
Human subjectlve consciousness must also be anal—'
h
ysed in’ relatlon to the individual and this 13 were’ the real

cdifficulty a:lses. It is clear from what Marx says, ‘that,as
' far as the individual is concerned, his subjective exiStence

is not autotelic in any autonomous or autocratic sense. In

other words, Marx‘'s doctrine makes it evident that subjective

consciousness is not ‘to be identified with self consciousness,

either in the rationalistic sense epitomised by Descartes or
in any "relativistic" or "subjectivistic" sense. Although
human consciousness is a hvpostatized consciousness, this

objectification does not have an individual or personal -

"basis.. It is no% a product of self-conscious and self-

contained individuals. This is confirmed by.the "fact" that,
as seen earlier, the basis of man's species-relations and of
his "formal" existence itself, his existence as man, exists

in the form of an abstract objectification, an Ideal Totality,
the Community or Society, distinct from the individual him-
self. This means that in the case of man and his species-
relations, ceconstituting his Essence or Formality, we have

to. distinguish further the power, Dotentialityv or gqualitv

in man, enabling him to creaté and enter into this tvpe of
relations, from the basis which sustains them. Herein lies
the fundamental difference between Marx's position and that
of both Idealism and Conceptualism. The Idealist identifies
the power'with\the basis and hypostatizes the latter; - the
Conceptualist also identifies the two but hvpostatizes the
power. This makes the human substance "absolute" and "auto-
nomous" and turns man into a "complgted being".
within Marx's system, instcad, (since the Ideal

ality is the basis of man's species-relations and of the
realisation of his subjectivity and since it exists as a con-
crete unversal, an ideal hypostaticzation distinct from the
individual), the basis has to be regarded as another "moment™

in human existence. The individual has the power but not the



,baSis of his subjectlve consclousness.f Thzs means (as we{?
shall contlnue to see) that man's subjectlve or ideal ex-. ’
1stence .as man, his human formallty,_ls ‘intrinsically communal
a Totalzty subject1v1ty or 1nd1v1duallty and not one of
self-containment and ‘isolation. Man_flnds and realises him- -

selﬁ in and through a community. Man's subjéctive existenqe‘

15 51multaneously a Communlty or Totallty exlstence. Marx :
contends that:

Above all we must avoid postulating “Soc1etv" agaln
as an abstraction vis-a-vis . the individual. The
individual is the social being. His life,even if it may
not  appear in the direct form of a communal life
in association with others -- is therefore an ex-
pression and confirmation of social life. Man's
individual and species life are not different, how-
ever much -- and this is inevitable -- the mode of
existence of theA1n61VLdual is a more particular,

- or more general mode of life of the species, or
the life of the species is a more Dartlcular or more
general individual life...
Man, much as he may therefore be a bartlcular indi-
_v1dual (and it is precisely -his particularity which

. makKes him an 1nd1v1dual, and a real individual social

-

being), is just as much the totality -~ the ideal
totality -- the subjective existence of thought and

experienced Society for itself; just as he exists

also in the real world as the awareness and the real

mind of social existence, and as a totality of human

manifestation of life.

Thinking and be1 are thus no doubt distinci, but

at the same time they are in unitv with each other.
e (Manus.137-X¥38)

_ The Totality or Community is, therefore, not a shadow
or epiﬁhenomenbn of the "physis" bécause it is a hyposta-
tized Ideal phenomenon enjoving a distinct existence. It
is neither a product of the deliberate will-power of selfi-
conscious, self-sufficient and independent monads, ner an
a-priori or absolute phenomenon. It consists in the ideal
objectification, rationalisation or formalisation,of the
empirical conditions, emanating from the subjective con-
sciocusness of human existence.

To sum up on this important and elusive point,

subjective existence is mediated by an Ideal Totality --
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f[belng nezther subject1v1st1c nor autonomous ‘nor edto—‘:‘a
cratzc. We regard the “power" or "quallty" for subjective -

“'conscmousness 1n the human 1nd1v1dual as one “moment" in

. his exlstence and the Ideal Totality, . (through the medlatlon
of which he real;ses and expresses his . sub;ect;vmty)
Eanother "moment““-Human 1nd161duals do not enjoy a sub-=
jectlve exzstence dlstlnct or separate- from the communlty
'exlstence ag such, however much they are dlstlnct and can
'separate themselves from the formalltx of a partlcular
"communlty.. Man' is deflnltlonally and const;tutlvely-a
soec1es or Totallty bezng. No human being exists without

a potentlalltv for. subjective existence; no subjective

‘existence is possible without an Ideal Totality.
One finds in Marx's works three types of arguments
regarding ‘man's spec1es or community Nature:

Anthropological —-- based on hlstorlcal studies on human ex-

istence in anc1ent and modern societies. (In his later
"years Marx found support and confirmation for his ideas

in the.outstanding work of Henry Morgan).4

Economic -- based on the experiential'fact that man pro-
duces in a communal milieu; exchanges and shares his talents,
activities and products with other people, a phenomenon, |
Marx cldaims, no other living being experiences because no

other being hypostatizes his existenée in a conscious and

~ subjective wav. & A .
lAnalvtlc. Marx's doctrine on human nature and activity shows
that the human being inevitebly and necessarilyv enters into
species relations: . man relates to "external nature" and to
other people via an XIdeal Totallty and therefore confirms his
species-nature and of others in his “praxis".

‘On the basis of' Marx*'s analysis, the attempt it-
self by man to restrict, estrange or deny one's species-
nature or that of others entails species relatidns. Man can-
not but relate as a Totality-being in the eery attoempt to

‘isolate himself from,or deprive his fcllowmen of, human-



rhood,.wFor 1nstance

L : "f'and 1nseparab1e from his very
_Slavery bondaQE'-submlssaon etc., in a formal sense,

o“fas.Ideal phenomena whlch are reacted to or ‘against in a

subjectlve way, are possmble only because the subdued pos-
sess a'wxll and c0nsc1ousness that can be domlnated and

”\_ruled by another. ‘It is p0551ble for one to become a

"master" in a formal sense only‘because ancther can and does
acknowledge one ‘as such and oneself as a slave. Hegel ac- |
cordlng to Marx ‘calls these "reflex categorles".(Cap.l 57,
note 1) The 1mp11cat10n here is. that unless. these "titles",
social symbols, Qr formalltles are - rec1procated in a sub-
- Jjective way they will hot obtaln as is the case wzth animals
and other natural beangs, ‘We cannot, for example "enslave"
tbees, animals or stones, in the proper sense of-the word,
because these, allegedly do not-enjoy a subjective will and
consciousness. AsS we have seen, mere ‘natural belngﬁare al-
ready dominated by "brute necesszty“’
| The nature of one's subordlnation-is;therefore, de-

termined, in par% by one's nature itself. In the case of
man, his subordination . lnvolves his subjectlve and formal
exXistence. One's 1solat10n or exclusion from. the prevail-
ing Community involves species-relations. People are not
.excluded or isclated from a particular Community, which
stands for "humanity" in its formal or offdcialjdimension,
in the way animals,trees or stones are. In the case of ‘
people, the exclusion is “"formal® and not merely physical

or empirical; it invoives an appeal to the subjective
existence of the excluded. The phenomenon itself of hunan'
exploitation and dominance entails, therefore, an implicit
(and subconscious) acknowledgment by the oppressor that his
victim enjoys a snbjective existence. This confirms the
nontic" homogeneity of the human species in spite of the

ignorance, abuse, bias and pigotry on this mattecr, character-

n2

slavery and bondage presuppose the subjec—

3
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1szng human soclal ana hmstorlcal exlstence and 1ts “super-'l
structural 1deology"‘- Only "Jurldlcal bllndness" ,Tooted. |
“in undevelopment anﬂ susta;ned often‘by a resort to a mys-'
.tified and an allegedly a—prlorl "Truth", prevented some of
the outstandlng "men of- 1dea&“ from recognlslng this fact..

In the prev;ous chapter wessaid that a partzcular
1nd1v1dual or class of lndlv1duals could be and often was,
paxt of a phy51cal assoc;at;on but not part of the Communlty
or Ideel,Totallty. In the llght of the above, we have to
uqualifv this statement. Those lndlv1duals who were ex- .
‘cluded from the communlty still remained Totallty or. Species"
belngs in an- “ontlc" sense however much, from the p01nt of .
view of the prevailing Community they were regarded as “sub
human", "instrumepta vocales" .- "natural slaves" or
"mere chattels of the earth". This confirms the view that
according to Marx, man's species existence is not merely
historical ‘and emplrlcal but also "metaphysical®*. Man is
by - -nature a Species-being. ThlS is a phllosophlcal pre-—
supp051tlon and not & %ere assumption.’

It is time now to pass on to the other “reality'
suggested by the conception of épecies—being. The "formality"
of human existence denotes the actual state of realisation
of an individual‘s subjective existence. It is evident that,
within Marx's system, this "formality" is not to be regarded
as an a-priori, ontological and stable essence or form. It
is neither to be regarded as-an immediate reflex of the
empirical conditions because this would destroy the sub-
jectivity of human conscious existence. If this were the
case, the "formality" of an individual's existence would
havé to be reduced to a mere epiphenomenon or shadow of the
"vhysis*. This would abolish the-vital distinction between
"human nature" and *external nature". Nor %@uld the
"formality" be regarded as a product of self-sufficient,
autocratic and s¢lf-contained individuals since subjective
consciousness is not identical with self consciousness. 1In
Marx's system, the "formality" represents the "moment" of.

-
.-



actuallty or reallsatlon of an 1nd1v1dual's subjectave
exlstence as dlstlnct from the "belng" 1tself of thls sub—- _
jecthlty. It lS the Ideal ‘correlate, the "content" '  ¢

' “substantlallty“ of his subjectlve consclous existence 1n
'tlme and space. ‘It remalns dlstmnct both from the subjec-

tlve ex1stence 1tself whlch is. 1dent1cal w1th his Nature and i'“‘

from’ the Ideal Totallty or COmmunlty in vmrtue of whlch the '
:‘1nd1v1dual realises his’ partlcular formalitv.

Marx's doctrine on thlS matter implies two major
-conceptlons.iﬁEIE§Eiy-thaﬁ&ggiicatlon is: that human indi-
viduality, personal' and. self-1dent1ty&~1n a formal and
consc;ous sense, (as dlstlnct from his subjectlve exlstence)
. is realised via an abstract objectlflcatlon and ideal dup-
-llcatlon of onciclf in one's activity. Secgndly, human in-

dividuality undergoes development and.as a result of historv

"‘and of human praxis the individual posits himself as object,

in his psychologicalk, conscious and social atonicitv thus
becoﬁing individualised. Marx is emphatlc that *human bELngs
become individuals only through the process of hlstorv...{
Exchange itself is a chief means of this individuation.”
(Grund.496) Of course, the poséibility itself of this hap-
pening stems from man’s subjective existenceg.

Regatding the “substance" of human individuality,
Marx argues, man"comes into the world neither with a looking
glass in his hand, nor as.a.Fichtian philosopher, to whom
'T am I' is sufficient". The individual's_jidentity and
substaniality, that which he regards as his essence- and in-

dividuality,is 'an objectification of his social and conscious

existence. So, man objectifies his existence, turns it into
an,ideal phenomgnon and identifies with it...Hia individuali-
ty, therefore, depends on the nature and character of his
objectification. To cobjectify, in Marx's sense,fdcaa.not

mean to make something physical but to idealise one's acti-

vity and the preduct of one's activity turning them into fdr-tn

malities, species relations or abstract hypostatizations.

T -,
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These objectifications are habitually reified éhd absolu-
tised, turned into "eésencéé“ in the traditional sense

and this is where the problem and confuszon start, The
reacthn to this mystification by the emp1r1c1sts and tra-
ditional materialists has been to reject both the feification_

and the ideal nature of the objectifications or formalities.
This leaves us only with the "physis" and its modes, with
"things" and their immediate relations. Marx avoids both

the reification and the trivialization of the “"ideal®.

The source of one's "formality®* is'not "things" or the

."physis" and its modes but species. relatlons Because -of

his- subjective consc1ousness man objectlfles his ex1stence
turns it into an ideal hypostatization v1s-a—vls himself
and identifies with br recoils from it.

The above is conflrmed by Marx's doctrlne on the
"objective individual", that is, "the individual defined
as Roman, Greek etc."{(Grund.495) This is a reiteration
of Marx's earlier criticism of Hegel who, according to"him,

Forgets that the essence of the 'particular person'
is not his beard and blodd and abstract Phvsis, but
his social quality, and that the affairs of state
are nothing but the modes of action and existence
of the social qualities of men.

Accordingly, Marx argues, "state function and activities ...
are linked to the individual by a vinculum substantiale,
by an essential quality in him."¢Early W. 77-78)

The objective character of man's individuality and
self-identity is implied also when Marx c¢laims  that:

Before it is replaced by exchange-value, every form
of natural wealth prcsupposes an essential relation
between the individual and the objects, in which the
individual in one of his aspects objectifies himself
in the -thing, so that his possession of the thing ap-
pears at the same time as a certain development of
his individuality: wealtfi in sheep, the develop-

c ment of the individual as shepherd, wealth in grain,

: his development as agrlculturlst etc. (Grund.221- 222)

It is only when "exchange-value" becomes the Idecal Totality,

the "Nexus rerum", that the distinction between "subjective
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consc1ousness“ and 1ts "formallty"_.i e.;'man's-objective

1nd;v1dua11ty, deVe}.ops into a separation between the “"per=-

'sonal and the class 1nd1v1dual."CGer Id. 84)

The reallsatlon process of human self consc1ousness

and 1nd1v1dua11ty can be best appralsed 1f ‘we bear in mind
that Marx's anthropologlcal perspectlve is radlcally dif-

ferent from the one of Hobbes and from that of the Soc1al

Contract theorists. Accordlng to Marx, the emergence- of man
as a being that enjoys subjectlve consc1ousness . takes place
within a gregarious milieu. = The vherd instinct". that for-

‘merely held the anthrop01ds together becomes ‘at’ one point.

in the evolutionary process, a "consczous 1nst1nct“.(Ger.

Id.51) This registers a radical "break” within nature, be-

tween "so-called nature® and "humanity’s own nature" -- an

_evolutionary stage where subjective consciousness in the

-

universe is initially realised.’ The "Nexus Rerum" or uni-
fv1ng principle becomes a subjectlvely conscious one; it
turns into an Ideal Totality distinct from the physical ex—
istence of the 1nd1v1@uals‘and its reflexes,to the extent
that the very life of the individuals gradually comes to be
assessed and appralsed in .virtue of this Totality. The

formalisation of human emplrlcal existence commences. The

behavior patterns, imperatives, rituals etc., that formerely
were rooted in instinct and other natural factaxrs become
subjectively conscious patterns, imperatives and rituals -
that is, species relations or formalities that individuals
consciously and actively identify with, with which they are
identified or from which they are excluded. - If,as Marx pre-.
suﬁposes, the human species emerged within a gregarions ‘
milieu, this anthropolegical fact must show itself in human
psychology and human consciousness. This must, also, be
taken into account in any analysis of human conscious ex-
istence, including political and social existence. Mankind
does not start its human existence from scratch. This mcans

that the evolutionary stage transforming the "herd instinct"®

E1h
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into. a “conscious'iﬂstinct"-does not iﬁmedidtely tﬁrn the
"herd" . into a "community". or "society" of self- conscious’
and . argumentatlve individuals who try to forge some sort

of arrangement on how best to put into effect their newly
acquired "freedom"; nor does the initial stage - of

human existence in a formal sense, consist of a fictituous
"state of nature"” -- a "bellum onmium contra omnes". The
'presﬁpposition here is that self-assertive and self-
seeking monads attempt, by force or guile, to preserve
their lives and limbs in an autonomous way, but finally
realise that their hope for survival lie within a social
milieu where they cede their'individual rights in return
for the protection by a poﬁerful Leviathan,‘ Marx regardé
these as superficial myths and illusions of Hobbes and of
the Social Contract theorists ~- "the small and big Robin-"
sonades " who ahaéhronistical}y impute to a primitive stafe
of social existence, a conscious, psycholbgicai and social
maturity appearing only in the modern age. These thinkers

mistake the result of social history with its point of de-

parture. Their fallacy can be traced back to an implicit

or explicit confusion between subjective‘consciousness and
self-consciousness.

- In reality, Marx argues, man embarks on his human
existence within a communal milieu. The first major stage

in his formal existence, i.e., as a human being, is ac-
complished when hé experiences a subjective relationship with
his naturallenvironment. This marks a degree of "freedom"
from the physis but not from his social milieu which becomes
an ideal phenomencon, an abstract objeétification.(Ger;Id.Sl)
The empirical conditions of existence assume a formal and
social dimension with regards to the individual. This 1is__
what distinguishes the primitive human community from the

" gregarious life of animals even if this difference, at first,
does not show itself empirically. For example, the physi-

cally or gquantitatively inferior members become "menial®
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workers or‘“slaves.'"J that is) qualitativelyfinferior -

jnferior in a formal, evaluative and Ideal sense; brute
“force becomes formal authority; group identity becomes
loyalty and allegiance; pbésessions become property; land
occupatién becdmes sovereignty; racial differences, colour,
physiological features etc. become racial inferiorities/or
superiorities and the socio-economic status quo idealises
into "order" and "justice". We have here the historical
rationalisation and formalisation of factual .phenomena --
a t}pe»of rule by_humén reason or subject;vé consciousness
over the "physis", rather than the rule of the "physis"
over human consciousness as suggested by traditional ma-—
terialism, economism, technologism and similar monistic
determinisms. The "freedom" which the human species as
an emergent form of life ergoys over the natural and physical
conditions of existence expresses itself in this "colonis-
ation® of-~the "bhysis" by human consciousness. In short, -
man's physical and natural relations transform thenselves
into species relations mediated by'én Ideal Totality.

It is in this perspective that we should interpret
Marx's contention that "Right is only the official recog-
nition of fact."(Poverty,87) This is neither anti- *
intellectualistic nor relativistic in the traditional sense.
Marx is not simply endorsing Protagoras's position that
"man is the measure". Firstly, it depends on the type of
“facts" we are dealing with. The "facts" Marx was mainly’
concerned with are those social ones which exist as species
relations or formalities; which are not epiphenomena of the
physis, the totality of which constitute the infrastructure
sustaining what traditionally is regarded as the Essence
of man. Secondly, Marx's system suggests the view that if
the social or formal fact persists the “Right" persists
because, for him,"Right" is the superstructural, i.e., legal
expression of man's specics existence. For example, the

"fact® of human life as _human, (i.e. as a formality mediated
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by ‘an Ideal Totality in virtue of which an individual is
regarded as human) with its dignity and value, vis-a-vis

"animal ljfe, persist and so too does the Right to this

S~

life. By contrast, the “fact" of nobility, male dom-
inénce, white supremacy as Ideal, formal or social rheno-
mena fortunately have not persisted and neither have the.
respective "Rights". Moreover, in the perspective of Marx's
system, every Right has always been conditioned by the ?is—
torical and social character of the "formal fact" in ques-
tion. When, for instance, the life of a slave was not

formally and socially recognised as human life, the “Right"

to this life for the individual slave did not exist. An-
cient Greek and Roman history bears this ocut. At one time,
not so long ago, the life of black people was not offisigllv )
recognised as human because the c¢oloured races were not
formally regarded as members of the human species by the
"superior" white races. ‘

Briefly, then, accbrding to Marx, the social milieu
is the source of the Ideal and the Ideological. Marx's \
position, we suggest, can be regarded as a type of re-
lationalism or objective relativism.

3:2 The Causal Relationship Between the Nature and the

Essence of man.

So far we have acknowledged three "moments" within
Marx's conception of human existence: human Nature, which
we have identified with the individual's subjec%ive con-
sciousness; the human Essence ,which represents the in-
dividual’s particular formality and the Totality or Community,
which exists in the form of a concrete Universal or Ideal
hypostatization.  Our immediate concern is to examine the
relationship between the Nature and the Essence of man in
the framework of these three "moments".

The main clue in our investigation is provided by
the nature itself of species relations. With regards to
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these we have to distinguish the power that gives rise to
them from the basis that sustains them and both'of these
from the relations themselves. The power is "in" the in-
dividual human being, the basis exists as a concrete uni-
versal and the relations constitute the formality with-which , .
the individual identifies.’ An individual, therefore, sub- .
jectively identifies with a particular formality through
the mediation of the prevailing Totality or Community.

The solution tc our pfoblem is clearly discernable. The
relationship between human Nature and the human Essence is
a mediated one and follows the svllogistic formula P - U - I,
wheré P stands for the formality or Essence; U stands for
the Ideal Totality or middle term and I stands for the in-
dividual. This conception is confirmed éﬁen Marx writes
that "A negro is a negreo. In certain ciréumstances he
becomes a siave."(Cap.l.?SG,n.B) The %hree "terms" are
evident. We have the "negro" as a reaiyindividual with his
"ontic" status as a human being; the "slave" which we can
regard as *his "formality" or Particular Essence and the
"certain circumstances" as the Middle term or Universal

in and through which the identification between the "negro"

and the "slave" obtains. The case of the negro slave, found

[ 4

originally in the Neue Rheinische Zeitung reappears in a

more elaborate form in the Grundrisse. Marx writes:

Society does not consist of individuals, but ex-
prresses the sum of interrelations, the relations
within which these individuals stand. As if some-
one were to say: Seen from the perspective of
society, there are no slaves and no citizens: both
are human beings. Rather they are that outside

! societv. To be a slave, to be a citizen, are social
characteristics, relations between human being A
and B. Human being A, as such, is not a slave.
He is a slave in and through societv.(Grund.265)

We have here a clear indication of both the nature
and role of "society" in Marx's sense. As we pointed out in
the previous chapter, Society or the Community, for Marx,

is not the mere physical co-existence of discrete individuals.
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It denotes an Ideal Totality. It.is evident that the same
- Totality or Community sustains'different parficular for-
malities or what we can call “Totaiity-types".6 |

Society, therefore, expresses thé "sum of inter-’
relations, the relations, within which these individuals
stand." Of course, it is of theé utmost importance to under-
stand the nature of these relations correctly. If they
are absolutised, turned into a-priori and ontological
phenomena we fall, according to Marx, into the speculative
and Idealistic fallacy. The political and social effect
of this fallacy is,'oﬁten, consefvatism and a reactionary
ideology and policy. The status quo is absolutised and a
resort to an alleged pre-ordained order or hsrmony—iaxgade.
This can often degenerate into fascism especially-when the
allegedkevil and anarchic nature of man is underscored and
the differences between people are inflated into ontolo-
gical differences. |

-

If, on the other hand, we reduce social relations
and their totality into mere phvsical and natural phenomena
we fall-into crude materialism and fetishism. This breeds eco-
nomism and technelogism. The first mistake is implied in
the attitude of;the slave dealer. Marx writes:

The slave-holder considers a Negro, whom he has
purchased, as his property, not because the in-
"stitution of slavery as such entitles him to that
Negro, but because he has acquired him like anv other
commodity, through sale and purchase.- But the title
itself is simply transferred, not created by the
sale. The title must exist before it can be sold,
and & series of sales can no more create this title
through continued repetition than a single sale can.
What created it in the first place were the production
relations.{Cap.111.776)

Marx's point is that, according to the slave dealer, the
negro 1s a marketable item,just like anyv other commodity,
to which he has, on pavment, a just and inalienable right.
The implication is-thg&, for\the slave dealer, the negro
is a slave bv nature. This Ecaler does not or-will not

b
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reaiise that he is able to buy or sell negros only because
the "title" of slavery has been previously created by
societv. This title is a species-relation, an ideal pheno-
menon or social formality with which the wretdhed‘negroz‘
is forcefully identified'hy a slave-owning societv. The
dealer?’s right to his human merchandise is subject to the
institution of 'slavery and shares its infamy.

The second mistake is epitomised by the capitalist
w%o cannot realise that his particular Formality as a
"ppurgeois“ depends on an Ideal Totality which posits
exchange-value as its principle and not on the mere pos-
sessions of material things. If :;;HEy“ 1s not turned into
the "Communitwy", the bourgeoié formality could not come
into existence. Marx arques:

T wakefield discovered that in the Colonies, property
in money, means of subsistence, machines and other
means of production, does not as vet stamp a man ‘
as a capitalist if there be wanting the correlative
-- wage-worker, the other man.who is compelled to
sell himself of his own free-will. He discovered
that capital is not a thing, but a social relation
between persons, established by the instrumentality
of things. (Cap.l.766)

The three "moments" within human existence pervade
the inner fabric of Marx!s doctrine. They are involved
wheneve;hspecies-relations are posited. Since the latter
‘constitﬁk.the subject~matter of Marx's analysis the syvllo-
gistic formula must be regarded as fundamental to the "logic®
of his whole system. His major working concepts, such as
productive forces, production relations, labour, capital
etc. must of necessity be analysed within this "meta-
ohvsical" perspective. If this is s¢ we have to draw

three important conclusions.

')

irstly, if human Nature is distinct from "axternal
nature",so too are its "laws". The laws and movement of
"external nature" obtain in a "unilateral® and immédiate

way and de not invelve the trinitarian formula which charac-

terise the movement of human Nature. Marx's systen sug-
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gests the view that at a certain moment in evolution,
subjective consciousness émerges-in the universe in the
form of human conscious existence. From that moment, as
far as man is concerned, "theoria" replaces "energeia" and
+the "rule of reason" supersedes the rule of the "physis".
As we saw earlier Marx states that man "not only effects

a change of form in the material on which he works but

he also realises a purpose of his own that gives the law
to his modus opefandi and to which he must subordinate’
his will,.,"

The Ideal which is a product of subjective con- .
sciousness is, for Marx,-.sui generis. It is distinct from
the "physis" and its "modes" but not absolute or a-priori.
The Ideal is identified with the collective éxistence of
a type - of individual who enjovs subjective consciousness,
naﬁely, the human being.7 The nature-of the Ideal remains
the same since -the moment of its emergence but its character
changes with change in social existence. It bears repeating
that, in Marx's system, the Ideal is distinct from the
Ideological . The Ideal denotes species relations, abstract
objectifications and is therefore objective. The Ideo-
logical, by contrast, denotes ideas, categories, theory --.

the superstructure -- and is, therefore, subiective. The

distinction between the Ideal and the Ideological is im-
plied when Marx savs that "The abstraction, or idea...is
nothing more than the theoretical expression of those
material relations which are their lord and master."(Grund.
164)8 In another instance, Marx claims that "the Idezl is
...nothing else than the real world reflected by the human
mind and translateé into forms of thought.“(Cap.l.19)
The "reflection®" of the "real world by the human nind" re-
fers to the Ideal hvpostatization or formalization of human
collective existence and consists of a Totality of species
relations. Theixr "translation" into "forms of thought"
refers to the Ideolocical and theoretical superstructure.
) $
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If one fails to distinguish between the Ideal and the Ideolo=
gical one paves the way to Idealism and rationalism. Marx
argues that: ‘ ‘ . )

Relations can be expressed, of course, only in ideas,
thus philosophers have determined the reign of ideas

to be the peculiarity of the new age, and have identi- .
fied the creation of free indivjduality with the over-
throw of this reign. Their error was all the more
easily commltted from the ideological stand-point,

as this re1gn\pxerc1sed by the relations (this objec—
tive dependency, which, lngldentaLiy, turns into
certain definite relations of personal dependency,

but stripped of all illusions) appears within the
consciousness of individuals as the reign of ideas,
and because the belief in the permanence of these
ideas, i.e., of these objective relations of depen-
dency, is of course conscolidated, nourished and in-
culcated by the ruling classes by all means available.
{Grund.164-165)

Within Marx*s system, subjective consciousness can

be described as a "flambeau" which bathes the empi:ical en-
vironment with its "light" and gives it an Ideal existence.

It is not a creation of man but an emergent "moment" in hu-

. man existence. Subjective consciousness is not distinct from
the nature of the human individual himself but from its
effecﬁ, its product, viz. the formalization of the individual's
empirical existence. Marx's system suggests that the nature
and role of this "flambeau", traditionally regarded as the
"light of reason® have been generally misunderstood. It has
been hypostatized into a subsisting soul or spirit instead of
being regarded as a "moment" in human existence, per se, with-
out content and shbstaﬁce; its activity has been regarded

- as a power to dematerialize, a power to abstract a opre-
supposed a-priori form or e¢ssence subsisting "within" a given
object. Marx, by contrast, regards subjeétive consciousness
as a power to hypostatize,in an ideal sense, one's empirical
existence; not a power to extract a hidden essence but to
create onto things an c¢ssence. It 1s a power to "formalize"
or metamorphose rather than to éématerialize. What has tra-

ditionally been recarded as an abstractive or extractive
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actzvzty emerges as- an 1dea1151ng and formallslng act1v1ty._ o
'So; accordlng to Marx ‘man has been contemplat;ng and “1nq-

_tultlng" hlS own Ideal hypostatlzatlons and formal cre-— “'*¥¢;~__,L

'atlons.eu C

Another conclus;on is that the partlcular formallty

'-;_or Essence has to be regarded both from the point of view of .
'the 1ndIv1dual hlmSeIf and from the poznt of view of the -
social env1ronment or Totalltv- This follows from the na-

- “ture’ of;spec1es—relatlons and the doctrine on "“reflex cate-
-gbries". The human ﬁSSence,rin its particular form, is both
holistic and conscious in a subjective‘eense. ‘A partichlar

. fofmality_depends for its intelligibility and existence on
its basis, the prevailing Community. An iﬁdividual cannot
be said to epitomise a particular formality unless he con-
sciously and sﬁbjectively_identifies himself with it. The
identity has to be reciprocal. This means, as we shall see
in the case of the two major "formalities" viz. the "bour-.
geois" and the "proletariat", that an immediate and tidy
identification between a socid—ecenomic class and a "for--
mality" or Totality-type is a violation of Marx's own system.
Marx occasionally edges towards this mistake. 'Many of his
ardent followers thrive on it. |

Both the holistic and the subjectively. conscious
character of an individualt's particular "formality" can be
clearlyv seen in the case of Alex Hailey's ancestor. The
"old African®, Kintu Kinte, was regarded and "defined" as a
slave by the American society or Community but Kintu Kinte
regarded himself as a free man, a Mandingo warrior. He
never gave up his "formality" and had to pay a price fer it.9

Kinte's own "formality" was not an individualistic or a-

priori one. It was rooted in the tribal Totality from which
he had been abducted. ®

Marx's doctrine on the human Essence is, in part, a
\rejectlon of the absolutist and'autononous character of the "

traditional substance. The human Esscnce is not known "in
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spite of"’ ‘but in and through the enviromment.. It is, there-
fore, fundamentally relgtlonal._ on the other'hand since
the Ideal environment, throughout the "pre—hlstory of human
society",is under901ng change and development the 1ndlv1dual s
"formality" must, a fortiori, a also be regarded as develop~
mental, changing with the epochs and recording, at the same
tiﬁé, the degree of human development. L
- " The third major conclusion concerns the nature of
1nd1v;dua11ty within Marx's system. It is often contended
that Marx did not giwe sufficient 1mportance to the 1nd1v1dual'
that he often sacrlflced the individual to the social or com-
munal interest. Historical communism has done little to
dispel or disérove this view. There is, we argue, scant, if
any, doctrinal basis for this-gonténtion. The very fact that
Marx advocated a form of social existence where the individual
‘és able to live and realise himself "as an individual" and
"man as man", instead of as a historically conditioned person,
clearly suggests the opposite of what theigbove allegation
implies. One of Marx's major complalnts was precisely that
so far the individual has not been able to realise himself
fully and authentically.;oThe problem fs, as we are seeing,
that Marx reinterprets both the "individual" and the "social".
One's view on individuality and society depend on
one's doctrine and presuppesitions on human nature itself.
If the nature of man is,implicitly or explicitly, regarded
as that of an autonomous, independent and self-sufficient
monad or as that of a lone wolf, we would have to regard
social life as either a limitation of one's individuality and
freedom or as a necessary evil. If man is autonomous and
self-sufficient he loses what he cedes to the Community.
‘This presupposition on human nature breeds the distinction
between the "private” or individual interest and the “gene-
ral" interest as two anti-thetical ones. "Justice" will con-
sist in holding a balanced course between the two.

From Marx's point of view, the doctrine on the in-
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d1v1duallst1c and autonomous nature of man a‘Hobbesian

legacy, 'is both 1n51dlous and false; the distinction be-
tween the "private™ and the "general“ 1nterest is a hlS—
With Marx, human 1nd1v1dua11ty is not contrasted
with communallty. The human individual as human is con-
stitutively and deflnltlonally a communlty 1nd1v1dua1.ll .
To apprec1ate Marx's p031tlon'we have to keep 1n mind the

vital dlstlnctlon between the “belng“ or Nature of one's

:individuality and its actual “formality". The~“be1ng“.1s

intrinsically communal -- a fact, for Marx, %orcefully_

substantiated by the social character of the "content" or

"substance" of one's individuality throughout history.
Whether one regards-oneself as a “c1tlzen" in the ancient’
classzcal sense, or as a "nobleg" in the feudal sense, or

as a "bourge01s" in the capltallst,sense, one ipso facto

‘posits the social nature of one's individuality and self-

identity. The different vformalities",. despite their

pseudo, circumscribed and separatist character, obtain ex-

clusively within a social or communal milieu. It is only

within e confines of a social context that, e.qg. a skin
pigment, a type ‘of labour Qr activity, possession of ‘cer-
tain-objects membershlp in 'a group, etc., obtaln an Ideal
dimension and become fformalltles" with which an individual
subjectlvely 1dent1f1es. One's human individuality and
personality, both genetica;ly and constitutively, have no
residual content.of their own, distinct from one[s‘idealised
social existence. This, for Marx, is a "Truth! transcending
the idiosyncracies and'vioissitudes of man's historieal ex—.
istence. If the "being” of\human-indiyiduality is communal
so should be its "formality". Moreover, since man's "for-
mality“ is mediated by an Ideal Totality, the character of
the latter should itself sustain, express and eorrespond to
+he individualts communal nature. But thisrhas not been the
case throughout history- Marx's analysis of human nature

- 5
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'shows that the various hzstorlcal Totalltles separate

" rather ‘than unite men. They not only sustalnla circum- _
scribed individuality —- the ‘individual as X, as Y, as z -2
instead of the "individual as. individual® but .also breed
divisioﬁs,.olasses and hence, social conflict. We have to
say, therefofe,Athat~until and including the capitalist sys-
‘tem, the nature of mant's  individuality has ‘been communal
but its formality has been "private"-and sepafatist be-
cause the Ideal Totallty has been’ 1nadequate .

Marx s doctrlne therefore, rejects Rousseau!s dis-
tlnctlon between "homme" and "c1toyen" _Manlls defined as

a Pc1tlzen", a Zoon polltlkon,.ln the sense of a Tota;ity or
Coﬁmﬁnity being and not in the narrow Greek sense_.12 The mis—
take of the Social Contract theorists stems, he maintains‘_'
/}mo11c1tly, from their failure to distinguish the communal

“nature of human individuality from its historical form of

- realisation throughout history. They criticised soc1a1 or
community existence itself, which is identical wlth human _
existence as such, ihstead of/ﬁ§§torical'mode and expression.

Likewisé, Marx rejects the legitimacy of tHe dis-

tinction between the '"general'" and the "private" interest.
Throughout history, these "interests" or imperatives,which -
denote man's formality in time and space, have never been
genuine alternatives.- According to him, the “general interest"
hae been and remains in reality ®"private" and sectarian in-
terest in disguise ---elevated into, and given the role of,‘

an Ideal ‘Totality. "The'general interest‘is-preciseiy the
genera%}ty of self-seeking interests".(Grund.245) This “in-
terest" has, therefore, a common role or status but a private -
and sectarian nature. Marx advocated the rule of an "interest"
and of an Ideal Totality that unites people and enables them
to‘express themselves fully. This isn't something that ﬁas

to be imposed or enforced on oeoo&e by any "central commlttee"f‘
or "Politburo": neither is it something that follows with

any phvsical necessity. It has to be remembered that we are
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dealing withlideél.phgnomena and a subjective consciousness
neither of which is aﬁenable té brute necessity or violence.
We are dealingﬂwitﬁ "moments" in human exiStence'whose.inte:e'
rélationship,as déscribed and presupposed by Marx, is neither
"physical" nor purely arbitrary. Here the force of con-
Sciousness and of "Reason" prevails. The same process and
the $ame tvpe of "movement" which led people to establish
ncitizenship", "Birth", “"Money" etc., as Ideal Totalities
will, in time, under proper conditions, lead people_t5 es-
taélish Humanism as the "Nexus Rerum". The role of the Ideal
and of consciousness‘remains crucial. _

As we have seen, man's Ideal existence is what makes
possible community life, a life of unity, harmony and co—h
operation as well as of formal separation, exclusion and
conflict. It is the Ideal that makes us persons or deprive
us' of personality because it enggles us formally to hypos-

tatize our existence and prevents us from losing. ourselves
.ih the "physis". _. . ‘ )

| We realise: therefore, that for Marx, the Community
or Socikty as such is not a threat to, or a limitation of,
dne's‘i dividuality or personality. Indeed, given its com-
munal nalture, human individuality will not only realise it-
. self but expand, flourish and find its fulfilment and satis-
faction in and through a Community, in communion with others,
which is, incidentally, a basic Christian conception. -Man,
according to Marx, {(and the Scholastics) should work with
and not against his naéure.: But this nature has first to be
understood correctly. o - )

It is in the perspective of the above that we should
interpret Marx's rejection of the "Rights of man" as dis-
tinct from the "Rights of the citizen". Marxt's argument is

_ that, in their historical expression, .these "Rights of man"

constitute the "Right" of séparation and exclusion. (Early W.
229-232) They are "Rights" t@af do violence to human nature

itself and stem from a mistaken view of the latter. Only
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:a'supérficial réading-bf Mérx's doctrine would inﬁerpfet his
views as a rejectlon of human freedom and an 1nv1tatlon to
a totalltarlan regime. ' -

Marx s doctrlne'%mphaSLSes the view that the human
inaividual is not self-sufficient elther;phy51cally, emo~
tionally, consciously or Formaliy; it is the naturehof'man
to be a Totality being. This fact he can never escape. This
does not mean that once an individual has é%sorbed.the vital
forces of his social existence he cannot separate himself ‘
physically and consciously from the social milieu. In this
case, however, the situation is similar to that of one who
keeps his breath. He will survive as long as the oxygen he
has trapped in‘ﬁis‘lungs sustains him; But even here he im- -
'medlatelv shows that he is a breathing animal. ﬁofeover,
the trapped oxygen that sustalns hiy is not his own creation.

He inhaled it from the surrounding hmosphere.

3:3 Distinction of Oppositioh and Distinction of Correspondence.

P

It is clear from what has been discussed so far. that,
in Marx'!s system, the distinction which exists between human
Nature and the human Essence has been, and still is, one of

‘opposition. Until and including the capitalist era, the Ideal

Totalites have consisted of various hypostatizations of

undeveloped conditions of existence. This has given rise to

‘pseudo Essences, abstract obje;tifications'which when ab-
solutised, became fetishes or totems . ' in virtue of which
the individual obt alnd a measure of recognltlon or was totally
or partially rejected. Marx argues that eventually the
Formality or Essence of man, in both its Universal and Parti-
cular dimension, should become adeguate and represent, in a
genuine manner, mants communal nature. Man should be con-
firmed and not negated by his Essence. Whén this happens,

the distinction between human Nature and the human Essence

becomes one of correspondence.

To appreciate this conception we have to keep in mind
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‘;the trlnltarlan formula- whlch constltutes human exlstence.
Thls is an enduring 51tuatzon. "Man 1s a Spec1es-be1ng and
therefore hlS Essence or Formallty remains for ever a me-
'dlated one._ However dependlng on the character of the
Totallty, his Formality can be either direct or 1ndlrect

We must not confuse_a.“medmated" ;dentlflcatlon or realisation
with an "indirect” one. Mediated is the opposite of im-
l mediate- indirect is the opposite of direct. It is pos-
sible to have a mediated but a direct relatlon. For ex-
ample ‘'in Thomistic eplstemology, human knowledge is re-
gafded as being mediated but direct. A mediated relation

is direet when the medium is truly representative, and a
genuine duplicate,of the correlate. If the medium is some-
thing gualitatively different from the correlate the medi-

- ation becomes indirect and distortive. If we apply this to
the problem under discussion, we realise that as long as the
Ideal Totality is somethlng gualitatively different from

_-the formalization of humanlty itself, i.e., unless humanity

as‘such is established as an abstract objectification, an
Ideal hypostatization on a social and universal basis, the
individual Essenee or Formality remains indirect. Until
this happens his dignity, status, recognition, self-identity
and personality are not established in a direct way but

through the mediation of something gualitativelv different

from himself. Man has hypostatized his geographical situ-

ation and membership in a clan and made Citizenship the basis

of his human-hood -- Ancient Greece and Rome; he has -
idealised the particular circumstances of his biological
origin and made Birth the criterion of his human dignity --
the Feudal era; he has formalised his phvsical and material
possessions and made Propertv the symbol of respeet, social
recognition and self-identity -~ the capitalist era. This
means that, in these cases, "Citizenship®, “Birth" and "Pro-
perty" are directlv acknowledged and man as “citizen®,

"noble", "proprietor" is indirectly acknowledged.
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.© The Aifferent historical Totalities, in Marx's per-
speetiée,_have.had a'limitihg and confiningzeffeet on the |
human species in both a gualitative and a quantitative sense.
On the one hand every historical Totality has excluded, par-
tlally or fully, the majority of the people- on the other
hand, it has prov1ded a limited and .one-sided recognition and

reallsatlon to those 1ndlv1duals who were regarded as parti-
cular embodlments of it. This situation will continue until
humanlty itself is hypostatized intec an Ideal Totality. When
thlS happens, Citizenship, Birth, Property, Colour, Religion,
Race etc. become trivialities as far as the Community exis-
tence is concerned. Thus the dignity of man will be re-
cognised directly. The Totality becomes qualitatively iden-
tical with the Partlcular and subsegquently, "classes", “di-
visions", sectarian interests etc., will be. suspended as h
social formalities. - .

The development of the human species, as described
by Marx, involves a process of liberation, the liberation
of man from false and pseudo Essences which negate father

than confirm him., Man, therefore, progresses through

negatlon rather t&an through positive imposition, a process

which reaches its ‘climax within the capitalist system --

the epltome of human negation. The negation of this Totality
results in a positive situation because it involves a double

negation -- "the negation of the negation®.

The process of liberation, we shall have occasion to
clarify and substantiate, according to Marx, passes from
nobjective individuality"” characterising the prec-captialist
eras, to a "subjective" but emply individuality’ within the
capitalist era. ‘This is a necessary stage in so far as it
expresses the frecdom of man from limited and onc-sided ob-
jectifications and:pseudo_individualities. This state of
dehumanisation and "spiritual poverty" should have a sobering
effect on man; it should help him recognise the illusions

and prejudices of the past and the moral vacuity of the pre-
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‘sent. This should enable people to fecognise_their true
nature because now they are brought‘face to‘face'with them-
selves in their naked existence. This makes possible, for
the first time in history, a personal individuality, an in-
dividuality.that is outgoing and which is vitalised and en-
riched by a corresponding Totality. = This is aﬁ individuality
of participation and not of Separation.h The individual en-
hances and fﬁlfilsAhimself by invoiément in his human kin
and the natural environment —-- man's "inorganic body".

Given the nature of the Ideal and the role of sub-
jective consciousness, Marx's doctrine presupposes both
that people are able to choose a rational mode of existence’
and that they will eventually choose wisely when the con-
ditions are fully developed.

For a better appreciation of Marx's philosophical
anthroéology a descriptive account of the main Totalities,
recorded in Western history is of great value., Marx implies
four major ones which can be chronologically characterised
as, "Gregarious", "Political","Socio-biological", and “"Eco-
nomic". What we have to keep in mind, throughout the fol-
lowing, 1s that each of these Totalities is Ideal in nature.
Each_existé as an abstract objectification, a concrete ﬁnié
versal. The different Totalities are characterised and
labelled according to the nature of their empirical basis.
3:4 The Gregarious Totalityv

One of Marx's major postulates is that phyvchological
individuality and conscious self-identity are a result and
not the point of departure of human history. He claims, as
we have seen, that "human beings become individuals only
through the process of historyv. [Maqjappears originally as

a species-being, a clan being, herd animal." Marx contends
further that:

Originally,life in the community and, through its
mediation, the relationship to the earth as property,
are basic presuppositions of the reproduction both
of the individual and of the community. Among
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pastoral peoples, land and soil appear merely as
precondition of the migratory life, hence appropri-
ation does not take place. Fixed settlements with
soil cultivation follow —-- thus®anded property is
initially held in common, and even where it advances
to private property thg individuals' connection to it
appears as posited by-his relation te¢ the community. .
It appears as a mere fief of the community.(Grund.740)

Initially, according to Marx, mankind led a life
similar to that of gregarious animals, although it already
enjoved an "ontic" status separating it ffom the "rest.of
nature". This initial state of human existence “is implied
when Marx says that the “"oldest of all (is the) horde or-
‘ganization with promiscuity; no family; only mother right
can have plaved any kind of role here."(Ethnol.Notes,102)

A litgle later he reiterates the idea that the first stage
of human existence involved:

Promiscuous intercourse. Leben in Horde; no mar-
riage: far below the lowest savage now living. The
ruder flint impliments ...attest extreme..rudeness of
man's condition, after he had emerged from his primi-
tive habitat and commenced, as a fisherman, his spread
over continental area. Primitive Savage. The con-
sanquine familv...recognised promiscuity within de-
fined limits, and those not the narrowest, and it
points through its organism to a worse condition
against which it interposes a shield.(ibid.125)

The "worse condition" to which even this primitive “horde or-

ganization" points to can be identified with the stage in which

v"mankind, when ignorant of fire, without articulate language,

and without artificial weaoons...depended...upon the spon-

taneous fruits of the earth."(ibid.127)
Regarding this primitive stage of human cxistence,
I,. Krader remarks that within Marx's perspective:

the horde is a form of organised society; however,
family and society are indistinguishable under these
circumstances. Taken as an abstractiop this prehis-
tory of family and society is then developed by Marx...
such that in the first ethnic veriod for which there

is empirical evidence, the family in its consanguine
form is not scparated from society, i.e., in this
sense it is "the first organized form of socicty"
{ibig.63)
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During this stagé, the individual was psychologically
subsumed under and lost in the Totality; the distinction be-
tween the Particular'Essence and the Universal Essence or
Totality did not\yet obtain. This is implied when Marx says:

The patriarchal family marks the peculiar epoch in
human progress when the individuality of the person
began to rise above the gens, -in which it previously
had been merged; its general influence tended power-
fully to the establishment of the monogamian family.
(ibid.119) '

Even more explicitly, he claims that "in this early condition

cf society, the individualitv of persons was lostlin the gens."
{(ibid.156) ‘ . -

The material or empirical basis of the Gregarious

chéfacter of this Totality lies in its total lack .of property
either movable, immovable, private or communal. The “nuc-
leus, the first form" of property, according to MarXx, "lies

in the family, where wife and children are the slaves of the
husband,"(Ger.Id.SZ) As we are seeing, at this initial stage,
there is no family either in the patriarchal or monogamian
sense -- the family, here, is identified with the “"horde" and
this, according to Marx, made "paternal authority impossible".
(Ethnol.Notes,llB). Besides, the natural surroundings could

be considered as possession but not'as property. Property,

both communal and private is, according to Marx a phenomenon
that appeared later in human historv. This idea is confirmed

when Marx writes that!

.Hegel...correctly takes' ownership, the simplest legal
relation of the subject, as the point of departure of
tHe philosophy of law. No ownership exists, however,
before the family or the relations of master and ser-
vant are evolved, and these are much more concrete
relations. It would, on the other hand, be correct
to say that families and entire tribes exist which
have as vet only dossessions and not propertv.
(Pol.Econ.207)

We have here a clear distinction between the infra-
structure consisting of “species-relations, i.e. "the family
or the relation of master and servant", which are"much more

concrete relations" and the superstructure, in the form of

vownership, the simplest legal relation." This confirms what
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we discussed in the previous chaptér regarding thé "territorial
imperétive". Clearly, in Marx's system we have to distin-
guish between, (a) mere possession, which is a  non .
social relation; (b) property, which is a species-relation, .
a social and Ideal phenomenon and (c) "Property" as a "vital
ideal",an idea or category‘whichiis part of the ideological
superstructure. : This is the political and moral dimension
of property. (c) depends on (b) and changes as K the latter
changes. = But (b) remains distinct from (a). It remains
sui géneris and expresses man's Ideal existence.

A point that deserves stress is_the fact that‘in
speaking of the "horde“‘ Marx is -already presupposing the
emergence of#the human species as a distinct form of life,
enjoving it own "“ontic" status vis-a-vis the rest of nature.

It is a form of life already qualified as human that "in
the means of subsistence advanced from natural fruits in a

" restricted habitat to scale and shell fish.of the sea and

..finally to bread roots and game." (Ethnol.Notes,127)

Allusions to this "Gregarious Totality" held to-
gether and sustained by "conscious instinct®, though limited
and far between, are found in Marx's major works. In The
German Ideologv it is said that:

This beginning is as animal as social life itself at-

. this stage. It is mere herd-consciousness, and at
this point man is only distinguished from sheep by
the fact that with him consciousness takes the place
of instinct or that his instinct is a conscious one.
(Ger.1d.51)

In the Grundrisse he writes:

As soon as consumption emerges from its initial state
of natural crudity and immediacy -- and, if it remained
at that stage, this would be because production itself
had been arrested there -- it becomes itself mediated
as a drive by the object.(Grund.92)13

. This initial Totality representing an "unproductive stage”
of human existence is implicd also in Capital where Marx savs:

An immeasurable interval of time separates the state
of things in which a man brings his ,Jlabour-power to
market for sale as a commodity, from the state in
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which human labour was still in its first instinctive
stage. We pre-suppose labour in a form that stamps
. it as exclusively human. (Cap.1.178)

It is only after men have raised themselves above the
rank of animals, when therefore, their labour has been
td ‘some extent soc1allsed that a state of things
arises in which the surplus-value of the one becomes

. a condition of existence for the other. At the dawn
of civilisation the productiveness acquired by labour
is small, but so too are the wants which develop w;th
and by the means of satisfying them.(Cap.l.512)

3 /_‘_—
3:5 The Political Totalitv

Although Marx distinghishes beﬁwegnhthe *patriarchal
and ancient communities" as well as between the "Asiatic,
Slavonic, ancient classical and Germani¢ ones" .and their
tespectibe characteristics, cne can, for the sake of econo-
my, group these communities together as "Political Totali-
ties". Also, this classification finds support in the fact
that, among other things, the property relations_prevailing
'within these different communities have a basic similarity.
According to Marx, not only does the phenomenon itself of
Propertv as a "legal relation" first make its appearance at
this stage in human existence, but it also remains mainly

and fundamentally communal in character in each case. He claims:

Propertv...originally means -- in its Asiatic,Slavonic,
ancient class;cal Germanic form —- the relatlon of

the working {proauCLng or self-reproducing) subject
to the conditions of his production or reproduction
as his own. It will therefore have different forms
depending on the conditions of this production. Pro-
duction itself aims at the reproduction of the pro-
ducer within and together with these, his objective
conditions of existence. This relation as proprietor
-- not as a result but as a presupposition of labour,
i.e., of production ~-- presupposes the individual de-
fined as a member of a clan or communityv (whose.
property the individual himself is, up to a certain’
point).(Grund.495}

A little later he adds:

All forms in which this property appears presuppose
a community, whose members, although there mav be
formal distinctions between them, are, as members of
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it proprletors. The orlglnal form of this property
is therefore itself direct common property (oriental
form, modified in the Slavonic; developed to the point
of antlthe51s but still as the setret, if anti-
thetical, foundatlon in classical and German pro—
perty). (ibid.497)

Marx's view that throughout these communities "the

individuél[iﬁ] defined as a member of a clan or community",
accounts for the "Political® characterisation of this Totali-
tv. In this~ respect one can say that the Political Totality
spans the prlmltrve commune which was bound together through
"blood-ties” and where the community was "the substance of
whiéh the individuals were mere accidents or of which they
form purely natural-component parts“(rbld 474) with the
communities of classical antiquity where the Totalltv reaches
its cllmax in State or Nation-hood. The commune as "the whole"
or Totality, Marx contends, "here consists not merely of its-
parts. It is a kind of independent organism", whether it ekﬁ'
ists "as a coming togéther“, where the city as such is mis-

sing,"or as a being-together", as in the case of Rome, (ibid.

© 483)

wWhat deserves attention is Marx's implicit idea that
it is here that the subject-object relationship is expressed
for the first time though in limited form. This registers
the first steé towards human self-consciousness and self-
assertion -- the first move towards actualising and realising
the human potential for individuality and personal identity.
The binding link between people or the "nexus rerum" at this
stage is no longer predominantly instinctive as in the Dre—

vious stage but becomes increasingly conscious and juridical;

‘it becomes more explicitly an Ideal Totality. The indivi-

dual obtains his identity im and through the mediation of ’
his membership within the Totality. This mature into the

pnenomenon of the "objective individual, i.e., the individual

defined as Roman, Greek etc.”
The distinction between the Particular Essence and
the Universal one, Marx implies, appears and matures further

with the latter dominating and providing the perspective for

v
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.iﬁi the former. This breeds the distinction between "civil
-soc;ety“°as the infrastructure and the "political socxety“‘

as sunerstructure (the latter, accord;ng to Marx gradually

assumlng mystical and ethlcal dimensions). The State, whetherﬂ?
in the form of customs and laws or as a fully fledged in-
'stitution, becomes "sacred", a fetish. "In Greece", Marx
contends, meivil society was the slave of political socxetv._

 (Early W.138) Hence only c1tlzens were regarded as fullv

. human. At another instance, Marx claims that "men became
slaves when their poiitical existence has been destroyed.™
(ibid.179Y TWTthin this type of Totality "relations of per-

_ sonal dependence“Apfevail.(Grund.lﬁS) However, the relation-
ship between the individuals is not vet truly personal because
personality itself was heavily dependent on the Political
Totality itself. According to Marx,

Co-operation,such as we find it at the dawn of human
development, among races who 'live by the chase, or,
say, in the agriculture of Indian communities, is
based, on the one hand, on ownership in common of

the means of productlon and on -the other.hand, on
the fact, that in those cases ‘each individual has

no more torn himself off from the navel-string of his
tribe or community, than each: bee has freed itself
from connexion with the hive.(Cap.l1l.334)

The same applies to later stages within this type of Totality.
Altnough here,

. . their relations appear to be more personal, (indi-
viduals) enter into connection with one another
onlv as vindividuals imprisoned within a certain de-
finition, as feudal lord and vassal, landlord_and
serf, etc., or as members of a caste etc.. or as
members of an estate etc.{Grund.163)

The major social or class relatlonshlp develops into
that between citiczen and slave(Ger.Id.44). Individuals be-

* come graded embodiments of the Political Totality with res-
pective claims to the cem;unal property. Marx argues, for
exampie, that "since the patrician represents the community
in a higher degree, he is the possessor of the ager publicus.
(Grund.478-479) |
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'3 :6 The SOClO—BlOloglcal Totailtx (the Medleval) "_ N

, The thlrd magor Totallty lmplled 1n Marx* s analyszs
 of the “pre—hlstory of" human soc1ety" is, in many.respects,
very" ;:mllar to the prevzous ‘one. Marx_hlmself often mentions
v1tal'characterlst1cs common to both ancient and medieval
'communltles. He says ‘for example, that.

Relations of personal dependence (entlrelv spontan~
eous at the outset) are the first social forms, in
‘which productive capacity develops only to a sllght
extent and at isolated points.(Grund.l58). :

It is clear that theéE'“relatlons of personal dependence“
apply both to class;cal antiquity where the "objective in-
dividual" is already developed,” and to feudal times.

Tﬁere are, however, two important reasons why a dis-
tinction can and should be made.  In the first place, this
stage marks an Eﬁpor@ant development in the "property re-
lations". In the second place,'one's Particular Essence be-
comes more and more a question of hierarchical placing de-
pending on one's birth. Hence, we have characterised this
Totality as Socio-Biological. : - -

Al

In the Grundrisse Marx claims that capitalist pro-

perty relations dissolve two important "forms- in which the
worker is a proprietor, or in which the proprietor works."

The first dissolution involves man’s relation "to the earth-- -
land and soil ~- as natural conditions of production." This
p;operty'relation, Marx indicétes,‘existed'within the

. Political Totalityv. The second dissolution concerns the

"relations ims which the worker appears‘as.proprietor of the

instrument." The Totality in which this type of property

thrives is clearly indicated when Marx adds:

Just as the above form of landed propertyv presup-
poses a realr communitv, so does this property of
the worker in the instrument presupposes a parti- *
cular form of development of manufactures, namely,
craft, artisan work; bound up with it, the guildé-
corporation system etc...Here labour itself still
~half artistic, half end-in-itself etc. Mastery...
Medieval cities. (ibid.497) o

h



‘ The dlfference between these two phases of human hlstory is-

1mp11ed when Marx contends further that.

Anthulty had no 1nk11ng of a pravxleged gulld—system

.such as prevailed in the history of medieval cities;
‘and already here the martial spirit declined as. the-'

guilds defeated the aristocratic lineages, and was '’
finally extlngulshed altogether; and consequently,
with it, the cities!? external respect and freedom.
(ibid. 478)14 .

o

The relevance of all this to the question of Marx s

doctrlne on human nature lies in the fact that the human

Essence

acccrdlng to Marx consists of an "ensemble of so-

cial relations". If these relaticns change con51derably,

one 1is bound- “to have a dlfferent Essence. This is pre-.

c1sely the reason which Justlfles the distinction between

'the Political and Soc;o-Blologlcal Totalltles. Since the

Particular Essence is dominated by preﬁalllng Totallty it

remains 05 the utmost 1mportance to idenify accuratelv the

character of the "super- and subordlnataon of individuals to
one another."(ibid. 159) . 5 .

- -

As in the former case Marx insists that nelther true

individuality nor genuine personal relatlonshlp ex1st w1th1n

this Totality. He argues:

As regards the illusion of the "purely personal re-
lations" in feudal times, etc., it is of course not
to be forgotten for a moment (1) that these relations
in a certain phase, also took on an objective charac-
ter within their own sphere as for example the de-
velopment of landéd proprietorship out of purely mi-
litary relations' of subordination: but (2) the ob-
Jective relation on which they founder’has still a
limited, primitive character. and therefore secems
Dersonal (ibig.165)

Although different from the previous one, this Tota-

' 4

lltv remalns fundamentally “polltlcal“ in character. Marx

argues w;th regards to Feudal soc;ety that this,

had a directly political character i.e., the ele-
ments of civil life such as procertv family and the
mode and manner of work were elevated in the form of

_ seignory, estate and guild to the level of elements

of ‘political life.(Early W.232)

- . ?
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| The major dlfference between thls TOtallty and the,prev;ous&“v
one 11es in the factors Whlch were soc1ally domlnant in'. de-j:

"c1d1ng orre™ s status Wlthln the cOmmunlty. The idea is. sug-‘
.gested thab'.w1th1n this era, an 1nd1v1dual finds his 1den—.
tiy ‘and recognltlon according to the social status determlned
'by one’s.. Birth. This means - that at. ‘this stage in the human
developmental process the blologlcal fact of one! s birth is
formalised, transformed into an Ideal phenomenon. "The mid-
dle Ages', Marx states, ."is the’ anlmal history of mankind, -
its- zoology.“(lbld 148) If, Marx argues one's recognition
and status is provided by one's birth, then the basis of '
man's personality becomes "biological". Marx's cynicism to-
wards—the traditional doctrine of "Royal blood", "nbbif%ty"
etc.is evident: . :

If it is true that a man can owe his position MAirec-
£ly to his birth, as distinct from other dete
tions, then it must be by virtue oﬁﬂh's
. can fulfll this particular social finction. His body
is his social prerogative. According to this system
the phvsical dignitv of man or the dignity of the
human bodv {or we might go further and say: the
dlgnltv of the natural phv51cal element of the state)
is made manifest in such a way that definite social
positions, indeed the highest ones, are in £ the
dignitv of specific bodies predestlned bv birth.

- Hence, the noblllty takes a natural pride in its blood
its extractlon in short the whole life-historv of
its bodv: this is its natural zoological way *of think-
ing and heraldrv is the science aoproorlate to it.
Thus zoology is the secret of the nObllltV (ibid.174-175)

This is not merely a parody of -social p:ejudlce and age-long
illusions about hereditary titles. It is also both a re-
. jection of epiphenomepalism and a reiteration of his insight
into the crude materialism and "physicalism" latent within
a doctrine which, implicitly or explicitly, contains racist
ide€as and érejudiee. What Marx sayvs here reminds one of an
animal show where thoroughbrecds are exhibited'ahd appraised.
AIncidentally, economism and technplogisﬁ are in the same
logical position. Here a socio-economic situation (possession

of capiwal or labour) rcplaces 2 biological phenomenon, birth.



- mediate cause of” one's "essence" or formality. From the
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s_in‘baxh;cases a physical condition is regarded as the im-

vaaéage point of Ma:x_s system this is sheer fetishism. -..

'3:7 The Economic Totality

Earlier ‘we saw that Marx characterised social re-
‘lations prevailihg within the Political and SocioJBioiogical
Totalities as "relations of personal dependence". This em—
phasises the’ fact that during these eras the individual was
dominated by Ideal Totalities which had a socio-political
character. They represented Ideal hypostatizations or for-
malisations of more. or less "natural" conditions of existence,
such as race, blrth geography etc. o, Till this stage in the
human developmental process, the Community consisted of "merely
local connections resting on Blood ties, or on primeval,
;atural or master - servant relations"(Grund.161) By con-
trast, the Economic Toéality-is‘characterised by the fact
that the individual, as far as his Particular Essence is con-
cerned, is dominated by the formalisation of economic factors:

Personal independence founded on objective dependence
is the second great form, in which a system of general
social metabolism, of universal relations, of all-
round needs and unlversal capacities is formed for

the first time, (ibid. 158)

This situation reprcsents the direct reverse of what prevailed
when the Totality had a socio-political character., Previously,
the "nexus rerum" had & unifving effect on the different inf
dividuals. Now the '"nexus rerum" ironically Eresupposes

and emphasises the separation and atomization of individﬁals.

"Marx claims that:

It has, been said and may be said that this is pre-
cisely the beauty and greatness of it: this spon-
taneous interconnection, this material and mental

metabolism which is independeht of the Xnowing and
willing of individuals, and which presupposes their
reciprocal independence and indifference.(ibid.l61)

In Marx's perspective, every historical Totality

so far,invoived a degree of mystification, ‘Although a
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creatlon of real people in their spatlo—temporal exlstence
each Totallty became a. segarate entlty,‘.>“be1ng-for—1tself"
Man's Ideal dupllcate an@ Formal objectification became
man's rival, a fEtlSh lording 1t over him, regardless of
its hietorical character. When analysed correctly, each
historical Totallty betrays its c1rcumscr1bed external and
oppressive character. ‘This situation applies, to a degree
unprecedented in history, in the case of the Economic To-
tality which represents the Capitalist Era.

According to Marx what is considered a vital means.
‘for life, comes to be regarded as "Essential" to life,in a.
formal sense -- part of the human Essence.:L When the human
productive process is developed to a certain degree monev
and wealth attain this status.. "Money", Marx claims, ...”

'._?

directly and szmultaneouslv becomes the real community since

it is the general substance of survival of all, and at the
same time the social product of all."(Grund. 225—226) Money
as "capital" becomes the "One" or "Whole"(ibid. 590) -- a
"moment" in_human existence acting as a Middle term for the
other two in their syllogistic relationship. As the "Uni-
versal" it unites the “many" although its interests, as a
"being-for-itself", are directly'opposed to the interests of
the "many". One clear proof of this is ‘found in tﬁe fact,
(evident till this day), that"capital undertakes-only ad-
vantageous undertakings, advantageous in its sense." (ibid.531) -

"Individual labour" Marx says, is reduced "to the level of
helplessnees in the face of the communality represented by
and concentrated in capital.™(ibid.700) _
In order to understand and appreciate Marx!s analysis
of the "logic" of the capitalist system, one has to re-
cognise three major ideas implicit in his doctrine. JFirst
~of all, the capitalist_s?stcm represents for hiqlr%e suspen-—
sion of the political and social character of the infra-
structure sustaining earlier ‘'communities. .Marx is emphatic

that. money, wealth and exchange-value were not the dominating

/



féctofs within these societies. Indeed, wealth was regarded
as ant1 thetical to these communities. He points out'that'-

All prevzous forms of society -- or; what is the same
of the forces of social production -- foundered on
the development of wealth. Those thinkers of anti-
quity who were possessed of consciousness therefore
directly denounced wealth as the dissolution of the
community.- (Grund.540) 16

Money as a Totality, Marx claims, accepts no egual: "Where.

money 1s not 1tself the communlty, it must dissolve the com-
munltv."(lbld 224) .

 Secondly, ‘capitalism represents the imposition of

a new type of Social ligament, viz. money. The character of
the infrastructure changes from socio-poiitical to economic.
Instead of polltlcal status or soc1al standlng, one's eco-
nomic position becomes the basis for one's Partlcuiar
Essence. 1In his early comments on J. Mill, Marx had pointed
out that: political ecoﬁomists themselves conceive of man

as "homo oeconomicus" and human society as an economic g
society. ' ' \ |

~

. Now economics conceives of the community of man, or

. the self-activating essence of man, man's attainment
of a species-life, a truly human existence through
the mutuality of men, in terms of exchange and trade.
Society, according to Destutt de Tracy, is a series
of reciprocal exchanges. It is just this process of
reciprocal integration. Societv, according to Adam
Smith, is a commercial societv. Each of its members
is a merchant. (Early W.266)

. The third vital point is that, according to Marx,
"capital" represents'the rule of an alien power over man
as such. Capital, which is now installed as the "Nexus rerum", -
Principle or "Universal" of society is inimical to the wel-
fare of mankind. It represents the rule of wealth for its
own sake. Marx contends that: |

Capital comes more and more to the fore as a social
power...It becgmes an alienated, independent, social
power, which stancs opposed to soczetv as an object,

and as an object that is the capitalist's source of
power.(Cap.111.246)

The "logic"™ of the capitalist system is to seek wealth, pro-
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£it andnéugmentation of itseif as an end in itself. It is'
-ﬁét‘concérned_With'whatmis Qholésome_and uplifting for man.
‘The Totality, therefore, which capitalism sustains is, in
grinciglé concerned with physical existence in a narrow sense.
It regards man as a mere natural *being. Since the Totality,

- within Marx?s System, is the Universal Human Esseé§§
d

now have a situation where the Essence, the Ideal

, we
pli-
cation and abstract objectification of man, is the complete
negation of the Nature of man. This applies both to the
| capitalist and to the worker. The "rule of capital" and the
“rule of the capitalist" as man, are not the same. The capi-
talist, Marx argues, "as the conscious representative of this
movement" -- the movement of "money as money" -- "the pos-
sessor of money beconmes a capitalist...and functions as a
capitalist, that is as capital personified and endowed with
consciousness and a will."(Cap.l.iSZ) Marx argues.further:.

Tt is not because he is-a leader of industry that a
man is a capitalisy; on the contrary, he is a leader
of industry because he is a capitalist. The leader-
ship of industry is an attribute of capital, Jjust as
in feudal times the functions of general and judge,
were attributes of landed property.{ibid.332)

This is reminiscent of the case of the slave-dealer. The
ntitle" presupposed here is not the institution .of slavery
but that of "capital" as a social relation. But just as the
ndealer".could not traffic in human life without the in-
stitution of slavery, so too the capitalist cannot function
as a capitalist or "bourgeois" without the institution of
the capitalist system which exists independently of him.

’ The importa&f point in all this is that, on Marx's
oﬁn terms, the rule of capital is the rule of a $ocial |

imperative, an Ideal hvpostatization expressing itself in

money and its increase. It is not the rule -of the capitalist
as a free and self-assertive person. Whag‘is involved, there-

fore, is not strictly speaking a matter of possessions, a

question of who owns money Or capital but a matter concerniig

+he "logic" and rationale which are imputed to money and its
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role and status in society. Money becomes the Ideal Totali-

ty in. and through which the individual ‘and all his dimensions; 
are appraised. This constitutes its rule regardless of who

owns it. "The capitalist", Marx contends, nis merely capital
personified and functions in the‘process of producti&h solely
as the agent of éapitél.“(Cap.lll.BlB) This being the case,

“°  the capitalist is not really in charge; he represents and

personifies an alien power and an alien Totality and it is

to that extent that he rules-over society. As in the case

of each of the other Totalities, capital exists and rules

independently of each individual, even though it is a pro-

' duct of man's social activity. - '
__/rf\\ﬁ_- Meanwhile, in the case of ‘the worker, the rule of

"an alienated abstract power" over man becomes evident. Marx
writes:

In bourgeois socie%y, the worker e.g. stands there
purely without objectivity, subjectively; but the
thing which stands oppostite him has now become the
true communitv which he tries to make a meal of, and
which makes a meal of him. (Grund.496). .

This idea is reiterated in Capital. "It is now no longer
the labourer that emplovs the means of production, but the
means of ‘production that emplby the labourer."({Cap.l1.310}
"In machinery® -- the technological basis of the Economic
Totality -- Marx argues further, "objectified labour con-
fronts living labour with the labour process itself as the
bower which rules it; = a power which, as the 'appropriation
of living labour, is the form of capital."(Grund.693) The
vital idea, often missed.due to Marx's emphasis on Right,
is that this rule of capital is not to be taken in a per-
sonalistic or voluntaristic se¢nse, as the rule of one man
who owns, over the other who labours; it is the rule of an
alien power over both, even if one (the proprietor) executes
its commands and softens its cffects on himself in the pro-
cess.,

The "rule of capital"™, the offensive and-hostile
N
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character of the Economic Totality is manifested in a number
of &ays.' Due to progress in machinery, human labour loses
the element of skill and art which traditionally characte-

rised it. This, in itself, is not to be lamented#bqﬁ'within

a system which iegards 311 living time as labour time" it
has a devastating effect. Marx states: .

The special skill of each individual insignificant
factory operative vanishes as an infinitesimal guan-
tity before the science, the gigantic physical forces,
and the mass of labour that are embodied in the factory
mechanism and, together with that mechanism, con-
stitute the power of the"master".{Cap.l.423)

The determination of the length of a working day, is
for Marx, another indication of this despotic rule over man.

In determining what makes "a Qorking day", what is taken in-

- to account is the interest of capital and its augmentation.

In the perspective of the Economic Totality,

The working-day contains the £full .24 hours, with the
deduction of the few hours of repose without which
labour-power absolutely refuses its services again.
Hence it is self-evident that the labourer is nothing
else, his whole life through, than labour-power, that
therefore all his disposable time is by nature and
law labour-time, to be devoted to the self-expansion
of capital. Time for education, for intellectual
development, for the fulfilling of social functions
and for social intercourse, for the free-play of

.--bodily and mental activity, even the rest time of
Sunday (and that in a country of Sabbatarians!) --
moonshine! (ibid.264)18 :

The pervasive influence of the Economic¢ Totality 1is )
naturally felt also in agriculture, the "specific kind of pro-

duetion® which predominated during the two previous Totalities
- - r

i.e., "in antiquity and in the feudal order."(Grund.1l07} The

devastation makes itself felt on the producer himself::

In agriculture as in manufacture, the transformation
of production under the sway of capital, means, at

the same time, the martvdom of the producer; the
instrument of labour becomes the means of enslaving,
exploiting, and impoverishing the labourer; the social
combination and organisation of labour-processes 1s
turned into an organiscd mode of c¢rushing out the
workingman's individual vitality, freedom and inde-
pendence. (Cap.l1.506) :
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* The natural environment, man's "inorganic body" does
not escape the exploitative influence and devastation of the
capitalist system." Again, proof of this is found in "capi-
talistic agripulture“' _ ‘ ‘

- All progress in capitalistic agriculture is a pro-
gress in the art, not only of robbing the labourer,
‘but of robbing the soil; all progress in increasing
the fertility of the soil for a given time, is a
progress towards ruining the lasting sources of that
fertility. The more a country starts its develop-
ment on the foundation of modern industry, like the
United States, for example, the more rapid is this
process of destruction. Capitalist production, there-
fore, develops technology, and the combining together
of various processes into a social whole, only by sap-
ping the original sources of all wealth -- the soil
and the labourer.(Cap.l.506-507)19

An important characteristic of the Economic Totality,
distinguishing it from other Totalities is the phenomenon
of "social atomization". We have already seen that Marx
ridiculed the Social Contract theorists who presupposed
psychological and conscious individuality, on a universal
scale, as the-point of departure of human historv. It is
only in the capitalist era, he claims, that a widespread
individualism is experienced. "In the form of society now
under consideration, the behaviour of men in the social pro-
cess of production is pureiy atomic,"(ibid.92) "Being inde-
pendent of each other", Marx states further, "the labourers
are isolated persons, who enter into relations with the
capitalist, but not with one another."{ibid.333) This “"iso-

lation", as is evident, is hot a phvsical but an-intentional

one; an "isolation" of purpose stemming from the Economic
character of 'the capitalist Totalitv whose intcrests‘and im-
peratives: are foreign to the interests and welfare of the
worker and of the human race itself. In Marx's s?stem, this
atomization or "isolation" reduces itself to the loss of the
previous type of "objective individuality". He clainms, as
we have seen, that in bourgeois society, "the wor¥er e.g.,
stands...purely without objectivity, subjectively." BAc-

cording to him, only in this era can the individual "appear.;.

4
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in the dot-like lsolatlon in which he appears as mere free
worker." {Grund. 485) ‘ : |
The "subjective existence" of the worker is basi-
cally neqative._ It_rgpresents the sﬁspenéion of the "“Gre-
garious", "Political™ and "Socio-Biological" Totalities _

-and must be assessed in this historical perspective rather

than in an absolutist one. In other words, the wide-spread
social atomization marks the suspension or abolition of for-
mer restrictions tréppings privileges and biases previously
constituting the individualr®s Essence or Formality. It
should not be regarded as a positive assertlon of true
"subjective existence and Personallty"; This implies a

very imporfant idea which bears directly on Marx's views on
human freedom in its social and political dimension. It is
the ideé of "positing™ through "negating"; of "being®
through "non-being"; of growth through elimination; of
freedom through suspending non-freedom -- an idea implied

in Marx's whole system and presupposing a state of undeve-
lopment. as the point of departu#e in human history. Man
allegedly starts from a state ofﬁ"bondage",(i.e. a pseudo
formality) and gaihs “freedom", (an authentic formality), by
consecutively negating a series of states of bondage. These
states/ggndage represent man's relationship to his environ-
ment -and betray his state of undevelopment. The process of
human freedom, Marx claims:

Is in- truth the process of his relecase from the earth:
dissolution of the landed property relations, which
constituted him as a yeoman, as a free, working small
landowner or tecnant {(colonus), a free peasant; dis-
solution of the guild relations which presuppose

his ownership of the instrument of labour, and which
presuppose labour itself as a craftsmanlike, specific
skill, as property (not merely as the source of pro-
perty); likewise dissolution of the client-relations.
in the various forms in which not-proprietors appear
in the retinue of their lord as co-consumers of the
surplus product and wear the livery of their master
as an equivalent, participate in his feuds, perform
personal services, imaginary or recal c¢tce.{Grund.502)

NS
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‘We have here an 1nd1catlon of the phllosophlcal dlmen51on
which Marx gives to soc;al labour or "praxis". The Human
Essence, in Marx's system, is an objectification and dupli-
cation of man in his conscious existence. Its "form" and
"character" are accordingly heavily dependent on the kind

of spatio-temporal existencé man has. In the worker -
capitalist relationship thg:e is "{Egally" a rélationship

of "eguality and freedom". ."Both sides confront each other
as persons." In reality, Marx considers this form of free-
dom "a mere semblance, and a aeéeptive semblance" because
the two parties have legal but not actualsequality of bar-
gaining power.' waever, he agrees that, with regards to the
situation of the slave and serf, an element of "formal free-
dom" 1s registered by this transection. iy

Nevertheless, in this way everything touching on the
individual, *real person leaves him a wide field of
choice, of arbitrary will, and hence of formal free-

, dom. In the slave relatlon he belongs to the in-
dividual, particular owner, and is his labouring
machine. As a totality of force- -expenditure, as
labour capacity, he is a thing belonging to another,
and hence does not relate as subject to his particu-
lar expenditure of force, nor to the act of living
labour. In the serf relation he appears as a moment
of property in land itself, is an appcndage of the
soil, exactly like draught-cattle. In the slave re-
lation the worker is nothing but a living labour-
machine, which therefore has a value for others, or
rather is a value. The totality of the free worker's
capacity appears to him as his property, as one of
his moments, over which he, as subject, exercises do-
mination, andé which he maintains by expending it.
(Grund.465)

Marx's concept of genuine frecedom, in its social

dimengion, (as freedom to develop fully, to express oncself
and exploit one's potentialities), has to be analvsed and
appraised in the context of his doctrine of man as a "“being
for himself". We have sceen that man enjovs a measure of
freedom from the “physis". This enables him to -assert him-
self in a subjective way via a duplication of himself in the

form of an abstract objectification. At the same time, how-
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.'.ever; his duplication, what he identifies with, could re-
preéent something different from himself and his species;
‘when and to the extent that this happens, man remains in
bondage'——‘held‘captfveAby the Pseudo-Essences he himself
‘creates and identifies with. Man will be %ree when his

‘Essence represents man as man: when his duplicate is not

historically conditioned man, or the idealisation of sSome

object or other, but another person. If this is cotre;t, one
must say that an individual finds himself when he identifies’
with the human species but not in a historically conditioned

form as; nation, race etc. In the Manuscripts Marx suggests’
this idea when he says: '

The rich human being is simultaneously the human be-.
- ing in need of a totality of human manifestations of
life -- the man in whom his own realization exists

as an inner necessity, as need. Not only wealth,

but likewise the povertvy of man --'under the as-
sumption of socialism -- receives in egqual measure

a human and therefore social significance. Poverty
is the passive bond which causes the human being to
experience the need of the greatest wealth -- the
other human being.(Manus.l44)

Marx's point, put briefly, is that the adeguate object of
man,  that which satisfies and fulfils his needs, drives,
desires and aspirations, that whieﬁ\fills his heart and‘gives
him real conténtment, is another human' being. _
Although each historicél Totality was always a fetter
and, in the best of circumstances, provided man with only
limited and circumscribed fulfilment, Marx finds a certain
insidiousness, unprecedented in history, in the way the Eco-.
rnonic Totality dominates and pervades every facet of the
individual -- his social, politicai, moral, ideological etc.,
dimensions. The crude materialism of this Totality, is one
of Marx's reiterated contentions. The "human dependence
of former times changes into a "material dependence" which
is more ruthless and degrading because it involves an ap-
praisal of man in terms of onc's property or one's material

produttivity.zo



| total exclusion of objective wealth" is 1tself " the ."ob-

- individuality”, which represents man's Particular Essence,

s
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~ For the worker, this era expresses7the "complete de-
nudation, purely subjectlve existence of labour- strlpped of

Call object1v1ty;“(Grund 296) . This makes . labour "a matter

of indifference to ‘the worker."(Ger 1d. 71) Besxdes this .
"Labour as absolute vovertv: povertv not as shortage7~but as‘

.

jectivity" of the worker, "an.objectivity not separated
from the PErson...an obgectzv;ty c01nc1d1ng wzth his im-
mediate bodily exlstence."(Grund 296) . The point that Marx

-labours here is that in the case of_the worker, "bbjecgive‘

is now identified.without rémaihder‘with this dehumanised
labour or 'labour which has been deprived of all its self-
expression and human dimension. In'fact; he also says that .

"labour posited as not-capital...is...labour separated from

all means and objects of labour from_its entire objectivity."

L

. (ivid. 295)

It is important to remark that, in Marx's system, the
whole mischief is created not bv'the high productivity it-
self or by the presence of wealth and abundance a view held

ancient thinkers since material progress as such was a
threat to their form of social existence. The mischief is -
due to the tvpe of imperative that sustains and dominates
human existence at this stage in history; it is due to a

' type of Totality which is indifferent, if not antagonistic

to, the interest and welfare_of mankind. -Thieragain leads

us back to Marx‘®s basic characterisation of capitalism and

its Totality as crudely materialistic. Within the Economic
Totality, man's "life—activiﬁy" is reduced without remainder
to his "material life". "Maéerial life" ,Marx claims, "appears
as the end, and what produces this material life, labour
(which is now the only possible but, as we sce, negative form
of self-activity), as the mcans."(Ger.Id.92) Since money

plays such an "essential" role within this era, v
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‘Not having is not a mere category; it is a most dis-
' mal reality; today the man who has nothing is no-
thing for he is cut off from existence in general,

-~ .. . and still more from a human exlstence for the coneltlon

of not hav1ng is the condltlon ‘of the complete se-
~paration of man from hlS object1v1ty.(Coll W.Veo.lV. 42)

- Again this shows that the prpblem is. not one of mere dis-
tributien of materiel kéalth ‘We have a form of ostracism
from the soc1al and even, the "human totality" because: CT
money and wealth have become the Unlversal Essence, the for-
‘mal substance  of man's .worthiness and status as a human be-
ing. What ie,‘therefbre, involved here is not a mere matter
of material poverty but 6£ man's formal objectification and
‘realisation as a human being. This situation, Marx says, "

is sumned up in the bourgeois motto: "!'You are worth as,,

much as the monev you possess. * This has to be interpre-
~ted in the perspectlve of the sylliogistic formula where

"money" becomes the middle term. K

‘That Marx distinguished between the material wealth
and the progﬁess in, the productive system which are, per se,
neutral, and the capitalistic Ideal Totality, in the ber-
spective of which this material. wealth and progress are
utilised, is evident when he stats that:

‘Here as everywhere else, we must distinguish between
the 1ncreased productlveness due to the development
of the social process of production, and that due to
the capitalist exploitation of that process.(Cap.l.422)

*Tt took both time and experience", Marx says, "before the
work-people learnt to distinguish between machinery and its
" emplovment by capital, and to direct their attacks, not
against the material instrument of production, but against
the mode in which they are uscd-"(ibid-é29) A vital distinc-

tion is here clearly implied between a totality of physical,

,inatural and techrological relations which constitute the

material or physical conditions of existence and a Totality

of species-relations which. constitutes the "mode of production®

or infrastructure -- the main object .of Marx's interest. _
We have mentioned that human labour within the capi-
. . Y

iy



' is reached, the worker's direce contribution 1s decisively
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talist systeﬁ is stripped of all its artistic and skilful Lt

,Jcharacter. The materlal and techhological basis of this

vdénudation of labour" is founé in the rhenomenon of machi-

" nery. A machine is defired by Marx as

-A mechanism that, after -being set in motion, performs
with its tools the same operatjons that were formerly
done by the’workman with similar tools. (Cap.l. 374)

Marx dlstlngulshes within the machlne "three essen—
tially‘d;fferent parts, the motor mechanism, the trans-_
mitting mechanism and finally the tool or working machine.

The motor mechanism is that whieh puts the whole in motion...
The transmitting mechanismt.,regulates the motion, changes

its form where necessary...and,dﬁvides and distributes it .
among the working mathines.“ The “"tool or working machine™"
1s that part “which mainly replaces and reproduces the worker?® s

sklll and dexterltv. it 1s with the “hotor mechanlsm“ and

~with the "tool or worklng machine" that we are concerned.

We can refer to them s the motus and the ogeratlo of the
machine. Prior to the manufacturing period we-find, Marx

says, the worker using tools and instruments which he "animates

. and makes into his organ with his skill and strength, and r}y///
9

whose handling therefore depends on his virtuosity."(Grund.6
At this stage both the motus and the 6peratio were, in tHe
main, provided by the worker. With the advent of manufacture,
some of the motus was taken over by the machine but the
operation was still basically prdvided by the worker. It

was only when the machine took over the wquer's operatio

* that a new epoch appeared in history.

It is this last part of the handlcraftsman s jim- :
plement that'is first seized upon by the industrial
revolution, leaving-to the workman, in addition to

his new labour of watchlng the machlne with his eyes, -
and correcting its mi'stakes with his hand, the merely
mechanical part of being the mov1ng power.(Can 1.374)

Once this important stage in the Droductlve process

- curtailed. As soon as the worker's ooeratlo is usuroed by



_ the mééhine,-itrié—Ehelléttér FWhich‘poé$é§§é§;skillfandﬁf'ﬂ
ét;epgth in place ®f the ﬁdrker;{is‘itselflthe yif£ﬁ6sé;.' -
with a soul of its;éﬁﬂfin.the‘mecﬁangqaihlawsfédtiﬁgjthrphghﬁf ,
it." ‘Atfthiglstage:j .,r.'_._',- :‘ - ~- _":; ‘r*if_;ﬂ } '

The production procdess, has ceased to be-a labour |
process in the sense of a process dominated by labour
as its governing unity. ' Labour appears, -rather, L
‘merely as a conscious organ, scattered among the in-
dividual living workers at numerous points.cof the -
mechanical system; subsumed under the total process . '
.. of the machinery itself, as itself only 2 link of the
 system, whose unity exists not din the living-workers,
- but rather .in the living (active) machinery, which °
_confronts his individual, insignificant doings as .
a mighty organism.(Grund.693) :

| On the other hand, thé productive process camnnot,
according to-Marx, improve and increase its efficiency as
long as it.still-rests;predominantly on skilled labour:

Modern Industgy was crippled in its complete deve—
lopment, so 16ng as its characteristic instrument. of
production,the machine, owed -its existence to personal
strength and . personal skill, and depended on the -
nmuscular development, the keenness of sight, and the
cunning of hand, with which the detail workmen in )
manufactures, and the manual labourers in handicrafts,
wielded their dwarfish impliments. ™{Cap.l.382)

This means. that, according to Marx, it was only by depriving
human labour of its self-éxpressive and grtistic element that
high productivity becamg possible., This suggests two im-
portant ideas: (a) égmais led to the conclusion that the

- former type of self-expxcssion which the worker experienced

was_ a restricted one as found in "every medieval créftsman“
who "was completely absorbed in his work, to which he had

a contenﬁéd, Slavish relationship."(Ger.Id.71) Basically, -
-thé_rgéson for this was that, for the majority¥ of the people,
self-expression was sought within the "recalm of necessity” --
“the prodﬁétibn of material li¥e was considered as a sub-
ordinate mode of self-activity."(ibid.92) (b} the necessarv
de-nudation of.labour by the machine leads one to argue

that mankind can and necds to seck self-cxpression and self-

fulfilment outside the "realm of necessity", outside ‘the

RN
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ji'-tentlon ‘seen’ earller .namely,_that “man must step to. the ;

e . .
Tt

‘productive. prOCess‘proper.“ Thls agrees w1th Marx's con--

“side of . the productlve_process 1nstead of be;ng 1ts ‘chief ‘-¥i~-~i

_ actor."

3:8 The ?eriodizat{on of the deal Toﬁalities

It is helpful to discuss brlefly the nature of Marx s
perlodlzatlon and ‘the one-sided and Epmlted character each.
of the four hlstoracal Totalities is cons;dered to have with—" -
in Marxt's theoretlcal framework - - -

The periodization of the varlous Totalities w1tﬁ§h“”’,
Marx's system is a complex matter 1nvolv1ng more than Just o
a chronologlcal sequence of hlstorlcal phenomena._ Marx s
'perlodlzataon “in fact,- presupposes “two vital factors. 1In
the first olace the historical Totalities are presupposed
to be genetically descended and tendentially organised.

The "10635\‘f0rms create the conditions for its own dis-
solutlon and for the appearance of a "higher" one and all ]
of them p01nt to a future Totallty which is expected to crown
the developmental process of the human species. In this per-

. Spective , Marx® s'periodization is not a mere convenience but

_has a predlctlve and evaluative dlmen51on although the "epochs

in the hlstory of society are no more separated from each
other by hard and fast Iines of demarcatlon than are geo-
loglcal iﬁiﬁps.“{Cap.l.37l) Moreover the different historical
e regarded as being causally inter-related. .
The Economic Totality is'allegedly the highest one within
man's "pre-history". This Totality, Marx contends, paves

thé way and in turn,

\\,\creates thoge material conditions, which alone can

form the real basis of a higher form of society,"
society in which the full and free cevelopment of
every 1ndlv1dual forms the rullng principle.{ibid. 592)

Marx arques further that within history, there is a
"coherent series of forms of intercourse." A "form of inter-
course'" can be justlv ccuated with a Totality. 1In fact,
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"the deflnlte condltlons under-which’ fpeople]produce“-
Marx clalms "...corresponds...to the reallty of thelr'cenf
dltloned nature thelr one-sided" exlstence. .. He ‘adds: e o

These various. condltlons "which appearffirst‘as‘con?
ditions. of self~act1v1ty, later as fetters'upon it,
fbrm in the whole evolution .of hlstory a coherent
series of forms of intercourse...Since these con-
ditions correspond~at every stage to the simultan-
eous development of the productive forces, their
history is at the same time the history of the evol-
ving productive forces taken over by each generation,
and is, therefore, the hlstory of the development of
the forces of the individuals themselves.(Ger.Id.87)

Secondly, as H. Marcuse points out, in a dialectical
theorv of soc1ety,“generallzatlon and classification of
facts [are] at best an 1rrelevant undertaking." (Marcuse,377) .
Marx himself was emphatic that the organisation aqd evaluation
of the economic categories should be dndertakeh in the per-
spective of the capltallst mode of production and not ac-
cording. to their. mere hlstorlcal appearance. This means that
in Marx's system, not every hlstorlcal phenomencn is equallv
significant. -Some phenomena have a philosophical dimension
because they are symetgsazig of the human developmental pro-
cess,iwhile other phenomelra are not.l In other words, between
the "development of the human species". and "historical pheno-
mena" there isn*t a one-to-one relatienship: Marx explicitly

distinguishes a stage of cmpirical development from one of

social or human maturation. He points out in the Grundrisfe:

It may be said on the other hand that there are very
developed but nevertheless historically less mature
forms of society, in which the highest forms of eco-
nomy, e.g. cooperation, a developed division ‘of
labour, etec., are found, cven though there is no

* kind of money, e.g- Peru. (Grund.10)

As far as Marx's anal»q1s is concerned,this implies a theo-
retical framework which trahscétnds-a mere. historical and .
empirical sequence of phenomena and to this extent 1s "specu—
lative". This perspective sustains the evaluaeﬂve coherent
and finalistic character of “ar\ s perieodization.

Marx's periodization and systematization emerges as
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“the intellectual act 'of looking for.explanations...in terms -

of sequences of antecedent actions and circumstances'". It

- is fundamentally interpretative, -suggesting and implying .an

~ insight that goes beyond Jthe delﬁéive appearance of things." -

 But as ‘L. hrader pbipts out, “thlS is the opp051te of histo-

ricism concelved as the determlnatlon of that which is objec-

tlvelv real ard which 1s the usual target of critics of

historical determl fism in particular and of hlstor1c1st

organ1c15m in genenal® (Ethno.Notes ,51) As earlier pointed

out, Marx is ‘less concerned’ with establlshlng "the deter-

mination of a phen non by an’ éarlier invention or dis-

‘covery" than with analv51ng "that same 1nvent10n or dlscovery“

and trying to interpret it "as_a mark or reglster of the

degree of development of a societ v {ibi ) After all

- Marx Himself éharacterised the "Asiatic anc1ent feudal and

modern bourge01s modes of produgtion" as "epochs marklng

progress in the economic development of society."(Pol.Econ.21l)
As was p01nted out in the previous chapte;‘Marx-

did not lock back or .advocate a return to some lost paradise

of social existence. His vision was definitelv pro- and

not retro-spective in character. The reason for this is

each of the historical Totalities, from the "Gregarious"

to the "Economic® has been intrinsically inadequate.

Although he agrees that the pre-capita}ist'conditions of ex-

istence did not foment the type of social conflict and con-

tradictions found in the capitalist sy%tem,.this was éue to

"a syvstem of production, and a societyf moving within narrow

-,and more or less primitive bounds." Therefore, he argues,

"to perpetuate it would be, as Pecqueur rightly says,'to-

decree universal mediocrity.'"{Cap.1.762} The limitations

©vf each of these different historical Totalities is pre-

supposed even when, (due to the undeveloped state of affairs),

it remains hidden and does not vet develop into a contradiction.
One can spcak of "a "limitation" either iﬁ a.purely

functionalist perspective or in a noetic one where the limi-

N4
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“tation is recognised as - limitation and not, as it were,

thtrough mere trial end}erfof;- In a noetic perspective,

the limitation emerges as a polar concept presupposing
knowledge of "completeness". ~So, one cannot consistently
speak of a limited Totallty,wlthln a noetic perspectlve
without ‘entailing a knowledge claim of what constitutes a
full or completed Totallty. Marx's works make it sufflqleﬂt—‘
ly evident that his claim, regarding the limited character
of the histqfical Totalities, has a noetic nature. This is
confirmed when he states that with the "appearance of the ,
Economic Totality, it begomes clear that "all previdus inter-
course was only intercourse of individuals under particular
condltlons net of'ihdividdals as individuals."(Ger.Id.9l1)
Here is not only an-explicit evaluation of the historical
Totalities but also an indication of the criterion and per-
spective Marx had in mind whenrﬁe appraised each of them.
According to him, a Totality is limited and one-sided if

it does not represent or sustain the "individual as indi-

" vidual" but inetead encourages and sustains historically
conditioned individuals. Marx criticises Proudhon whose
envisaged "Promethean sotiety" reduces itself to a "society,
social relations based,on,class antagonism. These relations
are not relations between individual and 1ndlv1cual but
between worker and capitalist, between farmer and landlord
etc.."(Poverty,100) The character of the Totallty is of

the utmost importance because men, real individuals have .
been defined, assessed and allowed an existence in virtue
cof it. As an illustration of .different conceptions of "man"
throughout the different historical epochs Marx points. out
that Aristotle!s characterisation of man as "by nature a
town-citizen...is quite as characteristic 'of ancient classical
society as Franklin's definition of man, -as a tool-making -

animal, is characteristic of Yandeedom."(Cap.1l.326)}
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3:9 ~Division of Labour as a Technological and a Social
Phenomenon- . - . . e -

i

.Accopﬁing to Marx;the em?irieei basis for the op-
pressive objectification of the historical Totalitieé,‘in
‘their limited form, lies in “division of-labour". It is .
‘clalmed that; .- g

Individuals alwavs proceeded and always proceed, 4
from themselves. Their relations are’ the relations -
of the real life-process. How does it happen that
their relations assume an independent existence -over
against them? and that the forces of their own life
become superior to them? ¢ ) .

In short: division of labour, the level of which
depends on the development of the productive power

at any particular time.(Coll.W.Vol.V.93) .

4‘|

In many places, Marx equates "division of labour"
with "alienated labour". He states that "all...contradic-
tions are implicit[idl..division of labour.“(Ger.Id.Sz)

He also claims that }éivision of labour and private pfoperty
are, moreover identical expressions: in the one the same’
thing is affirmed with reference to activity as is affirmed
in the other with reference to the product of the activity."
(ibid.S53) Again he writes that "the division of labour

is the economic expression of the social character of la-

bour within estrangement."™(Manus.l59) _
Division of labour is an ambiguous and misleadingly
simple concept within Marx's system. First of all, it is

important to note that division of labour within the produc-

tive process and division of labour within societv are two

distinct phenomena ané should be appraised differentlv. Marx
himself draws attention to the "division of labour within
society as a whole as distinct from division of labour within
individual workshops."(Cap.l111.635) Even more specifically
“he argues that:

"inspite of the numerous analogies and llnks con-
necting them, division of labour in the interior °

of society, and that in the interior of a workshop,
dlffer not only in degree, but also in kind.(Cap.l. 354)
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_ " In the perspective of what ﬁe'haVe di$cu$sed'so far,
‘steéialiyfiﬂkview of the doctrine on the different types’
of reiations!'we_must draw the following conclusion. Di-
vision.qf labour within the productive system is a tech-
nologiéél and physical_felation. "Technologicag division

;ﬁ

of labour" is, per se, a Eositiverfactor within the produé;
£ive process'aﬁd, as such, "produces no commodities" --
which are the ultimate- source Qf‘miéchief within the capi-
talist system. Division of labour in society denotes a
‘species-reldtion mediated by a concrete universal: viz.
"exchange~value". "Social division of labour" is an alien-
ating-faigor. "Social "division of labour® sustains.the
'c;fEOnomic Totality of the capitalist system. Each type of
division of labouf entails certain presuppositions:: |

Division of labour within the workshop implies the

undisputed authority of the capitalist over men, that

are. but parts of a mechanism that belongs to him.
The division of labour within the society brings
into contact independent commodity-producers, who
acknowledge no other authority but that of compe-
tition, of the coercion exerted by the pressure

of their mutual interests; Jjust as in the animal
kingdom, the bellum omnium contra omnes more or less
preserves the conditions of existence of every
species. (Cap.1l.356) ®

This implies that "anarchy in the-social division of labour
and despotism in that of the workshop are mutual conditions
the one of the other.®™ Marx ﬁoint%_to the double standards
of the "bourgeocis" 'in this respect. He writes: .

The same bourgeois mind which praises division of
labour im the workshop, life-long annexation of the
labourer to a partial operation, and his complete
subjection to capital as being an organisation of
labour that incrcases its productiveness -- that
same bourgeois mind denounces with equal vigour -
every conscious attempt to socially control and re-
gulate the process of production, as an inroad upon
such sacred things as the right of property, free-
dom and unrestricted plav for the bent of the in-

dividual capitalist. It is very characteristic that

the enthusiastic apologists of the factory svstem
have nothing more damning to urge against a general
organisation of the labour of society, than that it

.
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would turn all: soc;ety 1nto one immense factory.
- (Cap.l.3586). : :

Marx further points ouf that the progress and
-development in "technoleogical division of labour" revolu-
;ionises‘"social division of labour" in such a way that the
skills and secrets of the old trades as well as their charac-
ter and identity gradually disappear.(Cap.l.486) However,
without division of labour the productive process of the
human race would not have developed and Marx himself is em=-
phatic about this. Yet he claims that “division of labour
implies the pbssibility, nay the fact.that intellectual and

material adtivity -- enjoyment and labour, production and

consumption -- devolve on different indiv;dua;s,“(Ger.Id.SZ)
He denounced the .situation in which "each man has a particu-
lar, exclusive sphere of activity, which is forced upon him
and from which he cannot escape."{ibid.53) This is the
phenomenon of "social division of labour" and, we suggest,
it is precisely this type of division of labour that Marx
wanted to sece abolished. The latter is- the basis of the
historical Totalities and the reason ﬁhy they reify and
absolutise themselves in an oppressivé way. This idea 1is
implied in the contention that:

This fixation of social activity, this consolidation
of what we ourselves produce into an objective power
above us, growing out of our contrel, thwarting our
expectations, bringing to naught our calculations,
is one of the chief factors in historical develop-
ment up till now. (ibid.53)

It is evident that Marx believed that we are able to
have and retain a high degree of "Technologlcal division of
labour* and”at the same  time abolish "Social d*v151og of .
labour". This state of affairs, of course, according to him,
can only be sustalned by a highly productive system which
is socially planned and controlled. The "realm .of necesszty"
which, Marx admits, will persist, will be reduced to a mini-
mum and consume a fraction of man's life activity instead of

occupving the major and best part of it as happens under
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the "rule of capital“. -
”~

- 3210 Marx's Totality -- The Millennium'

-

We have seen that throughout hiétory human exis-
tencde has been mediated by a series of inadequate Totalities.
As a result of the limited and pseudo character, there”

persisted."a cleavage...betweenlthe particular and thé com-
“mon interest."{(Ger.Id.53) ~ The Ideal Totality was "some-''

thing" other than "man" and became a totem-pole to which
real individuals were Subordinated and to which they hagd

to measure up. It is now time to cpme to grips with Marx's.
own envisaged Totality. We propoge to do this by means of

a detour, namely, by first andlysifhg the phenomenon and con-

develeopmental process,as
Marx himself describes it. This procedure, we argue, is -
justified because,in Marx's perspective, human social labour
or "praxis" is man's life activity. Social labour is the
living and practical expression of manfs very being. Ac-
cordingly, the historical saga of the human species is re-_
corded in the development of the labour process. "Forces
of proédﬁtioh‘ana social relations, " are, Marx says, "two
different sides of the development of the social individual."
(Grund.706) Moreover, according to him, human labour con-
stitutes the "major farce of production."(ibid.422)

For a long time, Marx argues, the true nature of
human labour as the "subjective essence" of wealth was not

recognised. For long millennia, wealth was regarded as

something external to man, something having its own raison

dtetre. 'To avoid possibile misunderstanding we must clarify
what Marx understands by "wecalth" and by "subjective es-
sence. N
In Marx*s systch wealth has three distinét meanings:
(a) It is taken in the sense of material wealth, namely, those

useful things which satisfy man's needs. "Regarded materially,

wealth consists only in the manifold variety of needs."(ikid.527)
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"Wealth is", Marx says,"on one side a thing, realised in

" things, material products, which a human being confronts as

-

‘subject."(Ibid.487)
(b)- It also means:

The absolute workingout of man's creative potentia-
lities, with no presupposition other than the pre-

vious historic development, which makes this totality .
.of development, i.e., the development of all human 3
powers as such an end.in itself, not as measured on

a predetermined yvardstick...Where he does not repro-
duce himself in one specificity, but produces his
totality...Strives not to remain something he has

become, but is in the absolute movement of be-

coming. (ibid.488)

We can call this the philosophical dimension and conception
of wealth. According to Marx this interpretation of wealth
is not recognised by Political Economy and the capitalist
svstem.

(c} In the perspective of human labour as its "subjective
esseﬁce", wéal;h has another distinct meaning, namely, the
value of something useful in relation to something elsg, or
simply, its “e&change—value"."Wealth, here, is taken as a.
Species-relation. This is a "hominised" and Ideal existence
of wealth and complements the aspect.of "wealth...realised
in things" or of material wealth. "On the other side,"

Marx says, "as value, wealth is merely command@pver alien
labour" whether "with the aim of ruling or with the aim of
private consumption."(ibid.487) Wealth as value is that Social
or Ideal element or “"residue" which makes the most different
things commensurate in a way analogous to the element of
welght which makes a "sugar-loaf" and a "piece of iron"
commensurate. The analogy, however, as Marx peints out is
seriously deficient. = "The iron, in the expression of the
weight of the sugar-loaf, rcpresenté a natural property com-
mon to both bodies, namely their weight." This makes the re-
lationéhip between them a phfsical or natural one, whose
basis is a quality or power intrinsic to them. Value, By-con—

~
trast, "represcnts a non-natural propertyv...something purely



~spcial.“(Q§P¥l-57) “The vélue-éf commodities. has a purely

social reality." {ibid.47) Wealth as value is, therefore,
"that equal somethlng, that common substance ~which admits’

of the value of the beds being expressed by a house" to use
the example of Aristotle.{ibid.59) It is‘ciear that, as value;
wealth has an Ideal existence; it is-a social 5henomen0n,.

a product of human conscious existence. This "defihite social
relatlon between men," Marx savs assumed in thHe eves of manV'
people, "the fantastic form of a relatlon between things."
(ibid.72) This leads to the. fetishism of commodities. In
other qPrds, Mérx claims that wealth as value has been, for_
long centuries, regarded as a hatural property of things in-

denendent of the social and consc1ous environment which pro-

duces it. . -
, Our concer; reiterate, is not with an appraisal

of Marx's economic theory but with clarifving his terms so
that we may be able to understand‘the ghllosophlcal impli-
cations of his system. His conceotlon of wealth as value
which underlies both his doctrine on the "commodity™ and his
labour theéry, is extremely important because it confirms
further the Ideal dimension of his -system. We must obtain

a clear grasp of the philosophical or "metaphysical" nature

of wealth as value. Marx says that it is-a reality, but not

a natural or physical one; it is a "soclal relation". As
we have seen a social relation is an Ideal phenomenop. This
means that in Marx's system "value" has the same "ontic" sta-
tus as other social or "species" relations,such as, “ndbility",
"citizenship", "slavery” etc. All these are Ideal phenomena
and can be regarded as hvpostatised Formalities. They are
all products or emanations of human conscious existence, as
distinct from physical existence.

The concept of "subjective cessence", on the other
hand, 1is hot to be interpreted in a "subjectivistic" sense.
It is meant to bring out and further confirm the social and

Ideal character of wealth as value, as against the view that

..
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L value is a natural property of a thlng._ By calllng.human

. . . . . - -
- : - . . . Lo . . - . . —

' labour the "subjectlve essenceP of wealth as’ value, Marx
1s both claiming to;glve the "substance", origin and "con-‘

-stltutlve nature" of ‘value and at the same time rejecting the

the v1ew ‘that value is a.ﬂthlng" or, a-natural property of

_a thing. It is the same type of argument Marx uses to ‘show

that "nobility", "slavery" etc., are _not natural or a-priori
qualities but. human creatlons- they do not ‘originate from
_ birth 1tself it from the human, social and conscious milieu,
that is, the type of "community" of Totallty in which one's
birth takes place. _Hﬁman conscious existence creates the
aoble the siave “the citizen ete. as species relations.
Marx therefore re;ecte\_?e conceptlon of "value" as "someu
thlng outsade man and 1noependent of him, and therefore as
somethlng to be maintained and asserted only -in an external
fashlon."(Manus 128)

We can clarlfv the 51tuatlon somewhat if we give the

-example of nobility. Within Marxts system, birth is to

‘“nobility" what- human labour'}s to value. Marx argues against

Hegel that bir oes not create the noble or his anti-

thesis commoner. Birth
r

per se, produces potentially

£,
conscious bipeds just as with thx different species it pro-
duces mice, monxkevs- and elephants. ' It is the social and con-
scious environment, a concomitant phenomenon of human exis-

‘tence and*human “praxis®, that turns human birth from a na-

tural to a species relation and ¢reates "nobles", "commoners",.

*"slaves" etc.. It is b;rth mediated by a Political or Social
Totality acting as a Unlversal wlthln a syllogistic pattern.
The middle term, the real cause€ of "nobility" etc. is the

" Ideal or soc1al conte\t which is an abstract duollcatlon of
human conscious existence. In like manner, human labour as
such and by itself, does not crecate value. The economic
cause of value is the Ideal or social context in which human
labour takes place. The situation,in Marx!'s perspective, can

- ‘- 3 -
be summed up as follows. 1In order for one to become and be
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treated as a "noble" one must: flrst be born in a phy51cal

or biological sense. leewlse an object cannot have nvalue"

. unless human labour has been expanded on it. However the

-cause or basis, in the case of both "nobility" and "value"

is not birth or labour as such but the Ideal or social. con-

text 1n which these two. phenomena materialise. _
The theory that. labour is the source of value as is

well known, 1s.n9t an original discovery of Marx. It is

-~ -found in A.Smith, the.?hysiocraté- and, in particular in

D'Ricardo.‘ Marx considers it a majorastep towards under-
& standlng the histoxical process of productlon _The "eariy"
" Marx had written: '

-To this enlightened polltlcal economy, whlch has dis-
“covered within private property the subjective 'essence

of wealth, the adherents of the money and mercantile
system,'who look upon private property onlv as an
objective substance confronting men, seem therefore
to be fetishists...({Manus.128) BRI :

The same idea appears fifteen years later wheu'Marx,says:

The Monetary System, for example, still regards wealth
- quite objectively as a thing existing independently
in the shape of money. Compared with this stand- .
point, it was a substantial advance when the Manu-
facturing or Mercantile Svstem transferred the source
"of wealth from the object to the subjective activity
—-- mercantile or industrial labour -- but it still
considered that only this circumscribed activity 1t—
self produced money.(Pol.Econ.209) '

We have here a hint at a crucial distinction which
Marx draws and on which he capitalises fully, between “quali—
fleq" or "concrete labour" and "unquallfled labour" or "labour
sans bhrase" to use his own expressron. Prior to the deve-
Joped capitalist system, Marx savs, ‘

Various kinds. of concrete labour, such as agricul-
ture, manufacture, shipping and comm;rca had each

in turn been clalmcd to constitute the real source

of wealth, before. Adam Smith declared that the sole
source of naterlal wecalth or of use-values is labour -
in general (1b1d 59) ..

Marx also 001nts out tnat as late as the 18th century, - a

ouestlon of cons;derablc 1ntcrcst and controversy was,
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bourgeozs wealth “(1b1d.57}\1n thlS respect Marx clalms

Tl -“_; R £ - was an 1mmense advance when Adam szth rejected
©.oo- 7 . 7 all restrictionms: with regard to.the’ activity that

L 1:=;if;produces wealth -— for him it was labour as such,

. o ‘.wnextherlmanufacturlng, nor commercial, nor agri- -
e e cultural'Iabour ‘but all types of: labour.(lbld 209)

o L ' There is, therefore _aocordlng to Marx an 1mportant L
"_ ’ d:.fference between (l) the recogn:.tn.on of the' "fac " and
truth" that’ soc1al labour is the source or “subjectlve
‘essence® of value or wealth (2} the further recognitidn
or reallsatlon that social 1abour ‘as such, or "labour sans
Thrase" is the source of value. ,
Y ‘Marx claims that. Arlstotle '"the greatest thinker of
- -_anthulty"cbuldnft recognise (1) and a fortiqri, not even
i b (2) (Cap.1.59;Pol,Econ.68)- The Physiocrats dﬁ% the Mercan-
t tlllStS on the Sther hand recognlsed (1) but not (2). -Q
' The same applies, Marx claims, to W. Petty and B. Franklin.
(Pol Econ.54,56) The latter Marx says, makes use of the .
dlfference between "concrete labour" and "labour as such™
. ‘ ~ without, however, realising its full significance and import.
' (Cap:51;Pol.Econ.56) The case of the Physiocrats and Mer-):
- T cantilists, "is a strlklﬁg proof that recognition of 1 r-
as the source of material wealth by no’ means precludes_mis—

apprehension of the specific social form in which labour con-

'stitutes .the source of exchange-value." (Rol.Econ. 54)

- " In Canltal Marx claims that he "was the first to point
out and. to examlne critically thlS two-fold nature of- labour
contained in conmooltles“ —-- namely, as "concrete® and as ™
"general®" or "social®. -(Ccap.1.41) . '

To apuralse correctly Marx's clalm one has to recog-

«+ nise.the existential dimension :-and practlégi 31gn1f1cance

invalved in Marx*s anal;srs.- In other hords the point at

) ‘ssue .1s not merely an academlc question regarding an eco-

nomic tneorv of what constltutes wealth. It is rather a

"gquestlon regarding an. existential status guo, & situation in -
! BT 4 0 : '

B



t;me and space that makes 1t factuﬁily and practlcally vf'g"

possable for "labour sans phrase“ abstract human labour
1n contrast to labour in a c;rcumscrlbed form to functlon
as a- vatal economlc phenomenon and as value-creatlng. ThlS _
1s a 51tuatlon whlch Marx clalms did not obtln in pre- br‘]m
,Acapltallst times. By saying that "labour as such“ is the
source of value, Marx says, "it might seem that in this way3
merely an abstract expres51on was found for the 51mp1est and
most ancient relatlon in which human beings act as producers o
- 1rrespect1ve of the type of society they.live in. -This TN . p“
is true in one respect but not in another."(Pol Econ.209)
What we interpret Marx as saying is that both the social

recognitien that human labour as such, is the source of value

1

and the_actuaiwrealitv‘or realisation of this "fact" are TO

a result of history, of development in the productlve system.
In other words, "labour as such", “is. not a mere abstract
universal, in the traditional sense, but a "concrete" uni-

~ versal, a vital conceptiontand phenomenon that describes and

sustains a particular'stage in human spatio—temporal existenge.
This view is supported by Marx's coniention that: . '

"~ The fact ‘that the specific kind of labour is 1rre—':
ievant presupposes a highly developed complex of ‘ac-
tually existing kinds of labour, none of which is any
more the all-important one. The most general ab-
stractions arise on the whole only when concrete de-'
velopment is most profuse, so that a specific guali-
~1is seen to be common to many phenomena, or common
to all. Then it is no longer perceived solelv in. a
_ par}icular form.- This abstraction of labour 1is, oh . .
the ‘other hand, by no means simply the conceptual
‘resultant of a variety of concrete types of labour.
The -fact that_,the particular kind of labour employed
. is immaterial is appropriate to a form of society in
which individyals easily pass from one tvpe of labour -
to .another, ge particular type of lakour being ac-
cidental” to them and therefore. irrelevant. Labour,
not onlv as a category but in reality, has become a °
means to create wealth in genergl, and has ceased to .
. be'tied as an attribute to a particular individuaZ.
This state of affairs is most pronounced in the United
States, the most modern form of bourgeols society.
™ The abstract category "labour“ *labour as such”,

~ . -
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LT labour sans’ phrase the p01nt of departure of,mo—~
L ~ dern ‘economics, thus becomes a practical fact.only» -
Coe there. The 51mplest abstraction, ,dhlch plays]a'

: . decisive ‘role in modern . polltlcal economy, an ab-’

'

. .,Lstractlon which expresses an an%-ent redation ex-.
L -isting in .all ‘social’ formations,” nevertheless ap-
) ~pears to be actuallv true: in. thlS abstract form only
‘as-a categor of the modern soc1etv.(Pol Econ.209 210)

o A g;ttle later Marx adds: ”

[The example of labour striking demonstrates how even:
the most ‘abstract categorles despite their validity

Cin all epochs - prec1sely because they are abstrac-
tions i< are equally a product of historical con-
ditions even in the specific form of abstractions,
‘and thev retain their £full validity only for and
w1th1n the. fremework of these conditions. (ibid.210)

-t

_ On the basis of the above, one can argue that in.their

' economic and ekistehtlal dimerision "concrete usefﬁl labour"

as circumscribed ox guelified-iabour'is'regarded as being

different in kind and.historitally prior to "labour sans

phrase"”. . This, as we hope will become clearer later on, in-

dicates .thét spatio-temporal existence has, in Marx's system,
- an eplstemologlcal and essentlal or formal dlmen51on?

Each kind of-labour is "relational" in character, obtaihing

its significance in,and is symptomatic of, a historical and

'existential-state.of'affarrs, a particuiar mode -of production..

‘Marx's view is that labgur or human activity as social ecti--m

vityfpassed through different stages of "circumscription®

or "gualification" to a stage where it devéﬁgped intg an

"uncircumscribed" or "ungqualified" form as "labour sans

phrase” and was acknowledged ‘as such by political economists.

Although "labour sans phrase" seems a very simple and absract

concept, it is a nhenomenon whose.signifiCance and vitality

as a basic ecgnomlc ohcnomcnon appears and makes itself felt

only,ln the most modern form of production, viz. the caplta—

list one. A S '

Marx's contention that social labour developed from
a "circumscribed" form to an "uncircumscribed" one has to be

interpreted within another'claim_that:

f . . ’ -
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"."In. all forms of society there is one specific kind
of production which predominates over the rest, whose -
relations thus assign rank and influence to the ‘others.
It is a general illumination -which bathes all the
other colours and modifies their particularity. It
is a particular ether which determines the specific

grav1ty of every being whlch has materlallzed w1th1n
(Grund.106-107) '

. The predomlnatlng "spec;flc kind of productlon" is
equlvalent to and plays the role of a Totalltv Universal--
an Ideal‘perspectlve and medium in which and through which
the different kinds of labour were subsumed and evéluated.
Marx speaks of "pastoral, agricultural, m;%ufacturing_and
industrial labour" as examples of specific kinds of prél‘

&y

duction, or what we -can refer to as "Labour Totalities".

In summary, from what has been said-so far, it follows that:
(1) Marx claims that human labour regardless of its his-
torical and spatlo-temporal expression and forfa of reali-
sation is the "subjective essence", the'“subStanceAand im-
maneﬁéimeasure 6f value* (Cap.1.537) .
. {2) He claims further that in every epoch there is what can N
be called a "Labour Totality“ or Universal: "In all forms

of society there is one. specific kind of production which
predominates over the rest, wﬁg&e‘relations thbus assign rank
and influence to the others." ot

{(3) He states that as long as labour is still circumscribed,

as long as its economic existence is in the form of "con-

g¢rete useful labour”, it is one-sided, limited and accor-
dlnglv-petra¥s an unceveloped mode of production. Labour

sheds 1its llmltatlons when 'its economic existence as a species

relation becomes "labour as such, "lazbour sans phrase" as

happens in the capitalist syste

We have,in the above, 2] very 1mportant conceptlon
a structural and legical p n which applles also to
his theory on -human naturle. Three major facts are involved
©in Marx’s analysis of laljour. ) ?

There is firstly

particular form of labour in its

.o
. . N
s
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mmanlfold expre551on ‘and manlfestatlon w1th1n soc1ety. 'For, 
example,lthe work of: the partlcular farmer the splnner the
tanner etc., each of whlch constltutes the materlal for
value. : .
o Secondly, tﬁere is the "Labour Totality",_in the form
of "a specific'kind of production" which Marx regards as

"a particular ether which determins the specific gravity"

of the particular Xinds of labour: In this sense the re- '
cognition and evaluation of each particular kind of labour
are evaluated in virtue of it, just as, in the syllogism, the
individual is formaily established in virtue of the universal
- or middle term. For.example, Marx says that, *In antiquity,
urban occupation and trade 1ittie esteeméﬁ “agriculture, how-
ever, highly; in the Middle Ages the contrary appraisal...
.Anthu1ty unanlmously esteemed agriculture as tﬂg proper _
occupation of the free man, the soldier’s school."(Grund.477}

The Monetary, the Physiocratic and Mercantilist systems,
each had their respective "Labour Totalities”.

~+ Finally, there is the phenomenon of "labour sans
phraseﬂ,‘"labbﬁr as such®, which becomes an economic reality
and is recognised as such in a developed stage of the human
productive process. This_is, according to Marx, not Just
another "Labour Totality" rep%esenting the industrial stage;
it is rather Eﬁg "Labour Totaiity“ in the perspective of &hich
all the -other "Labour Totalities" are to be assessed. This
implies the view that "labour sans phrase", "labour as such"
as it exists in the capitalist system or thdrsystem of ex-
change-value, , constitutes the "logos", the conceptual frame-
work within which the various "Labour Totalities" are to be’
organised and evaluated. . The peculiarity and, one might\add,
.the intriguing featu;e.of Marx's position iegarding his "La-
bour Totality" is that it is not another circumscribed or
qualified form of labour but the rejection of éll circum-
scription:anﬁ qualification -- “labour as such", "labour

. as labour", “labour sans phrase", "labour in general". As was
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ﬁoiﬁted‘out earlier. in Marx's system although "labour _
~as such" or "labour sans phrase"-sounds like a mere abstract
and empty expression, it is ln-reallty a very meaningful an
économically significaht concept'and also a phenomenon
rooted in space and time. It indicates human labour free
from all historical'conditionihg. In this sense it is -
qyalitativély different from thestraditional abstract
universal. . . '

In the perspectlve of the above we can now procsed
towards an analysis of Marx! s own env1saged Totality. 1If )

we. apply the above to the concept and phenomenon of man we

 shall understand better Marx's position. More speclflcally,
one can say that as in the case of labour, Marx's Tota@ity
--regarding human existence is'"man as man", "man as such",
"man sans phrase" or to use his own expressmon “the indi- .
vidual as individual®. TH%‘Slgnlflcance of these seemingly
' empty or tautologous expressions comes out in the perspective
' of Marx's view that,throughout history, it was not "man as
man" or the "individual as individual" that existed and was
acknowledged but "circumscribed" man, historically conditioned
mén qualified asr“cit%gen",'"noble", "commoner", "slave",
"proprletor" "labourer" etc.. Marx's Ideal Totality repre-
sentlng and sustalnlng "man as man" obtains its significance
and vitality precisely in contrast to the alleged limitations
of the former Ideal Totalities.

In Marx's envisaged millennium, therefore, .the Tota- .
lity becomes qualitatively identical with the individual.
His expression, the "individual as individual" forcefully
brings out and stresses this equivalence. Political,®racial,
teligious, national, economic¢ and social prejud}ce'are theré-
by rejected and man finallv is accepted and recognised for
what he is, namely, as a human being. What has'traditionally
been taken for granted, viz. the nature of the human beiné
. inhis naked existence, becomes Fhe "logich, the.principle‘
ofzscciety or théFommunity. The homogeneity of the human
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species is thereby asserted as a soclal fact.

, The relatlonshlp between the Particular Essence
the Totality and the real Individual holds the secret to

 the correct understanding of Marx's 1nterpretatlon of hls—"

tory. " The’ Human Essence in both its Unlversal ang Partl—

cular dlmen51ons is a creation or emanatlon of real 1nd1—

- viduals in their social and conscious existence and not an -

a-priori hypostatization.  .Marx claims that:

Theoretical communists, the only ones who have time
to devote to the study of history, are distinguished
precisely because they alone have discovered that
throughout history the *"general interest" is created
by individuals who are defined as "private persons“
They know thaty this contradictjon is only a seeming .
one because o side of it, the so-called "general"
is constantly being produced by the other side, pri-
-vate interest, and by no means opposes the latter as
an independent'force with an independent history --
so that this contradiction' is in practice always being
destroyed and reproduced. (Ger.Id.105) .

Human"praxis" creates the Ideal Totalities which

throughout history have been hypostatised and absolutised,

thus becoming alien and dominating factors -- citizenship,

social status, dtc.. Th¢ point is, however, that the Totality,

being a creation of the human social activity shows at the
samé time the type of ¢xistence and the degree of development
and maturation of the beople at a particular epoch: A tree
is known by its fruit. The Totality is alien and dominating
because the individuals at give birth to and sustain it

live in an undeveloped and one-sided manner. ' The Totality

is the individuals composing it, an emanation of the state of

their existence. f}\ N '

‘ Marx's millenni¥m is bestsunderstogd and appreciated
in contrast to the Economic Totality. After all, he himself
characterised his envisaged Totality as the "negation of the

negation". 1In the Economlc Totallty the introdyction and

‘use of machlnerv resulted in the de~-humanisation of labour

and in the degradatlon of the labourer reduced to. a mere

"productive animal". Robbed of its self-expressive character,
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edabggr the only act1v1ty in whlch the main prod§C1ng class

expressed its personality throughout the second and thlrd
Totalltles becomes | a humdrum motus and since it employs

the majox and best part of mants daily existente, the latter
itself turns 1nto.a-barren and stale life. 2as p01nted out
earlier, the problem is not with the machine or the techno--

-

logy but their utlllzatlon 1n v1rtue of . the Ideal Totality

of the capltallst system. The productmvzty of mechanised
labour and the "technologzcal lelSlon of labour" will be
preserved ln Marx's env1saged state but wmth the welfare of
~the people in min®. He claims that "in a ‘communistic soc1etv
“there would be a very different scope for the employment of
machinery than there can'be in a bourgeois society."(Cap.1.393)
Marx indicates that within hls Totality, the increased effl—
ciency in the productive system will not be directed to the
mere increase of. production of material wealth beyond all
limits. The efficiency will be converted into free time,

time for the "realm of freedom". The emphasis which -Marx
makes on rational planning, concerns not only the labour time
of the worker but also the quality or type” of production.
Since the aim of thée productive process is "human welfare

and not what is economically viable and lucrative, the eco-
nomic and productive system and enterprlse 1tse“£_ ‘will )
becone numanised. __Igizﬂls how Marx env;saced the situation:

- If we concelve societv as ‘being not capitalistic but
. communistic,” there will be no money-capital at all
in the first place, nor the disguises cloaking the
transactions arising on account of it. :.The question
then comes down to the need of socliety to calculate
- bpeforenand how much labour, means of production, and
N m¢ans of subsistence it can invest, without detriment,
) in such lines of business as for instance the build-
. ing of railways, which do not furnish any means of
production or subsistence, nor produce any useful
effect for a long time, a year or more, while they
extract labour, mcans of Droductlon and means of sub-
sistence from the total annual_productwon. In capi-
talist society however where social reason always as-
serts itself onlv post festum great disturbances may
and must constantly occur. (Cab 11.318-319)27

~
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It can be said that one of Marx’s major criticisms
"of the capltallst system was that the latter is bas;cally
‘an irrational system. As he himself puts it "social reason
always asserts itself only post festumﬁ —-— on the basis
of trial and.error one could adé:” He ﬁoints out that:

> All thought of a common, all-embracing and far-
51ghted control of the productlon of raw materials
gives way once more to the faith that demand and

- supply will mutually regulate one another. And it
must be admitted that such control is on the whole
irreconcilable with the laws of gﬁpitalist pro-—
duction, and remains forever a pius wish, or is
*limited to exceptional co-operation in times of
great stress and confusiornr, (Cap.l11.120)

.

The same idea eqpbasising the "irrationality" ®f thisl
capitalist éystem, is reiterated a little later on, this time
in relation to agriculture:

The moral of history, also to be deduced from other
obsevations concerning agriculture, is that the ca-
pitalist svstem works against a rational agriculture,
or that a rational agriculture is incompatible with
the capitalist system (although the latter promotes
technical improvements in agriculture), and needs
either the hand of the small farmer 1living by his

own labour or the control of associated producers.
{ibid.121) -

Here Marx brings out a basic Platonic conception,
namely, that true freedom and the "Good" thrive whére Reason,
| intelligent planning and "law" prevail. Chance, blind fate,
and the "faith that demand and supply will mﬁtually.re late
one another", whichr is the "gospei“ of free enterprise, .
constltute:or Marx the‘abortion of man's rational power
~within a vital dimension of his life -- the productive sector.
The emphasis on ratlonal and intelligent planning entails
a pérspéctive which is both "speculative" and "normative".
It is a perspective that gocs well bevond the confines of .
‘économics in' the accepted sense where profit is the ruling
principle. ' As Marx himself points out in the case of Ricardo,
in a purely economic peorspective, 1t is not irrational to .

turn man 1nto an adjunct to a machlne and pay him a necessity
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wage. It is only if we 1ntroduce "extra-economic" ‘con-

Ssiderations, as Marx does, that we are entitled to regard

this situation as 1rrat;9nal and-degradlng._

. As pointed out earlier, Marx contended that the
Economic‘Totality expands and thrives to the detriment of
the natural environment. This devastation, according to him,
does not take place within the second and third Totalities.
There ,mature is still treated with respect and restraint
because the motive factor and principle of the productive
system is utilitv and not material weglth. Marx envisages

the reappearance of man's respect -and care for the environ-

ment as also-his original ties to nature -- this time, how-
ever, on a higher basis. 1In his éarly_works he had writteén:

Association also reestablishes, now on a rational
basis, no longer mediated by serfdom, overlordship
and the silly mysticism of propertv’ the intimate
ties of man with the earth, since the earth ceases

to be an object of huckstering, and through free
labor and free enjoyment Dbecomes-wonce more a true :
personal property of man.(Manus.103) ';i.

.

The same idea, more developed and clarified appears-in Capital:

As soon as[ﬁhe production relatloné]have reached a
point where they must shed their skln/ the material
source of the tltle Justified economlcally and his-

torically and arising from the process which creates
social life, falls by the waysiggjfalong with all

. transactions based. upon it From the standpoint of

a higher ecconomic form og/égzxqi§g7private ownership

" of the globe by single individud will appear quite
as absurd as private ownmership of one man by another.
Even a whole society, aj\nation or even all simul-
taneously existing socieXiles taken together, are not
the owners of the globe. They are only its possessors,
its usuifructuries, and, ljike bonli patres familias,

. they must hand it down tg succeeding generatlons 1n
. an 1mnroved condition.(C3p.111:776)

<

The. above shows that theye is no doctrinal basis
for a commonrview that Marx implied the hegemony'of "man"
to the detriment of the natural environment or that he showed
indifference to the "rest of nature". On the contrafy, he
insists that it is the institution of private prope;ty'that

raviges nature and the envirenment.  In words that echo a
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widespread concern by contemporary environmentalists, he
says: < : ' ’ ) ‘

Prlvate property has made us so stupid and one-sided
*that an object is only ours when we have it -- when-
it exists for us as capital, or when it is dlrectly
possessed, eaten, drunk, worn, inhabited, etc., --
in short when it is-used by us.. (Manus.139)

Social planning, control and mastery over the forces
of nature, Marx’s great desideratum, does not necessarily
imply humaﬁ disrespect for,and violation of,the natural en-

. vironment. Man is reéarded as the "sovereiqn of nature"'but
nature remains his “inorganic body". In this perspectlve
it is suicidal for man to abuse and ravage nature, The
characteri athn of‘nature as man's "inorganic Body" and )
not just an lobject for his whims and cap;ices, speaks for,
itself. '
. One of the controversial factors regarding Marx's
envisaged millennium and, perhaps, the weakest point in his
system Eoncerns the -wéy or mcans by which this "Human" R
Totality is to be recalised. Besides the "technical" and
"theoretical" aspects of this problemg/there is also the
historical fact that those states which both themseves claim
and are regarcded by many to be;'the true embodiments of Marx’'s
system and to put into effect his doctrine and postulates,
have come up with svstems which are by no means enviable
Edens of socilal rexistence. The added fact that the two major ©
“MMarxist" states, containing nearly half the world's popu-
lation, namely, Ruséia and China, are at each-other's throat
has contributed further to a wide-spread cynicism about Marx's
_system and Goctrine. The oddity about this state of belli-
gerency lies inysthe fact that Marx's doctrine claims to‘pro—
vide both a scientifico-philosophical account of class—
. conflict and to predict a state of social harmony on an in-.
" ternational level. ~The case of Russia and China, as éell as
of other cowmunlst countries suggest the view that class con—i

=11ct or at least something analogous has simply been eleva-
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ted to an intefnational level rather than done away with.
Besides it is common knowledge that force and violence,
-secret police, prison camps, mwrehabilitation programs and
centres" and a stultlfv1ng indoctrination have been and still
are an essential part of the social fabr" of,these so-called
"people's republics", The material condltlons of the people
of these countrics may have improved in relatlon to those in
which they were prior to the communist take-over. But so
too, and probably more, have the conditions of the worker

in m%& capitalist countries, csoec1ally within the North
American continent and Northern Europe. Whatever the staﬁe
of material prosperity, one could still argue that those who
allegedly followed his path have produced Ideal Totalities’
or Communities which are a far cry from the one envisaged by
‘Marx -- in which peace, freecdom to and human dignity.pre-
vail and flourish. The "Hammer and Sickle" fetish on the
banner of one of the communit giants,‘is, in our view,an
eloqueht expression of the nature of the Totality upheld and
sustained. The "realm of necessity" and the productive pro-
cess which Marx regardad as the basis but never the aim

and principle of society has been raised into the main
imperative of the commuﬂity.
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- - .j":NOTES: CHAPTER THREE,-. ‘7Lf

E. Ffomm 'Bévond the'Chaiﬁs of:fllusion.;Credo Per-
spectlves /8imon and Shuster; N.Y.,l962.

See also Grundrlsse P.496;

Capital, Vol.l.326.

It is vital to remark that Marx was mainly concerned with
“human consciousness in its‘historical expression rather
than with the "problem of consciousness® as such.

Cf Marx's Ethnological Note Books.
more about this soon:/

We shall be seeing

~

We realise how different Marx's position is from Hobbes's
which posits "Right" before "Law" within an individualistic
perspective. Hobbes, Marx observes in The German Ideologv,
remains oblivious to the real basis of “Right® itself,

~due mainly to his social theory. K Cf.Ger.Id.l06.
For instance, the "citizen', the "freeman" and the "slave"
represent, in the perspective of Marx's analysis, three

types of particular Essences. However, in spite of this
hetereogeneity, each of them was rooted in and was sus- -
tained by the same Ideal Totality, a Political one. '

In this sense, human "life and .human energy are possecssed
of a "logos" as a concomitant dlmen51on dlStlnCt from the
" h}-sls "

We havé already commented on the nature of these "material
relations". .

5

"Marx's account of slave consciousness in The German Idco-

logyv 1s reminiscent of what happened-in the case of Kintu
Kinte. Marx implies the same defiance and subjoctlve
consciousness,on the part of the slave with respect to
the “official“ consciousness. He writes: "The slave
who takes the decision.to free himself must already be

superior to the idea tﬁat slavery 1s his ‘'peculiarity‘®.

He must be 'free’ Ifrom his 'pecullarlty' * Coll.w.Vol-V.

309. : ’
S

This idea runs throughout The German Ideologv and the
Grundrisse. -

of physical or neuro-
ical individuality or ®ven of subjective con-

-

We are snot talking,  of course;
physiol
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‘which subdues all other considerations is
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consciousness. We-are talking of "formal" individuality
which is mediated by an-Ideal hypostatization. BAs a |
sensitive living being, man has his own emotiens, fears,
likes- and dislikes independently of the social mlllEU"
though even here one has to take into account the socxal
env1ronment which is a qspdltlonlng factor. -
From Marx s point of view, a group of head hunters or
“savages" deep in eqpatorlal Africa or in the Amazon

" jungle, is composed of species-beings who enter into-

Ideal and mediated relations. The huntlng and shrinking -
of heads, however bizaare, is a ritual involving the 1deall—
sation and formalisation of man’s empirical ex1stence.

It shows that the head-hunters, like Plato’s “phlloso—

rher kings", are Lapable of enterlng ‘into species-relations®’

~and not into mere tural or physical cones. This in turn

shows that they'enjoy a measure of freedom from the "phy-'°

~sis" which enables them to live a formal existence con-.
. comitantly with their physical and empirical one.

- -

~See also Grundrisse, p;4?2 ) .

Cf. Grundrisse, 499; Capital, Vol.1l.761-763.

Marx claims that "The difference between ‘the individual

as a person and what is accidental to him, is not a con-
ceptual difference’but a historical fact."(Ger Id.86) In
ancother instance he points out that man's "essence" often
found its embodlment in a distinct object or item that

was considered an important "means to life" at a certain,
point in history. Thus, for instance, "In the Middle Ages
a social class is emancipated as soon as. it is allowed

to carry the sword; Among nomadic peoples it is the horse
which makes me a free man and a participant in the life

of the communtiy.”(Manus.llS5) The point that Marx tries

to make is that ‘throughout history, 'that object which,
given the prevailing conditions of existence, is regarded
as vital to life, becomes part of the aostract-objectl—
fication which makes up the "Nexus rerum" and thus turns
into a censtitutive factor of man's Essence. In this-
respect, it becomes a fetish in virtue of which the real
individual is appraised. Marx points ouththat "in gene-
ral that means which gives me essence, ‘which gives me DOS—
session of alien objective essence, 1s arn end in itself."

. {Manus.155) The s;peﬁaoolles to the right .of private

property within the capitalist system.._ , ) .

The hqole section 1is 1ntcrest1ng and reveallng. Cf. D222n

This interpretation_of money or wealth as jbe Totality,
trikingly si- .
milar to the analysis of wealth within the' Gospel and
X . N N . - '."".‘-'-‘

- . “ e R , . -
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.W]whlch was denounced by Chrlst.- Both in the Gospel and
within Marx's. system, what is involved is not: the mere

- .ownership, the physical presence of. wealth or money. but

© ¢ flict of interest between capltal“ .and "man”.Cf, 233 310.

s

-;;Jthe ‘rule,. in an. 1ntens;onal and evaluatlve sense,of
T money over man. - = : ‘ .

The whole sectlon ‘is- valuable in brlngzng out " the con~ "

_‘The “early Marx had wrltten that the utter drsrespect
t6 the natural environment,which he discovers within the
‘capitalist system, does not appear wlth;n the older “.ue

~forms of* productlon -- even though man's violation of .

"‘ﬂ'nature exists in latent form within landed property. the

l. 26.-. -V

22.

23~

24.

‘"root of prlvate property ..Cf Manuscrlpts, PP-. 100-102 :

This is the basis of the controversial polarzzatlon of
-of scciety into capltallsts and wage-workers. We shall

dlscuss this problem 1n the next chapter.

We shall see later on that this descrlptlon and account

‘of living labour as distinct from capital will lead Marx ' _
. into a. delicate and, we argue, untenable posmtlon where

he identifies the- product ve“ worker with the pro—.
letariat™. : _ .

The Holy Famlly, Karl Marx. Frederlck Engels, Collected

‘Works, Vol.1lV. Inter. Pub. N.Y. 1975.

Krader s.remark refers directly to H. Morgan's type of
historicism. - We feel, however, that it applies alsc to

Marx. Cf. our dlscu5510n on thls matter in Ch.Cne, pp. 41
to 44.

It is interesting to note and very suggestlve that Marx
refers to this economic Totality as a condition in which
"man remains in natural society" and where, he adds, hu-

man “activity is not voluntarily, but naturally, dxvided,

man's own deed becomes an alien power opposed to him,
which enslaves him instead of being controlled by him."
(Ger.Id.53.) This recalls the discussion, in the pre-

~ vious chapter, regarding the two dimensions of man as a

natural and as a human being. The emphasis on "control"
by man brings out the conception of man as a "being for

~himself", whose activity "is not a determination with

which he directly merges.™ Human society remains "na-
tural" as long as Reason does not rule -- this "reason”
being interpreted as human rationality and intelligence..

It has been pointed ocut to us by Dr.C. Levitt that
in the German text the word "naturwuchsig" means spon-
taneous. rathexr than natural. We have no guarrel with
this translation. It confirms our. analysms.




Our concern 15 notfwith an evaluatlon of Harx s labour
theory~of value. - Our poiht'is to show how the logxcal

',pattern within.Marx's labour. theory applies to-his .
,ggeneral theory on human nature. - In chapter five we. shall

'-;provzde our definition- of. productlve forces' and'relatlons

.of production -- two of-the major workzng concepts of .

“ ' Marx's mature age. What we are discussing provides

S26.

- the perspective for a correct 1nterp;etatlon of. Marx s
:worklng concepts. . R B

 For an 1nterest1ng d:scuss;on on the eplstemologlcal
. dimension of. "existence” in relation £o0 Marx's system.’

'?.see Lukacs's Marxism and Human Liberation. A Delta

27

‘Book, Dell Pub. co. N.¥. 1973 PP 253-72:53'..

K. Marx, Cagltal Vol ll Lawrence and Wlshart, London} L
. l970. ' L _— - s A

—
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CHAPTER FOUR . -

?HEfPRbLETAaiat'

“In a, letter. to J.‘Weydemer Marx takes credlt for

h'three orlglnal ‘ideas: regardlng soc1al confllct Two of them.;g"

-

‘V_concern the proletarlat ~ He wrltes.

jﬂAnd now - as to mvself no credlt is due to me for dis-.
'coverlng the e\lsttnce of classes in modern society or

- the struggle between them. - Long before me bour-
geois historians had cechibed the historical de-.
‘velopment of this class struggle and bourge01s econo—
‘mists the economic anatomy of the classes.: What I

‘ ~did that was now was to prove. l)that the existence
- - of classes is only bound up with particular historical

- phases in _the development of production, 2)that the.

. class struggle:necessarily leads to the dictatorship

- of the proletariat, 3)that this dictatorship itself
only constitutes the transition to the abolitidn of
'all classes and to a tlassless socictv. (Sel.Corr.69)

It 1s cvident that thL proletarlat flgurcs ptomlnentlj

Nlthln Marx s b\btcm. honcver, its env1sagtd role. in: hlstory,

though decisive and crucial‘ is by no means clear- The con-
cept 1tbelf of - the prolttquat is vague and its amblgulty
givoes rlse to dlrfoxont and conflicting doctrines. For.
'e\amole on the one hand Marx goes well out of his way to.
show the moral and physmcal deterioration and intellectual
,Ptultificatibn'of'the prolctarian class perpetrgted by the
"laws of capitalist production;" In-CaDitalnhp states'that:

The’ aauance ‘of Lanltallqt production devcloos a work-
class, which by education, tradition, habit, looks '
upon tﬁe conditions of that mode . of production-as
sel‘—evzdent laws of Nature.{Cap. l.:37)

- This suggests the view of the proletariat rccuced to a. btate'

of mental and nsychologiecal decay, a view of the labouring
‘masses as "a crowd of sc¢yofulous, overworked and consumptive .
starvelings,"(Ger.Id.G4) fétalistically resigned to the

regimen of the capitalist system. On the other hand, Marx .

185
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“.5rcla1ms that‘only the proletarlat 15 flt for
taklng over the productlve forces employlng them ln a ra—;\f

and capable ‘of Jf_?f

ft'tlonal and,healthy way.. He even goes 's0. far- as to make . the

' ~“un1versal character -and the energy of the proletarlat"ff

,i;necessary condltloni“w1thout whlch the revolutlon cannot . | o
. be ‘accomplished." (Ger. 14.93) In a. speech to the Brltlsh ’I;Q_"li.
'ffworklng classes He once sald-- IR

: We know ‘that to work well the new- fangled forces of
 society, they" only want to be mastered by new-,

*. fangled men ~-. and such are the working. men. They
-are -as much the invention of modern time as machl—

.. nery.. (Surveys .300) —

. Moreover, 1n Capital Marx states that 'although yith

the capltallst system there grows

the mass of .misery, ocpr0551on slavery, degra-

.Agdatlon exp}01tatlon...w1th thls grows the revolt

-of the worklng—class a class always 1ncrea31ng in

" ‘numbers, and disciplined ‘united, organised by the

. very mechanlsm of the process of capltallst prou
duction itself. (Cap.l. 763)

The p01nt at 1ssue boils. down to the problem'of -

whether the proletarlat in its. state of exlstence as the

vast majority of the’ people, is psychologically and con-

sciously developed prior to or subseguent to the revolution,

This. is not a trivial matter becaese on it depend'the nature

of the roTe of the proletariat in the envisaged revolution

and the origin and nature of the revolution itself. Is the

proletarlat to act as a mere instrument of war or as the -

prime ‘causal agencv of the revolution? In the perspective

cf Marx's doctrine on the “laws" and "movement" of human

nature as distinct from those of "external nature", one would

r

(1) that the revolution would not take place with

any phvsical or’ psychological necessity; (2) that it would:

'invclve‘an-ihtelligent universal and frece upheaval . The

revolutlon then as envxsaged~and 1mp11ed by Marx takes{iiége
1n an 1n51ghtful and’ cvaluatlve perspective shared by &

majorlty of the people. By Marx's own account, the revolution

‘should manifest its true character both in the nature of its



_JIn all revolutlons up t111 now the mode of act1v1ty -
“always remained unscathed: and it was a question of.a’

" different dlstrlbutlon of this- act1v1ty, a new dlse',ﬂi

fftrlbutlon of labour to other persons, whllst~the
communist revolution: is dlrectcd dgainst the pre- ‘
ceding mode of activity, does -away with labour, - E
- and abolishes the rule of 'all classes with the L
7.7 classes themselves, because it is carrled through by'
v ‘the class whlch ‘no longcr .counts ‘as a: class in so--
: ciety, is not. recognised as a class’, and’ is in it-
self the expression of the dmsbolutmon of all classes, .
;natlonalltlcs ctc. ‘within prcscnt boc1ety.(Ger id. 94)

In the Communlst Manlfesto it 1is stated-

All nrevlous historical movements wore ‘movements. of -
"minorities, or .in the interests of mlnorltles.‘ The. - -
nro]etarlan movement is the sclf-conscious, inde-
'pendent_movcment of the immense majority. The pro- -
letariat, the “lowest stratum of our present society, o
. ~cannot stir, cannot raise itself up, without the
' -whole buourtncumbont strata of official socicly be-
ing sprung lﬂtO the air.(Manifesto, 36)1
The "self- conscious, 'Lndopendent movement of the im-.
moense majorltv" doscorves notlng._ It the ptoletarlat must
achicve a-hlgh degree of critical social consciousncss and
human maturlty proper to "new~fangled men",. prior to, and ‘as’
a necessary condition for the rcvolutmon the 1attor: even
if radlcal, can reasonably emerge as a trulv democxat1e one,

fundamentally humanistic, free and unlvcrsal in character.

-

1f, on the contrary, this social consciousncss and dovelop-

'nLnt is suoqeauent to the’ revolutlon,.the latter,of nOCLbbltV

assumes a subversive, s0etar1an and forceful character, The -
~rgason is s;mple. Within Marx's porsoectlve the revolution
is, (1)the work of the prolotarlwn class itself; "The'eman—
cipation of the worn11g classes must be conquercd by the
working classes. themselves."{Sel. Corr. 327) (2) 1t is a con-
scious and not a blind one.. From the. proletdrlan class
"which forms the majority- of members of 50Clctv" there: should

_allegedly cmanate "the consciousness of-Lhelnecesslty of a
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94) However lf the masses are ;n a state of mental decay,

thls crltlcal conscxousness cannot poss;bly be w1de—spread

In thlS case. the "need" arlses for a mllltant and "enl;gh—J?i:“”
tened"'mlnorlty whrch makes it its -avowed- mlsszon or voc-ﬁ;iﬁgiﬁ
atlon to act as llberator for the*"sufferlng masSeSn Where;.f

'"‘ enllghtenment and conv1ct10n are’ mlSSlng, force or gulle

has of nece551ty to be resorted to -- also agalnst the 3

“1gnorant" and "mlsgulded" masses who ‘will have to be saved

‘;n‘splterof themselves even 1f it dec1mates them in the pro-

"cess.- leen Marx s clalms the questlon of the quantltatlve

factor of the actual revolutlonarles 15 therefore .an im-
portant matter and cannot be dlsmlssed llghtly. ) .
The problem of the role of the proletarlat we sug—

-‘“gest -1is to be dlscussed in. the perspectlve of the Ebsence

Character and Identlflcatlon of thlS nclass". “The Iatter

in turn, should be analysed 1n ‘the perapectlve of Marx s .
‘whole theory on ‘Human Nature. This may net. solve ‘all the
problems but it will help to- clarlfy the matter and uncover
any 1ncon51stenc1es which could pObblblV oxist Legardlng ‘this
maLLer.2 o TR o ' .

In examining the Essence of the pr_oietariatr we have
to keep in mind what we discussed in the previousichapter.
The Human Essence, according to'Marx, consists or the par-
ticular "form ality"'the?individual subjectively identifies
‘with via the medlatlon of the orevalllng Totalitv. The par-
ticular "formality" remains, therecfore, a)hollstlc obﬁain—

ing its meaning and signifieance in the perspective of the

prevailing Totality; blsubjectively conscious. It is not

an immediate phenomenon but has to be regarded both from the
point of vicw of the Totallty ‘and of the individual. This
last point, in partlcular, raiscs a host of problems. _In'
our immediate discussion, therefore,j: we are not interested
with the "ontic" 'status of the Prolctarian Eséencefbet with

its historical and cmpirical basis. We have to find out




'-,how and 1n what sense the proletarlat 15 "an 1nventlon of

-modern tlme as machlnery. ‘ Thls glves us the cmglrlcal
, orlgln of this Essence whlle at the same tmmc prcqupp051ng
Cits Idcal nature. o o

‘3_% ;,"ff By the Character of he proletarlat wc mcan both the -

.psychologlcal make—up, the attitudes, prejudlccs 1mpcrat1ves

and “personallty" of this “Totallty typc" and the statc of

"“fconsc1ousness its. v1talzty and’ cr1t1cal 1nsxght or lack of -
same.

-

) Bv Identlflcatlon we undcrbtand thosc who roprcuont
embody or pers on;fy the proletarlan "formallty" ' This,  as
we shall see, is by no mcans an caby task. - _

Our 1mmedlate concern 1s ‘the:erorc, to ostablish’
what the pro]otarlat is; how the proietarint 15 and who- ‘thc'.
_prolctariati;s. fOncc thiS:has beeﬁ‘pchicvcd we can p:o—
ceed to sort our certain difficultics and ambiguitiecs and,
hoocfullv solve some of them. .

In analyalng the meaning of the prolctariateone can-
not lecave cut an analysis of Lhe‘bour9001blc. The rcason is
simple-but fundamental. The Drolcteriat on Marfe* own ‘ac-.
count, 1is the nngatlon and anti-thesis of - thc bourg001s
"formnllty" or Totality-type. The bourgeoxs, faccording to
Marx,finds his recognition and realisation bv‘idehtifving
hlmbelf with the Drovall1ng Totality, the Economic one. What
the Dro1etnr1at is can be rGCOinsod onlv in the perspective
0f the bou:goome. One could say that the proletarian and

the bourgeois are polar concepts within Marx's systom.

4:1 The Bssoﬁce of the Prolctariat

One of the first intimations on the proletariat, if

not the first,-is found in the Critique of Hegel'!s Doctrine

of the State. Though not mentioned by name; the-cssential

ingredients that constitute the proletariat are clearly
identified as well as the "distinctness" of this "class®

from-official society. Marx contends that with the dis-




Jfafsolutlon of tbe medleval polltlcal structure "the-prmncxple

3ﬂiunderly1ng c1v11 socxety is- nelther needeﬁa_natural moment

fnor polltlcs.” It 13 a fluld dLVlSlon of masses whose var-'“7

fllous formatlons are arbltrary and w;thout organlzatlon"““¥w~"“*

- in: whlch "the chlef crlterla are those of monez and educa- -

i tJ.on

Wc have hore ,in germlnal form both a referonce to

the Economlc Totallty of the post medlcval era whose "prln—_,“"

'c1ple“'—— the'"ne\us rcrum or soc1al bond"—— "1s nelther

"'noed, a natural moment" as 1n the flrst Totallty “nor

poiitlcs" as in the second and thrd Totalltlcs and a

foreshadowlng of the polarlzatlon of bOClEty inte two major

‘categorics based on thc crlterla of "money and educatlon.

'Marw contmnuca qav1ng.

“'The only notoworthy feature is that the absonce of .
property and the class of immediate labour, of con-
crete labour, do not.so much constitute a class of -
civil HOCILLY as provide the ground on which the
circles of. civil sociecty move and have their being.
(Farly W.l46- 141) '

In Marx?'s bybLQm the most fundamontal and histori-

cally blgn1flcant factor constitutive of the proletarlat lies
in the double nature of his freceodom. BoLh in Caglta and in
Lhe Grundrisse, Marx draws attention to this phenomenon. In

contrast to the state of affairs within thé Political and

&

Sooio~biological Totalities, the vast'ﬁajority of the pcople
within the Fconomic Totality is made up of:

free labourers, the secllers of their own labour—
Copowér, and- thoreforc the sellers of labour. Free
labourors, in the double sense that neither they |
thomselves form part and parcel of the mecans of pro-
duction, as in the case of slaves, bondsmen, ctc.,
nor do Lhe: mcans of production belong to them . as
in the case of peasant proprietors:; they are , there-
fore, {rce from, uncncumbered by, any mcanS'of pro-
duction of their own.(Cap.l.714}

This important idea is elaborated on a little further.

The immediate producer, the labourer, could only dis-
pose of his own person after he had ccased to be
attached to the soil and ccased to be the slave,



serf ‘or bondman of another. xTo becomi
.o ler of labour-~power, who:c¢arries his com "d'.
'~ever he’ finds a. market he mus't further have’ es=
caped from the. reglme of the gullds thcmr rulcs )
BN A~ aPPreﬂtlces and journecy-men, .and. the'. impcdl—‘;
._\‘:;,mcnts of  their” labour regulatlons. Hence, .the’ hle—
: ‘torical movement whlch changc& the produccrs 1nto

S wage-~workers, appears, on the /one hand, -as Lhelr

- " . emancipation from scrfdom ang/from the’ fettcrs of

~theé guilds, and.this side. aldne exists for our. .
bourgecois hlstorlans. -But,on :the other’ hand “these
-new .freedmen became, sellcrs of themselves only after -

, ~they had been robbed of all their own mcans -of pro-

« 7 .duction, and of all the guarantces of existence af-
‘forded by the old fecudal arrangements, And  the his=
toxry of this, their.expropriation, is written in: the
_annals of mankind in JQttcrb of b]ood and flre. ’
(Cap.l 715), : .

,'l""
In the Crundr1\ao Max draws nttontlon to’ thic phnno—

moncn 1n hlqtory which slartcd w1th the manufncturlng pcrlod

‘A mass. of 11V1ng ]abour powers was theroby thrown on-
to the labour market, a mass which was free in a
double scnse, free From the old relations of cliont-
ship, bondage and servitude, and socondly free of

all belongings and possessions and of avery objective,
material form of being, lroe of all propefty: de-~
pendent on, the sale of its labour c. chity or on
begging, vagabondage and robbnry as 1ts only source
of income.(Grund.507)3 : '

Free labour or wage-~labour, thercefore, represents,
,within Marx's systom /aoublc Frecdom, which we can refer Lo
as "socio-juridical" and Yeconomic® respectively. Pro-
loetarians are free in this double sensed free to dispose
of themselves and lree from-both-thc miterial wealth and the
neans of production.

One could say, therefore, that the basis of the pro-
letarian Essonae consists in this double freodom. The situ-
ation, however, is not as cléar and simple as it sounds. TIs
the double frecdom reducible without remainder to a socio-
cconomic status, viz., wage-labour or are there other factors
invelved which reject this simple and facile analysis? -

The Droblom arises cspecially in rclationhto the am-

biguity of the expreqblon "cconomic freedom*. In Marx's
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"system DOSSCSSlon is a natural relatlon whose baSlS lS in

ihe cagrelate in the form of phy31cal approprlatlon.'
;:Progertv by contrast is a’ productlon or §pec1es relatlon

_whose ba51s 1s cxtr;nsxc to the corrclatcs and’ EXlStS as an

'abstract-objectqflcatlon.‘ To be nfree" of posse551ons sim-

ply. means-to beqlmpoverlshed to be "free" of Erogertglmeans

‘to renounce wealth as a nvital idcal". ' Since these two -
phenomcna,ére not identlcal, it remains possible for the
wagc1w§:ker to be without posscssions but cmbrace private
property as akspccics~reiatidh. Clcérly, Marx regarded
the proletariat aénbciqg froe both from possessions and from.
property. R -_ ) -

In keeping Qith the analysis we haVe giﬁen'éo far of
Marx's syqtom we have to take intp account threce factors
fw1th rogards to the proletarian and bourgecois Esscence or
Formalitv.

Thcrc 15 flrbt of all the Idcal Totallty itself of
- the capitalist system. This roperonts the bas;c infra-
strﬁcture, the “nexus rerum" or Community. As we havc sccn
Marx claims that this Totality is charactcflscd by two major
factors, namely, its crude materialism and its irrationality.
“The capitalisﬁ systeom rcprcsénts,For Marx, a syndicate of
anti-human, irrational and despotic Iiorces.4 The over- bearlng
prlnc1ple of this Totality is material wcalfh and its aug-
mentation, as an ond in itself. In this situation, a conflict
of interests is inevitable between "human nature in general"
and i1ts formal and historical existence. cxprcsaed by the
Totality. »Thls perspective,which sustalns the "logic" and

the. "laws" of capitalist Droductxon remains the invariable

ractor of Marx's analysis.

Sccondly we must regard the Particular Formalityv or
Essrence from the pomnt of view of Lhe Totality. Here we
rind, according to Marx, two major Totality-tvpes: bourgcois
and proletarian.{Ger.Id.91) The bourgcois "formality" is Ythe

cmbodiment of the materialism and irrationality of the

o



.capltallst system.i ThlS Essence epltomlscs "free enter-

1

prlse" which 'in effect means un01v1llsed unbrldled and

1rrcspon51ble enterprlse.‘ The bourge0151e thercfore,jls D

. the cmbodlment of capltal in its "bozng—for—ltself""‘ The

- is the cpltome of humanlbm. - R -

proletarlan Formallty is: the dlrect ant1 thesis. It is

the cmbodlment of labour in 1ts "belng for-ltaclf"- Since

 1abour for Marx, rcprcscnts human life- act1v1ty, the pro-:

“letariat is regarded as belng representatlve of the welfare |

of the human race. In this perspectlvc the proletariat.
‘ \

Flnally, given the Tdeal and mediated charactgr of

thc Partlculas Formality and' the subjcctive consciousness of

the individuai, we have to regard the Essence from the point
of view of the individual -- as we did in thé case of Kintu
Kinte. The Human Esscnce or Formality, in Marx's perspective,
we have to bear in mlnd is neither an immediate reflcx of
the cmpirical condltlons nor an a- pr10r1 "form" or "quallty“
It is a "moment™ in human existence consisting of:an ancmblc
of.spccios relations mediated by an Idral Totality. (This is
a basic presupposition rootrd 1n Marx's own system and applics
egually to the proletarian and bourgeois Esscnces).

We ‘realise, therefore, that it is not enough to - be
a wage-worker to enjoy a prolctarian .-Esscence; one's actual
socio-cconomic status is not the sole factor ifnvolved. It
is rather the cmpirical situation subsumed under the Ecdno-
mic Totality in such a way as to induce the individual to
develop a specific Formality with which he subjectively iden-
tifies. This situation, accerding to Marx, obtains under
the absolute rule of capital where the latter develops into
an "intolerable powerd. JBig indusiry", Marx says, "must be
highly developed to produce this contradiction."(Ger.Id.ol)
A variable factor is here impliecd because, as we shall sce
soon, the wagé-iabourer can casily become "bourgeoisificd®,
thus forfeiting much of his "qritical insight" and wvitalitv.

Wwhen this happens he succumbs to "juridical blindness'.




-

If the above.zs correct we reallse that €§é bour-;
'?ge01s and the proletarlat are types ‘of people who 1dent1fy

‘subjectlvely Wlth an’ abstract objectlflcatlon representlng

j material wealth and human welfare respectlvely. This - .means f
‘that both the prolctarlat and the bourgeolsle cannot be
1nst1tut10nallsed or reduced to mere soc1o-econom1c classes
~in an unquallfled manner, wlthout exten51ve_drstortlon to
Marx?’s systcm. o | o B

4. 2 -The Character of the Proletarlat

The "early" Marx had reforrcd to the working class
of his country as the "German Clnderella" and this, we sug-
gest, is how he fundamcntally regarded:- the proletarlat in
gencral -- an 1mpovcrlshnd and cmasciated "class" but with
a vigorous and glor;ous Future.S The: amblgultv referred
to ecarlier, regarding the character of the proletariat can-
be removed somewhat if we distinguish between cultural and -
‘scicntific dovelopment‘and ﬁformal"'or "essential® maturity;
This distinction.isrnot spurious bccause ;t_is,both implied
by Marx himself and sustaihed by his whole theory on‘human
nature and its mat%ration process. We have alrecady scen that
Marx himself draws a vital distinction betwecen "development®
in.an empirical scnsc ahdh"maturity“ in an c¢ssential sense. .
(Grund.102) Culturally, Marx's proletariat is, in the'main,
undove10pod and this is to be expected if the Droletarlan
life is sacrlflced to the productive orocess and “physrcal
‘existence." The proletarian 1life is an "empty" one because
proletarians “"robbed...of all real life—content have_become
abstract individuals:" (Ger.Id.92) In respect to human ma-
turity, however, the proletariat registers an advanced staée
and this allegedlv shows itself both in the psychology and
in the con<c1ou5ness of this "class".. ..

Marx describes the proletariat as "poverty conscious
of its spiritual and physical poverty, dchumanisatioh con-

scious of its dehumanisation and thus transcending itself.“6

-
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LThe self-conSCLousness of the proletarlan class , the con--
sc1ousness it allegedly has of 1ts own poverty and suffering,

':‘whlch w111 eventually prov;de it with the strength and in-

s;ght for the envisaged revolution, deserves stress. It
is thlS consc1ousness of its actual degradatlon and de-
"humanlsatlon that provides with,

that revolutionary boldness ‘which fllngs into the
face of its adversary the defiant words: I _am no-
thing and I should be evervthing. (Early W.254)

In order to appreciate and appralse thls_contentlon

and to realise the énduring value of the proletarian con-
sciousneSS'and psychology, within Marx's system, one has to
analyse the latter within the frame-work of the double free-
dom of the proletariat ‘and, its subsumption under the Eco- ’
nomlc Totality.

As a conseqpence of their "soclo- jurldlcal freedom“
proletarians become economlcally valueless. In other words, -
since the worker legally owns himself, he is no longer con-
‘sidered part of another's material wealth. His phv51cal
existence is now hlS own respons;bllltv and llabllltv. Ac~-

cordingly, Marx clalns-

As a slave, the worker has exchange value, a value;
as a free wage-worker he has no value; it is rather

. his power of disposing.of his labour, effected by
exchange with him, which has value. It is not he
who stands towards the capitalist as exchange value,
but the capitalist towards him. His valuelessness
and devaluation is the presupposition of capital
and the precondition of free labour in gencral.
(Grund.289) 7\_

This is not something to be regretted, Marx argues,
- against Simon Linguet. % The latter, -

forgets that the worker 'is therceby formally posited

as a2 person who is something for himself apart from
" his labour, and who alicnates his lifc-expression

only as a means towards his own life.(ibid.289)

Marx, therefore, regards the socio-jultidical free-
dom of the worker as a step towards his self-identity and

- self-possession as a "being for himself", in contrast to
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as belng an extensxon of the land ltself

< - In the’ slave relatlon he belongs to the 1ndiv1du-r
' partlcular owner, .and 'is his” labourlng machlne, -As
~a totality of force-expendlture as:labour: capac1ty,
““he is_ a thing, belonging to another, sand; ‘hence -does
not.. relate as subject to his. partlcular expend;ture
~ of force, nor to the act of 11v1ng labour:. In the

serf relatlon he appears as ’a ‘moment:of. property 1n~,;; B

" land itself, is an appendage of- the" so;l,.exactly

. 1like draugh&kcattle. In-the slave relatlonvthe o ‘:'§“¥ff_,

worker. is nothing biit a’ llVlng 1abour—mach1ne whlch
: . therefore has a-value for others or rather :s a -
. - wvalue. (ibld 464 -465) . | . - ‘ :

We have here a relteratlon of‘a vztal 1dea«mentloned

_— e

‘.a

‘¢ear11ef ‘and which underlles Marx* s whole svstem namely, '
that the human developmental process moves from “non—belng""
to "belng“ ":"Belng“ and “realltv"'are posxted by suspendlng
"non—belng“ and "non~rea11ty“- "subject1v1ty“,1s posited -’
by suspendlng "object1v1tv"- "self;possession“"by.suspehding
. one's loss of‘self- ‘"1nd1v1dua11ty" by suspendlng “connuna— :
lity. With the advent of wage -labour, Warx claims: .

-the relation of slavery or serfdom has been suspended.
'Living labour capacity belongs to itself, and has
‘disposition over the expenditire of its forccs

through exchange. (ibid.464) ~

<*

As a result of their -economic freedom' on the other
hand, the proletarians are deorlved of the means of productlon
(land, tools, craft and oapltal), that 1s ,of the objective means
for their physical existence and whlchJMas the basis of the
worker's former social status and‘personal identity. This
means that the proletariat, after being deprived'of the former
tvpe of recognition and."objcctlve individuality" is further
deprived of that essential factor which, allegedlv alone gives
man a semblance of ;espect%bili;& and recognition within,

‘the Economic Totality, viz. capital and wealth. The in-
creasingly technological character of the Economic Totality
makes complete the "economic freedom" of the worker by turn-

'ing the skill, trade, professidn -- the - -"mystere"-- of the

L

Vot



-the-worker ln the.Bconomlchotallty loses the_

t-‘bas::.s.,,for obJectlve reallsatlon recognltlon and self—ju

actuallsatlon ?f AL

In: Marx's system the 1nd1v1duhl flnds hlS 1dent1ty
and self—fulfllment through the medlatlon of a Unlversal or

ol

Totallty._ For the proletarmat thlS Totallty 1s “labour":;ﬁgé o

L undlfferentlated unquallfled labour.' Tpls type of 1dent1—

flcatlon deprlves the worker of even that restrlcted self—~
“fulfllment and objectlve 1nd1v1dua11ty which- the worker'
'of the medleval and manufacturlng perlods had due to the
"seml artlstlc"'character of hlS labour.r S;nce now labour .
lacks name agé character the one . th Identifies w1th 1t
'1s,slm11arly neme,less and face-16ss. He is simply a
'"IEBourer“ 'fhis according to Mark gives the proletarlat
a purely " "SUbJECLlVG exlstence" N S

One's "formal" 1nd1v1qualltv and Dersonal 1dent1ty
‘ané the corresponding consciousness and psychology depend
on-the basis of one's relations. In the case of the bour-
geoisie, the'basis is private property as an abstract objec-
tification which is*- identical with the Ec0nomic Totality . |
itself, Marx is emphatlc that within the system ‘of exchange-
value, "capital is “the eommunlty"._ In the case of the pro-
letariat, by contrast} tRe basis of his relations is “"labour®
ﬁhich,for Marx, is the direct neéetion~of‘capital.u In otherx

words, the basis of the proletarian Essence and its corrcs-

by

pondigé character is the absence of proverty epitomised by
"labour in its being-for-itself", and existing as af ab-

stract objectification. The negation of "property", which |
labour-in its "being—for—itself" reprcsents, entails the ne-
gation to those values, ideals imperatives and individuality
which emanate from private property.-8 This peoint is cruci=l
because it shows that the Economic Totality is not the Ideal

Totality of the proletariat. In other.woqu, although the

o



former 15 not one ofi ts Totallty types but rather ffrf“

Jits negatlon andTantl—theSAS.; By 1mp11catlon the. Eco-f”

'i.nomlc Totalltv has per ‘se 'only one Totallty_type therfx"

'”'bourgeors embodylng dts "1ntellect and Wlll“ We must

‘remember that the "rule of capltal" is the rule of a soc1a1
"lmperatlve a concrete unlversal and not the rule of the

capitalist .as a person. This 1mperat1ve or Totality is

'e_,a‘"moment" distinct from tgll“momen " of one's "subjective:

storxica
‘éxistence". Capltal -as a/'spec1es—relat=on" domlnates the

‘capitalist himself. Marx points out on this matter:

The contrast between the power, based on the personal
‘relations of dominion and servitude, that is con--
- ferred by landed property, and the 1mpersonal power
. that is given by money, is well cxpressed byrthe-‘
two Erench proverbs "Nulle terre sans seigneur,'
and "L'argent n*a pas de maltre".(Cap 1. 146 ,Ne l)

so far as he is recocnlsed as a- propertv owner and as lon as-

he 1is actuallv a property owner. The orolctarlat , by c0ntrast
is factuallv and by definition propertv—lcss and consequentlv
lacks even the.lndlrect and simulated 1ndlv1duallty of the
-bourgeois. (This, as we shall see, is an important asset in
favour of the worker). Since the proletarian allegedly lacks
both,the "objectlve individuality" of the pre-capitalist 7
2ras and the- cruoely materialistic one of thé bourgeois, he
is in thlS sense a historical and social novelty, a "new
breed"”, that exists in society but is not of society. In
the Derspectlve of Marx's svstem, the‘character of the: pro-
letariat is essentially negative.. It c\oresses the.freedom
of human consciousness and psvchology: from tradxtlonal valucs
imperatives and prejuduces stemming from prlvate propertv
and its rule over the will and consc1ousness of men. Marx
writes on this point: : S -

-

Big industry créated a class which in all nations
has the same interest and w1th which nationality is
already dead; a class whithhis really rid of all.
the olad world and at the same tlme stands pitted

-
o -




Ffﬂof the pre—capltallst and capltallst erasﬂon the part of

';,Tfagalnst 1t (Ger id 78) e : : -
56,” the: freedom from the “objectlve 1nd1v1dua11ty

'che proletarlat is a. necessary condltlon for development
" -of true 1ndlv1dua11tv. _We have ‘seen. that Marx clalmed that

';the proletarlat who is “robbed...of all real llfe-content

have become abstract 1nd1v1duals. 1 Marx adds ‘however, S ,
' that they are "only by this fact put 1nto a p031t10n to ‘j}".ﬂf' R

"enter 1nto relatlon with one' another as 1nd1v1duals."(1bld 92)

-ngalnst ‘Destutt de Tracv who held that"the majorlty of .
people, he proletarlans must have lost all. 1nd1v1dua11tv
long ago," Marx argues that on,the contrary,'“nowadaye lt
looks as if it was prec;sely among them that 1nd1v1due11tv e
is most developed.'

Marx implies that the situation in which’ the pro-

letariat finds itself enables -the worker to be nlmself to

recognise and e\perlence directly hlS humanltv and indivi-
duallty, through ‘the mediation of a genuinely human Commpntty
and not through the mediation of an allen Totality which
until now provided man with a one-sided and circumscribed
individuality or formality.

The same type of freedom is implied in Marxte dee—
cription of the proleterien consciousness. This conscious-
ness is c¢ritical because it is free from traditional il- ’
lusions, false views, prejudlces and criteria based on pro—
perty relations in their manifold expression throughout ‘
history. The worker, within the Political and Socio-
biolggical Totalities could not, according to Marx, enjoy
this "free" consciousness because he was neither juridically
nor eCOnomlcallv free. More specifically, the prc-capitalist
worker was the proprietor of the means of oroductlon at

least, of the tools and sklll and thlS reflected itsclf

in his division of labour wn*ch had a nersonal character.
Since the pre—capltallst worker identified with the {fun-

damental social relation of -private property, even in its



:'.self ‘in 4 correspondlng consc;ousness.-#;“«_f' g “.‘,.- j';f#

ﬁiby contrast

“free in.. a double sense..RHe embodles llvang labour purlf ed

"‘f‘of every trace of prlvate property .and thlS manlfests its’

-

Wlthln Marx s perspectlve therefore a develop—"- N

_ment 1n the condltlons of ex;stence entalls a: development
in. human Consc1ousness. ThlS may ot sound very 1nsp1r1ng

or novel except for the fact that according- to-Marx (1) .
.'thls conscious development c0n51sts prlmarlly 1n a state of
'-d15111u510nment and enllghtenment presupnosrng a former ..
fstate of 111u51ons and "darkness": and it.is preczsely an

enllghtened conSC1ousncss because ite suspends the former
-mlsgulded consc10usne55' (2)tnls conscious development is

not an 1mmed1ate effect of the changlng material conditions
 but arises throngh the mediation of an Ideal Totaiity.

Both the a-prioriness of the "séeculative"‘tradition and

\Lthe immediacy of a narrow economic and technological deter-

minism are rejected.

4:3 Identification ~-- the Problem

Who is the proletariat? Since the proletariat
figures so prominantly within Marx?®s system, much of the
plausibility of the latter depends on the answer¥we give to
this 51mple question. The 1dent1flcatlon of Marx's Dro-
letariat is one of the most dellcate isstes within. his system.
It is, pcrhaps, also the‘weakest roint because of the am-
biguity it sustains and tne'confusion-it breeds. The iden- .
tification'can be made within two distinct perspectivess

1) wWithin the "logic" of Marx's system ‘which en-
courages . a systematlc analysis of the ?ssencc and Character
of the proletarlat transcending the "deceptive appearance
of things*®.

2) Within a narrow economic perspective dominated -




by”"arx's
tween the “productlve" and the "unproductlve" worker.

The dlfference between the two perspectlves 1s em—

f phasised by the fact that 1n the flrst case we obtaln an

"fenrlched phllosophlcal conceptlon of the proletarlat and

f&the latter emerges prlmarlly and essentlally as a tvge of:--

"Egrson or a state- of—belng to Whlch an. 1nd1v1dual is’ per-;_ﬂ

'sonally and consc1ously commltted. The proletarlat 1n thls'
\sense ‘is not e "thlng" or ‘an ontologlcal type; nelther 1s -

"1t an - lnstltutlon or a soc1010g1cal type,'nor a sum of

"Dhy51cal" relations. It is a Totalltv -type, a,Partl-

R
cular Essence con51st1ng of. an. "ensemble of social relatlons“
with corresponding characteristics and reglsterlng a dcgree'

of maturity"iﬂ the human developmental process;"Evcrv'worker

_eubéumed,under the Econonmic Totality and possessing the cor-

responding "Essence" and “Character" is eligible to this
status. o - ‘ :

‘ In the second case, . only the “productlve labourexr",
is entitled to ke called a proletarlat This narrows down
the concept of the proletariat to a distinct socto—economic
class, namely, the class which is cmployed by. capital as
capitai and in this way is "precductive" because it alone
allegedly creates surplus value. In this perspective,
"productivity" becomes the criterion of identification; in

the former perspective, by contrast, the c¢riterion was one's

personal and conscious commitment to an Ideal Totality which

negates the Economic one, recgardless of the kind of wor
one does -- cven transcending one'!s actual cconomic status.

One recaliscs, therefore, that on the basis of the

~"logic" of Marx's system, and cspecially within his analysis

of the Economic Totality, we obtain,what can be called,

a "philosophical-humanistic" conception of the proletariat. .
Here the latter cmerges as the negation of the basic specics-
relation of "property" and the Ideological superstructure

and consciousness stemming from it. This is an enriched con-

~-abour'Theory of Value and by tHe dlstlnctlon be—f‘



m~'-Theory,iwe cbtain: essentlally al narrow socxo economlc con—f:

ceptlon of the'proletarlat.h On'the basys of Marx's Labou

ﬁ“cept;on;_ a conceptlon of the proletarlat as the sole pro-ﬁjmf

‘7dﬁetiveeworker. ‘The 1dent1f1cat10n of the proletarlat in o

each case lS dlfferent

- ",
H

,-The dlstlnctlon between the two conceptlons of the
Droletarlat is sustalned by the fact that the rationale: be- .
'hlnd each analysxs is dxfferent. Marx's Labour Theory,
whatever 1ts validity, labours the peoint that the “proddctive
worker" has a "Right" to appropriate the productive forces
~and-the wealth_he creates. According to this’ theorv, not
kenlv is the worker, emploved by capltal as capltal the
sole "oroductlve" labourer but his vcry cxlbtence is in-
-crca51ngly-threatcned by the capitalist mode of production ©
itself. - Accordingly, not only has he the "Right" but alseo
-the "need" to appropriate the means of production in order
to save himself from starvation. Within the capitalist
system, the situation arises, according to Marx, where "the
individuals must appropriate the existing totaiity of pro-
ductive forces, not only to achicve self-activity, but also,
merely to safeguard their very existence."(Gef.Id.92)9 Per
se, however, the ﬁabour Theory says nothing about the ability
and suitability of the "productive™ class to -take over the
contrel of the social productive forces., Neither does it
show in any way that the crude materialism and irrationality
of the capitalist system will be transcended by a humanistic
and ratioral state of affairs. In this respect the Labour
TheorQ has no philosophical or humanistic perspective. The

most one can draw from it is the abelition of versonal or

individual private property but not the suspension of

orivate provertv itself,as an imperative, which is the main

"specics-relation" of the capitalist .system and its super-

: 10 < e i . -
structure. In other words, it is possible for the Economic
Totality,that subordinates man to material wecalth jand its in-

crease, to continue to exist with communal prope€rty replacing




”@:personal property.b_lt bears repeatlng that .1ﬁ~ﬂarxigwebn_;5“" S

'ﬂ{pceptlon “the. capltallst,who 1s the proprletor and owner 15

m[not Spared the 1nhuman1ty of ‘the. Economlc Totallty aﬂﬁ the :.{f&*ﬁ-

‘rule of money. It remains. concclvable (and hlstorzcal com- "::*lfé

‘munism seems to conflr; 1t) “that the economlc character -
w1ll per51st in a "new" Totallty where the majorlty of the

people will own the forces'of productlon.‘"The "rule of

‘money" and wealth, a crudely materlallstlc impergtive;‘in

other words, is not effected by a mere.guantitative change

of owners. 1In any case, it is a fallacy to hold that com-
Qunal appropﬁ@ation, by itself 6 creates Marx's millennium.
" For this to happen, the appropriation has to be made by

"new-fangled men", by the labouring masses who allegedly

11

enjoy a maturity marking a developed stage in human ex—
istence. This maturity manifests itself in the class con-
sciousness'of the proletariat and in a corresponding psycho-
logical state. The communal appropriation is, therecfore,

¥ Qdetermined by the persons appropriating. Only the
proletarians of the present day, who are completely
shut off from all self-activity, are in a position
to achieve a complete and no longer restricted sclf-
activity, which consists in .the appropriation of
a totality of productive forces in the thus pos-

tulated development of. a totality of capacities.
(Ger.18.92-93)

All this, however, does not emerge from the analysis
of the mere productivqaaﬁﬁ narrowly cconomic dimension of
the industrial worker. The most onc could say,in this re-
gard, is that the préductiye worker ncver had the opportuni-
ty to indulge in the same greed and materialism which the
capitalist has cpitomised, but given the opportunity he will
certainly not fail to do so. As Marx himself was well aware,
“the rage of princes and the fury of the people are alike
enervated by the breath of prosperitv."(Surveys, 332)

i By contrast, the rationale behind the analysis of
the Economic Totality and of its relation to the individual
is precisely to expose the phenomenon of the human develop-

nmental process and to provide the correct perspective for



‘an objectlve 1nterpretatlon of hlstory.‘ The proletarlat

“emerges from this’ analysxs as the hlghest stage in the pro-
cess of human maturatlon maklng 30531b1e a ‘new mode of ex—:
1stence to come 1nto bclng,‘;ranscendlng the capitalistic
ene. - Thg productlylty factor-entp;shpnly 1nd1rectly - as’
a necesséry cpﬁdition'fof-tﬁe appearéhce and realisation

- of the “"economic® character of the system of exchange-value’
which can be transcended oﬁly after it “flowers". (More .
about this in the following chapter). From this analysis,
the conscious and active rcaction of the working classes and
other individuals against the Economic Totality and its im-
peratives,cmefées in a forceful way, while the cconomic clas-
sificatién of pecople into "productive" and "unproductive"
remains, at best, an irrelevant underﬁaking.

There are strong indications Ehat_Marx himself held
both a "philosophical-humanistic” and an "economic-
materialistic" view of the proletariat. His position, how-
cver, rémains, in our view, unrcasonable, inconsistent and
mislcading. First of all, Marx subscribed to, and drives to
its logical conclusion, the physiocratic distinctidn between
the "productive worker" who lcaves a surplus and the "un-
productive™ one, in paréicular, the one who works for recvcnue.
Within the capitalist svstem, Marx contends:

Only labour which is direcctly transformed into capi-
tal is productive...labour which produces surplus-
value or serves capital as agency for the creation
of surplus-value, hence for manifesting itself as
capital,-as sclf-expanding value. (Surplus Val.l.393)

7 The distinction between the "productive" and the
"unproductive” labourcr follows logically from the character
of the capitalist mode of production which is -a. "system of
exchange-value” and not one of "simple exchange" or "barter™.
Only that type of labour which increascs capital is regarded
as productdve. Marx, however, draws much nore from this dis-
tinction and this is where the confusion and oproblem start.
In fact he equates the proletariat with the "productive

"labourer" and by the latter he generall? has in mind the
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-'~1ndustr1al labourer. He cven betrays ar certaln dlsdaln and

dlsrespect for the"unproductlve classcs" whlle almost 1n—_.7
dulglng 1n undue obclsance for the_"productlve" and "1n~4r
dustrlal class" Though he emph351ses that. the dlstlnctlon
between "productlve“ and "unproduct;ve“ work has nothlng
moral or pcrsonal about 1t .vet in p:actlce Marx gives it

a persqnal and moralistic tw1st.12 The‘"early" Marx dis-
tinguished between the “lumpenprolctariat which in all towns
forms a mass quite aistinct from the industrial proletariat.”
(Surveys,52) He associated the {opmTr~with -

vagabonds, discharged soldiers, discharged criminals,
cscaped galley slaves, swindlers, coniidence trick-
sters, lazzaroni, pickpockets, sleight-¢f-hand

perts, gamblers, maguercaux, brothel-keecpers, por-
ters, pen-pushers, organ-grinders, rag-and-bone wer-
chants, knife-grinders, tinkers and beggars.{ibid.197)

In the Grundrisse, however, the "1umpgnbrol tariat"

is expanded to'include all thosc who live by consumlng roveonue
in exchange for their useful service -- these are 1abgﬁ1dd )
as "honest or 'working* lumpenproletartat". Thosce who give
"service", cven if cmployed by a capitalist, are not.ragarded
as "productive labourers " in an cconomic scnse.  They share
a certain "stigma" and do nat gqualify for the status of "prec-
lotariat". The overtones of the Labour Theory and the cor-

responding classification and characterisation of the labour-

L ]

ing class arc covident. e writes:

Labour as mere performance of scrvices for the satis-
faction of immediate ncreds has nothing whatever to

do with capital, since that 15 not capital's concern.
If a capitalist hires a woodcutler to chop wood to
roast his mutton over, Lhen Aot only does the wood
cutter relate to the capitatist, but alse the capi-
‘talist. to the -woodcuticr, in the relation of simple
oxchange. The wood cuttcr gives him his service, a
use value, which does not increase capital; rather,
capital consuvmes itself in it; and the capitalist
gives him another commodity for it in the form of
monev.  The same relation holds for all services wihiich
workers cxchange directly for the moneyv of other
persons, and which are consumed by these persons.
This 1s consumption of revenue, which, as such,
alwavs falls within simple circulation; it is not



“consumptlon of capltal.. Slnce one: of the contract—i,

' ing parties: does not. confront. the other as a capi- ‘

talist, this performance of a serv1ce cannot -fall un-

-, derxr the category or productlve labour. . From whore

6 pope, there.is a mass ¢of such rabble. ' But the.

" honest and "working" 1umpenproletar1at belongs here
‘as wnll; e.g. the great mob of porters etc. who ren-
der serv1ce in sea port cities etc. (Grund.272)

Mark agaln refers to the "essential dlffercnce" be-~
tween the "servant class and the working class" when he says:

the creation of surplus labour on’ the one side cor-
responds to the creation of minus-labour, relative
idleness (or not-productive labour at best), on the
other.. This goes without saving as regards capital |
itself; but holds then also for the classecs with
which it shares; hence of the paupers, flunkeys,
lickspittles etc. living from the surplus product,

in short,the whele train of retainers: the payt of ‘
the servant class which lives not from capital but
from evenue. Esscntial difference betwoen this
scrvant class and the working class. {(ibid.401,note)}

It Is clear that,in the above, the “producti?ityﬂ
factor, in a narrow economic éonse becomes the criterion for °
identifving the prole tarmat from the rest of the Dooulatlon
and this again scrves as- the basis for his polarization of °
sociét_v.13 Marx's position can be given, at lecast, threce
distinct interpretations.

The Proletariat, as a new type of person who rejects

’

heart and soul, the capitalist system and what it stands for,

{the philosophical-humanistic conception}, is to be identi-

fied exclusivelv with the productive labourer. In an exclusive

perspective, this wouTé mean %hat only the productive labourer
is*capable of developing the "Essence” and the “Character”

of the proletariat and manifest the critical consciousness

and subjective individualitd peclliar to this "elass". This
view 1s cvidently false cn Marx's own account. It violates

his analysis of the Eccnomic Totality and the conclusions he

4

éraws from it on its pervasive charactef on the whole of
society. If this interprotation were correct,the objectivity

nd validity of his own theory would be in question because

-

f..l

¥arx himself was not a "productive labourer®, neither con-




"uvsequently, a proletarlan. .In dlfferent 1nstances Marx

. states’ that the consc1ousness and pbychology whlch charac-'i_ﬂ*
:terlse the proletarlat can be " shared by other groups |
Alternatlvelv At could be argued that the” prole—z
-;tarlat is merely a dlstlnct socxo—economlc class. In other
" words Athe proletarlat can be reduced without remalnder to -
the "productlve" and 1ndustr1al worker rcgardlebs of his
‘relationship to the Totality and his “"Essence" and "Character"'
This view ignores or rejects the philosophical and hunanls—
tic d;men51on_of‘the,Rroletarlat, It remalqs_completely
oblivious to-the‘histori;al and developmental context  which
Marx painstakihgly'tobk a life time to create.. When this
haépens, the special circumstances and conditions in the
absence of which the proletariat ccases to be truly "prole-
tarian".are forgotten or missed completely and the proletariat
becomes a sterlle and rlgld "institution". .This breeds a |
purely economlstlc and technologistic conception of this
veclass", whether in the broad sense of the "worklng noas-—
ses as such" or in the narrow scnsc of the “industrIal
worker”" as such. It is a degencerate and 1mpOVQr1 shed con-
ception of the proletariat which, in ‘our view, has no legi-
timate place in Marx's system. In spite of the ambiguity
of his doctrine on this subjeoct, Marx never reduced without
remainder the proletariat to a mere socio-economic class, in
the accepted sense: he never lost sight of the humanistic
dimension -- the specific “"Formality" -- which the prole-
tariat'was to embody and the corrcsponding ideology and
consciousness it was supposcd Lo manifest. ‘This'is confirmed
by his appraisal of the British indusirial worker in 5is
"Letter to the:ﬁabour Parliament™ written in 1854. There
Marx, on the one hand, identifics the orolctariat with the
industrial class: on the other hand, cmphasises the special
character of this class which centitle it to take the.lcad-
He writes among other things: ‘ i

There exist here no longer, as in continental countries



“nequally dependent,on thelr own property,aqg thei

. oWn. labour. A" complete ‘divorce of: - propert: ffrom'

_E_Iabour has ‘been effected 1n Great: Brltaln.,

' -othex: country, therefore, “the yar- between’ the two_

. .classes that- constitute modern society 'has dssumed:-

G Tyl 86 “colossal dlmcn51ons and features SQ dlstlnct and

;;w"?;;m;; palatable.

T ‘ But' it is prec1sely from these facts that the worklng

" classes: of Great Britain., before all, others are com-

kpetent and called for to act as leaders’ in the- .

great mévement that must finally result in the absol-'

'ute emanc1patlon of labour. - Such they are from the- A

. consc1ous clearness of their position, the ‘vast super-

"7 iority of their. numbers, the disastrous struggles of

L o their ‘past, ‘and .the" moral strength of their present.

. ' Vs .It is the working millions of Great Britain who flrst

R have laid ‘down-the real basis.of a new society --
modern industry, which transformed the destructive
agegicies of nature into the productive power of man.
The English working classes, with invincible ener-
gies, by the sweat of Lhelr brows and brains, have .
called inte life the material means of ennobllng '
labour itself, and of multiplving its fruits to such
a degree as to make general abundance possible. '

(Survcys 277-278) - . ‘ .

In Capital, ”arx characterisces the anllsh factory

IR

worker as "champions...of the working class generally."(Cap.
1.299) Marx's view will change drastically following his
diagnosis of a "bourgcois infection" within this working
class.(Sel.Corr. leJ ”hus, some vears later, Marx gives

a different appraisal of the British Industrial class. It

is clecar from what he‘ifates that 1t ¥s not enough to be

an industriasl or productive worker; one rmust alse experience
and possoss the prolotafiah spirit and this comes about
through the re]ationshi?[of this class to the Economic To-

talitv. The ‘-rili“v’aﬂd rigidity which are ‘entitled by
a

’_i

ore =

o]
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o

i0- PuO“OﬁlC ¢¥ass are rejected.

‘
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Every industrial and commercial centre in England
now pInsossces a working class divided into two hos-
tile cumps, English proletlarians and Irish pro-—
letarians The ordinary English worker hates the
Irish workoer as a com Dctitor who lowers his stancdard
. of life, In relation to the Irish.worker he feels
Mimself a nember of the rulirg nation and so tutns




. 209 .
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: tal
‘*-s ”angthenlng thelr domlnatlon Qver hlmself.: He " .
-~&herishes; relmglOus “social, and natlonal pre~ .
_judlces agalnst the'Irlsh worker. "His attitude .
jﬁtowards ‘him-is.“uch the same as- ‘that of the:"poor
- ~ whites" to. the "niggers"-in’ thé former. slave states-
e ofithe ‘U.S.A. . The Irish’ pays him back ‘with 1nterest
' . in his'own money.‘ He sees in the English worker at-
.. 7 once “the. accompllce and the stupld tool of the :
7. " English rule in Ireland. ' 7 i L
X ‘This antagonism is artificially: kept allve and in-
tensified by thé press, the pulplt the comic papers
in short, by all the meanssat the. dlsposal of the _
ruling classes. This antagohism is the. sécret of the
Cimpotence of the Engllsh working class desplte its
organisation. It is the secret by whlch the capi-
talist. class maintains its power. Ana that- class 1s
fully aware of it.” (Sel.Corr.236-237) ' ‘

A few yeafé,late;, Mar agaln“901nts-to the decadent

state of .the British working chass. He writes té'Liebkneicht:
L]

. The Bngllsh worklng class been gradually becom-~
‘ing more and more deeply demoralised by the period

of corruption since 1848 and had at last got to the
point when it was nothing more than the tail-of the
Great Liberal Party, i.e., of its oppressors, the
capitalists. Its direction had passcd comoletelv in-
to the hands of the venal trade union leaders and
professional agitators. (ibid.314)

There is here no trace of the "universal character
and energv" of the preletariat as "new Langled men'" who want
no part whatsoever of the bourgeois Totality. The indus-
trial wdrker€ by Marx's own account, hé; degenerated into
a class in and of society. Marx, therefore, rcalised that
"something more" was rcguired to have a genuine proletariat,
besides having a "productive class" or people crowding
factories. A worker does not automatically become pro-—
letarian by simply working in a factory. This is a facile view
of the matter. To have a genuine proletariat, something
else is needed, something which cannot be measured mathe-
matically.but without which the working population becomes
"hourgeoisified" and lose their pristine character and vitality.

According to a third interpretation it could be said
L - )

-y



‘that thé genulne proletarlan is to be 1dent1f1ed w1th the
productlve iabourer who at the same tlme possesses the!
'“Bssence" and “Character“ demanded of him follow;ng hlS
relationship to the Economlc Totallty.' It is, therefore
not only the productlve factor “that is 1nvolved but also
-} stage in the human developmental process followlng certaln
| condltlons of existence. ThlS -we suggest, was Marx's views .
Hls pos;tlon avoids the fallacy of identifying the prole-

tariat with a mere socio-economic class.. It rejects also .

the mistake of 1dent1fy1ng the working masses as such with
the proletaridat. Without the Economic. Totalatv there can be.
no double freedom and hence no objectlve ba51s for the pro—‘
letariat. As Marx stated expllc1tly‘1n his "letter" and‘as
is.implied in his analy51s of the different Totalities,
neither the proprletor peasant, to whom the land is "the
talisman by which capital held him hitherto under‘its spell"
nor the artisan of the guild and the manufacturing perlqd
qualifies to the status of proletariat. The reason{is that
+in all these cases the workets depend "on their own property
and theirown labou;"{ they own,to some extent the "objec-
tive cohﬁitions of labour" -- the land, the tools, the cfaft;
-etc‘. Thls "situation implies both that the worker is not
“economlcalEEAQree" and thft the means of production and
subsistence are not vet ruled by "an alien will and an alien
intellect." This latter factor is vital to the creation of
the'proletariat. The "economic freedom" of the worker has
to take place within the context of the "rule of capital";‘
the_povefty and deprivation of the worker have to be com~
plemented by the-employment and appropriation of the means

of production by capital, that %gﬁfhy material wealth for

its own sake. This.is nothing but the imposition of an
Economic Imperative over society and man himself. The es-
tablishment of a Totality that enforces this imperative,
namely, the Economic Totality, is essential for the emergence
0f the genuine proletariat which asserts itself as its direct

. -
< - . .-
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In our v1ew Marx & posrtlon on thls matter 1s un—*_i :;i-:f o
-acceptable. Both the 1dent1f1catlon between the- "produc—,"
 tive. worker" and the "proletarlat“ and the excluszon of. the

"servzce worker" from proletarlan status are 1nconsmstent -
with hls system and remaln anachronmstlc.: - _“;-ffihL‘”'L3‘f "ikoﬁ
CInc the case of the "chlusmon" Marx 1mplles Qs mea~t; -ﬁ”u .“ .
sure of "Jurldlcal bllndness“ whlch glves rlse to a form of
economism and technologlsm.; In other words Marx puts:
undue emphas;s on thsz actual soc;o-economlc 51tuatlon of the .
1nd1v1dua1 i.e., on his phy51cal relatlons and tends to ‘for-
‘get that, by hlS “own account -lt is the- Economic Totallty_and
“its universal and pervaszve rule that frees the worker both
'"jurldlcallv" and "economically", regardless of his type of o
work. He equally Seems to forget that’ serv1ce work w1th1n : ‘ _“'
the pre-capitalist Totalltles where the relatlon of “domln—
ance and servitude" oltains, is dlfferent from service work .
within an Economic Totalltv where cvervthlng 13 “commercral—
ised" and de-personified. The servant or mald Qithin the f
pre-capitalist eras was part of the family and this reflec- .
ted itself in one's consciousness and psychology;lsThe sit-
uvation is raaically different with a servant or maid whose
‘only link, to the family it serves, is money. To argue
differently would imply that the work itself, per se et
virtute sua, ;reates the "Essence" and "Character" of the
proietariat. This position identifies a phyvsical relatioﬁ,
(e.g. working in a factory, lack of possessions etc);,withlr -
a social'relatioanhich,in Marx's sense, entails sqﬁjective
commitment. This cenfusion breeds a "crude materialism" and >
fetishistic idecalism. ‘ ‘ T
There are, we suggest, two major trends in Marx's ‘
system; one loud and aggressive and allegedly "scientific"
in character, emphasising Right; the other eQﬁally eloguent
put, though philosophically fertile, “"out-shouted" by the

former trend, emphasising Reason. Marx's Labour Theory
: A ZEesrl n _ Y



‘stresses the nght of the worker to take over the control of :‘_
"&the productlve forces because he 1s allegedly the sole creator

- of surplus value ‘and séeial wealth.' Marx' s,phllosophlcal SR A;;
'g{*( -';anthrppology, contalnlng_the‘“loglc“ nd‘“generatlve,ldea“gt B
-\ of his whéle"SYStem exposes the crude materialism and ahtij_._-

_humanlsm of - the. capltallst system be51des empha5151ng
Reason .and Ratlonallty. To Marx capltallsm and its Economlc
Totallty ‘reduces man to a "mere natural belngmyand attempts
to press down to a minimum, -  the bare necessarles of .life. -
Thls is 1mp11ed in the deflnltlon of productlve labour as
labour that augments capltal. If, for example prostltutlon
-'ganbllng and narcotics bring. profit, they qualify as produc-
tive 1nvestment and ﬁgem a purely economlc point of view,
capltal snould be invested in them 1nstead of in, e.g. agri-
culture educatlon nospltals etc., if the latter cannot
guarantee the samé degree of profit.16 This shows ¢learly, .
for Marx and for others, the conflict of interest between‘
capitalism and Humanism. Similarly, Art,\éoetry, Music,
Philosophy etc., when not commercialised, consume revenue and
hence are unproductive. -Marx points out, as we have seen,
that "capitalist .production is hostile to. certain branches
of spiritual production, for example, art and poetry." Marx's
analysis of capitalism, therefore, uncovers the crude material-
ism , even "phvsicalism", of this system and calls for an
intelligent and conscious reaction by the people. Here
Reason and Rationality take the podium. People, the vask :
majority, Marx suggests, should realise the decadent and
irrational character of the Economic Totality and react ac-
cordingly. |
A clear refcrence to a desired sztuatlon when Reason, .
prevails is made in Capital. Marx trles to show the dif-
ferenée«between rational and 1rratlonal employment of people.
His argument is that unemployment is due,‘in part, to a
fundamental irrationality sustained by .the employment prin-

ciple and pelicy which do not take into account the age,

2
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' sex, duration’ etc. Of the labour ‘force.’ If one analyses. |
-jthegsiﬁuatiqn carefully,.Mérx claims, one £inds that; thanks -
to “"free enterprise", while some pecple are Qvériworked;5 X
 ‘otHérs are job-less. By contrast, T
'If to-morrow morning labour generally were reduced
to a.rational amount and proportioned to the dif-

+ ferent sections of the working-class according to
age and sex, the working population to hand would be -
absolutely insufficient for the carrying on of, na-
tional production on its present scale. The great

majority ‘of labourers now “unproductive"” would have
_to be turned into "productive" ones.{Cap.1.637)17

Another instance of Marx}s'reSoft to Reason is found
when he refers to his'enviséged millennium where "there would
‘be a very diffqunt scdpe for the employmeﬁt_of macﬁinery
than there can be in a bourgéoii;gociety."_(ibid.3§3) Earlier, -
Marx had pointed out that:

The shortening of the working-day is...by no mcans
what is aimed at, 'in capitalist productilon, when
labour is ecconomised by increasing its productive-
ness. {(ibid.320) -

Marx also argues that the purpose of the machine,in
the capitalist system, is to checapen the commodity and in-
crease productivity but not to lighten the load of the worker.
(ibid.371) '

4:4 Identification -- the Solution’

The proﬁlem of identifving thg genuine proletariaé,
we suggest, is analogous to the one of\;dentifying the
genuine Christian. In both cases, the %gtter can be tri-
vialised by resorting to a set of empirical relations and
roles which the individual‘observes. In the latter case,
the one whose name is found in a baptismal register, observes
a set_of rituals and loudly proclaims hié allegiance to
Christ can be considered a Christian. The:Ku Klux Klan,
nmilitary despots in different parts of the world and many™.
"God-fathers” ‘heading crime syndicates would qualify as
Christians. In the former case, the one who works for wages

and is in the employ of capital is a .proletarian. The’
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lbourge0151f1ed worker who for all 1ntents and purposes

Lt

‘emulates ther"wlll and 1ntellect“ of capltal and.’ every SO-.
'sc1al mlelt w1th a tendency to waste human llfe recklessly
but who happens to work i a factory, becomes a: genulne pro—'

' letarlan. There 1s however "somethlng“ in- both Chrlst's -ﬁf“

and Marx's doctrlne that protests agalnst thls 51mple mlnded .

and distortive ldentlflcatlon. If we regard the matter serious-

lv we realise that it takes more than ‘a set of rltuals to | <
make a genulne Chrlstlan- it takes more than mere wage- ~labour

and a set. of emptv slogans to ‘turn one into a proletarfan.

Indeed, the method of immediate empirical identifi-

cation in both cases is 1ntr1n51cally inadequate because,

when analysed in their proper perspective, both the Christian\'
and the Proletarian turn out to be fundamentally states-of-
being. This fact stems from the-"nature" of the relations
which, are involved in being a Christian and a Proletarian
respectively. 'What is invelved in each characterisation is |
less what one does or makes than what one 1s. These tdo
characterlsatlons_1nvolve, in each case, a tyoe of persom

who identifies with an abstract objectification -~ Christ,

as a supernatural totality, namely, "the Way, thefTruth, and
the Life", for the Christian; "labour in its being-for-
itself", that is, humanism, for the Proletarian -- and a per-
sonal and conscious commitment to a corresponding ideology.
This shows itself'in_a set of values, principles:and impera-
tives stemming from cach respective_abstract objectification.
The totality of the relations between the individual and the
abstract objectification constitute the YEssence" of the =
Christian and the Proletarian respectivciy and this should

show itself in onet!s "doing" and one's "making". This vital

' sequence, however, should be kept. One must be a genuine

Christian and.a genuine Prolet%rian and then prove and mani-
fest'one’s Essence by what one does and makes. One's activity,

oth practlcal and intellectual, must have a perspective and

basls; these are prov1ded by the “abstract objectification®
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with whlch the 1nd1v1dua1 1dent1f1es. It is true that you
.can know the tree by its frult but the fruit does not im-
_medmately determlne or: constztute the tree. It simply helps
‘us 1dent1fy the tree but in many cases it remains possible
to have good fruit from a rotten tree. In other words, it
- is possible to do or make what is Christian or Proletarian
with \being Christian or Proletarian.. Legacies, foundations,
enqujzzzs 'scholafships'etc. in one way or other all for
thd beneflt of humanity, ‘have been set'up by certasm indi- . -
viduals who in their life time, identified themselves w1th ‘
an abstract objcctlflcatlon which 1is crudclv-materlallstlc
namely, money- Their philanthropy, highly suspect, comlng
often in theirldeclining vears, does not make them humanists
nor spare them Chrlsggs stern condemnation. ‘

If we examine the "Essence" of the proletarlat in the
perspective of Marx's "metaphyS{cal" framework we shall see

better why an cmpirical identification is impossible and also*

why an immediate equivalence between the wage-worker and the

proletariat is distortive and anachronistic.

Within Marx's system, the “"proletariat", like the
neitizen" of antiquity and the "noble" of the Feudal pefiod,
stands for an cnscmble or totality of "relations™ and not
for a "thing" -- an Aristotelian substance. On this, there
can be no genuine doubt. The‘problem starts when we try to
establish the nature of these "constitutive relations". On
the basis of what has been dlscussed earlier, we are aittitled
to speak of two main types of relations within Marx's system,
namely, vphysical relations" and "specics relations". We -~
use the term “"physical" in the broad sense to include natural,
psychosomatic, technological, spatial -- in other words, all
relations involving "physical® contact between the correlatcs,
"Physical relations" are immediate ones and obtain indepen-
dently of social existence. These relations and their bases,
together with their immediate effects, constitute the cm-

pirical conditions of existence in which the capitalist and
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worker find themselves. For example, the physical posseSSion,
of wealth, .living in comfort, eating good food, having ser- -

vants ctc.,~and the cdrre5ponding psygﬁosomatic and emotioQ‘
nal effects on the individual, constitute the "physical
relations" of the capitalist. Working in a*factory,féontact
with the machinery and technology, selling one's labour for
wages and libing in material poverty make up the-“physical
relations" of the labourer. The totality ‘of each of these
tvpe of relations cpnstitutes'thé capitalist and the wagc-
worker as distinct, empirical, socio-economic or socio-
logical'classes. '

Species relations, which include "productive" and
"social” relations,. in Marx' sense, .are different from.

"DHVblcal" ones. The difference stens from the fact that

I

rs

while the basis of the latter relations is intrinsic to the cor—

-relates . and has a physical or natural character, the basis
of species relations is extrinsic to both correlates and

exists independentlv of them, in the form of an abstract

objeétificatioﬁ, a hypostatized generalisation or concrcte
universal. .l

For instance, the relation between the factory worker
and technology has,as 'its basis, the physical contact of the
worker with the machine and his use of it in his labour ac-
tivity, independently of the "mode of production" as feudal,
bourgeois, etc.. This is a technological relation and can be

described as an_immediate and direct relation between things.

The basis of this rel%ﬁon can be said to be intrinsic to and
not distinet from the correlates. This type of relation pro-
duces a psychosomatic effect on the worker, in any form of
socicty, and this effect can be analysed scientifically and
mecasured mathematically -- e.g.; occupational diseasces, dex-
terity, stultification, boredom etc..The one who enters into
this relation at the same time embodies it. He or she be-
cones a factory or machine worker. By contrast, the relation

of exchange between "capitalist” and "free labourer" or be-



tween two‘cOmquities,hgs as its basis the system of exchange-
value, a social context which is extrinsic to the correlates.
A species or production: relatlon can be described as a _medi-
ateé relatlon between persons. -— the mediation obtaining

tﬁrough a concrete universal. It is evident that within
‘Marx's system, species relations constitute the "Essence"
of man as "Proletarian" or "Eourgcois" Equally evident is
the fact that it 1s this tvpe of relations which "in their

totality constltute...soc1etv and specificallv, a societvy .

at a definite stage of historical development, a society with

a peculiar, distinctive charactcf.' Anciunt qocicﬁv feudal
soc1ety, bourgeois society are such totalltlcs of production
relations, cach of which at the same time anopes a special
stage of develeopment in the history of mankind."(Wage Lab.and
Cap.28) From these species relations stem tHe idecological

superstructure and social forms of consciousness. Marx claims:

The same men who establish their social relations in
conformity with their material proougthltv produce
also principles, ideas and categorics, in confirmity

» with their social relations. (Poverty,109)

Within the capitalist system the species-relations
reduce themselves to two main ones, -namely, “"private prdperty“
and "labour" {Ger.Id.91),cach sustaining an idcology and cor-
responding social consciouqncqs. The objective but abstract
bases of these relatlons with which the individual identifiecs,
in a subjective way, consist of the "being-for-itself" of
capital and the "being-for-itseli" of labour.(Grund.303-304;
317) Marx ofiten identifies the actual capitalist and the
actual wage-labourer with cach of these phenomena respective-
lv. This implies that the capitalist, in an cmpirical or )
sociological sense, as the private proprictor of capital, is
simultancously the "bourgceois™ in an essential scnse; that
is, as the embodiment of private property in its "being-{for-
jtself®. Similarly, the wage-worker, as the owner and scller
of labour is often regarded as being simultaneously the "bpro-

letarian in an essential seénse, that is, as the c¢nmbodiment



'nor the selling of labour 'is, per se, the basis
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of. 1abour in 1ts "belng—for-ltself Herein precisely lies
the fatal mis-step of-Marx in his analysis. He thereby '
crcates a pitfall in which leglons of his ardent but unwary
supporters hopeclessly stumble. ' If one is to remain consis-
tent with Marx's own doctrine on species relations and the
involvement of people with them, one has to draw %wo vital -
conclusions.'® '

There is, first of all, a rcal distinction botween
an individual and the totality of species relations he or
she enters into or represents. On the basis of Marx's own
doctrine, §pecies.relations are ncver co-extensive with the
correlates, unlike the case of physical relations. An im-
mediate identity between the "relatum® d .the "fundamentum
relationis™, viz., the abstract objectification, is thereby
ruled out. As we have scen, Marx himself distinguished
between the basis of any relation and the relation itself.
In the case of specics relations, we have to distinguish

further between the vower, the bkasis and the relation. The

Dower is identical with the correlate but neither is the

basis nor the relation. Failure to grasp this fundamental

but eclusive doctrine on the nature and structure of specics
relations-orecludes the corroect underbtaﬁclng of the whole
"logic" of Marx's svstom. '

If the basis is not identical with or intrinsic to
the correlates, a fortiori, neither is the relation or a
fotality of these relations. Thexe is nothing in a physical,
sensational or mere natural sense which has the “"power" to
make one a “"bourgeois" or "prolctarian® in an "essontial®
scnse. *Therefore, neither possession of money or capital,

of these

two "Essences". We can say, of course, that the one who owns
and invests capital is a capitalist; the one who sclls his
labour is a wage-worker. 3But these are trite tautologies.
By contrast, the one who, irrcspective of his socio-ccon somic

status, subjectively identifies with "exchange-value" be-.
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comes a "bourgeois", the one who subjectively identifies
with "labour" is a "proletarian”. These are essential and
significant characterisations, cach having as its basis its
own abststract objectification, distinct from the mere pos-
session of capital adnd the mere selling aof labour:

) _ Sccondly, an abStract-objpctification is a real,
objective, but Idcal phenomenen* and, therefore, identifi-
cation,on the part of the corrclate can take place only 1in
a conscioué, free and intensional way. -What is involved,
therefore, in one's characterisation as "bourgeois" or "pro-
lctarién“, is not a mere physical or technoleogical contact

but a personal ‘dommitment. This again shows that a totality

or enscenmble of "physical relations®, in the sense discussed
carlier, is different in kind from a totality of species
relations. .The worst distortion of Marx's doctrine is per-
petrated when these two fundaméﬁtal-types of relations are
confused or identified. If they are distinct we can have
one sct of relations without the other. The direct and ncces-
sary cgquivalence between socic-cconcmic types and totalities
of specics—rclationé must therefore be ruled out on the basis
of Marx's own doctrine. R

One could argue {urther that in pre-capitalist cras,
there was some basis for an ecguivalence Relween "phyvsical
relations® and species relations due to the politico-

social character of the Totality or Community. Conscequently

-

it was common and casy for an individual to identifly him-

self with his spocies relations., This situation, Marx sug-

gests, often conccaled the real distinction between the two

types of relations. 3By contrast, 1

n
this cguivalence breaks dewn complet

é ¢
.character of the Totality. The unity within an individual's

life, betweenr his "physical” and his species relations be-
comes increasingly contingent and subject

In the perspective of Marx's o
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ter of the swecies relations and their totalities throughout



history changed from "socio-political", within the pre-
capitalist eras, to an "economic" one within the capitalist’
stage. He states that "relations of pefsonal'depcndgnce
(entircly spontanecous at-the outset) are the first social
forms, in which human broductivc~capacity‘dcvélops only to

a slight extent and at isolated points."(Grund.l158) Pre-
céﬁitaliQtisocieties consisted of “"fixed personal (historic).
relations of dependence in production as well as the all-
sided dependence ofthe producers on one another.”(ibid. 157)
Marx speaks of the great "power of the ‘community wnlch binds
the 1no1v1uuals together, the patriarchal rclation, the com-
munity . of anthulty, feudalism and the guild system."(ibid.
157) This mcans, that the basis of these relations, the ab-
stract objectification which acts as the "Nexus rerum®,
"orinciolﬂ"-or "social bond" of pre-capitalist societices

was not "exchange-value",( ibid.223) and that “"wealth does
-not appear as the aim of production."(ibid.487,502) It is

clear, thereflore, that at this stage "a rcal community...1is

e..ltself directly prescnt as a presupposition of production.”

(ipid.508) We have here a reiteration of an idea vital to
a correct understanding of Marx's whole system and which ap-
pears both in his ecarly and later works. In "The Jewish

Cuestion" Marx had written:

. .

Y

cer, it.c., the clements of ¢ivil life such as pro-
perty, family and the mode and manner of work were
clevated in the form of scignory, estate and guild
Lo the level of elements of political life. In this
form Lhey éefined the relationship of the single
individual to the state as a whole.(Early W.232)19

The old civil society had a directlyv political charac-

The same idea appears in Carital. In the Middle Ages,

. » < -

we ind evervone dependent, serfls and lords, vassals
and =

here CharaCLerSCS the social relations of produc-
tion just as much as it does the other sgheres of

unerains, lavmen and clergy. Personal cdependence

1ife organised .on the basks of that procuculon.(Cap.l.77)

Since the species relations and their basis were of

a socio-political character, the idecological superstructure
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" stemming from them naturallv showed the same characterlstlcs.’
The socio- polltlcal character of the spec1es rela— .
tions and the;r totalities means that a dlstlnctlon between

"life- activity", _represcntlng the species-life and "material

llfe" was acknowledged within human existence. Man's species
existence was regarded as haVlng a_tranbcendental and a- |
priori charaq;er. ‘It was. also regarded as being superier
to phy51cal existence. Marx claims that "in the earller
periods seclf-activity and £he proguction of material life
were separated, in that they devolved on different persons
and...on Jccount of the narrowness of the individuals them-
selves t e production of material life was consxdered as a -
‘subordln te mode of sclf- actlv1tv...“(Gcr Id.92) This view
is implipfd also in Marx's later contention that "Aristotle
and Cac ar would have rcgarded even ‘the title 'labourers’
as an 1 sult.“(SurDlus val.l.287) It could be said that the
abstradt objectification which dominated pre- -capitalist
Totalifties and acted as the "nexus rerum” did not ﬁegate
the hyman species as a distinct “"ontic" totality but acknow-
ledgyd man as a hlgher being vis-a-vis the rest of nature.
In this recspect, it was more noble and "humanistic" than the
capitalistic one.(Grund.487- -488) The Commuﬁitv sustained by
this type of basis was a well- barlng for human self- rcalisation
in the limited and undeveloped way pOSblle at the L*me. The
more one was united and close Lo_lt, the better for one. In-

dividual fulfilment, sclf-actualisation and self-expression

were in direct proportion to the degree in which the in-
dividual identified himself with the Totality. A citizon was
more subsumed under this type of Community than was the frece-
man; the freeman more than the slave. This subsumption, )
notwithstanding its limitation, was wholesome, humanising
and avidly sought after. Marx points out that:

All carlier forms of property condemn the grcater
part of humanjty, the slaves, to be pure instruments
of labour. Fibtorlcal ccveloomcnt polltlcal deove-
lopment, art, scicence cte., take place in higher

- N
. | | (/
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'.c1rcles over their heads (Grund 589-590) ,
The soc1o~pollt1cal character of the abstract ob-

jectlflcatzon and the superlorlty of "life-activity" over

_"materlal l1ife" made possible an eaulvalence between the

'emolrlcal conditions of existence. (physical reldtions) and
the. soec1es relatlons among people. In short, there was a

Twlde~soread equ1va1ence Marx suggests, between "sociological

types“ and “"Totality tvpes“. Citivenship; nobility, slavery,
serfdom as soc1oloclca1 relations were regarded at the
same time as cmbodiments of corresponding species. relatlons;
This meant a more unified and secure life as far as the in-
dividual ﬁas concerned. What he. identified with had stabi-
lity ---a seablllty backed up by an abstract objectlflcatlon
shrouded in supcrstition and mysticism -- the tribe, the Race,
the State, "Birth" ectc.. One's empiricai conditions and re-
lations could cven be lost yet one's formal identity,on both
a social and an individual basis, rectained. For instance,
a "zoon pelitikon" retained his formal and Ideal existence
even if cnslaved. A noble remained a noble even if tur%ed
pauper or, as was oflen the case, led a dissolute life.
The same applies to the runaway slave or a commoner who man-
aged to enrich hlﬁself., Marx arguces that the distinction bé-
twoon Lhe “D\ﬁconal" and the "class" individual "in the es-
tate and cven more in the tribe...is as vet concealed: for
instance, a ncbleman alwavs remains a nobleman, a commoner
always a commoner, apart {rom his other relationships, a
frem his individualitv."(Ger.1d.84) If

this is correct cne could say that in pre-capitalist eras,

cuality inscparable

one's species relations were rogarded as having an entolo-
gical dimension and were, thorefore, treated as a type of
"gralitics" which could not be lost casily. They were con-
sidered as being an extension of one's being. This unity

thin the individual manifested itself in a corresponding

‘0

sychology and consciousness which could be casily 1cent1f1ed

v

-Q., the superioritv cemplex, brlde and breeclng of the
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~ Don Qulxote) "the serv1
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ty and self-debasement of the-

moner likewise betrayed hls status.

nlower: classes"f—— Still” v151ble today" in ‘Southern: Burope.
A noble lived, behaved and thought llke ‘a noble-' a- com— ‘
In the capltallst era, the character of the spec1es
relatlons and their: totallty becomcs economlc crudelv mater-
ialistic. "Money" or- capltal becomes the "nexus rerum or
. Social pledge,"(Cap 1.131) and ‘the- rule of capital is in-
augurated. The "relations of ‘personal dependence“ of the
‘former eras change into a situation where "personal 1ndc—
pendence on’ obgectlv dcpeﬂdence" prevail. (Grund. 158} The‘
carly Marx had described the advent of the capitalist era
thus:

The political revolution which eoverthrew this rule
and turned the affairs of the state into.the affairs’
of the people, which constituted the political state
as a concern of the whole pcople, i.e., as a recal
state, inevitably destroyed all the estates, cor-
porations, guilds and privileges which expressed

the sceparation of the pecople from its community.

The political revolution thereby abolished the poli-

tical character of civil societv. It shattered
civil society into its simple components -- on the
one hand® individuals and on the other the material
and spiritual elements which constitute the vital
content and civil situation of these individuals.

It unleashed the political spirit. which had, as it
were, been dissolved, dissected and dlspersod in the
various cul-de-sacs of feudal society: it gathered
together this spirit from its state of dispersion,
liberated it from the adulteration of civil life and
constituted it as the sphere of the community, the
universal concern of the people ideally independent
of those wparticular elements of civil life. A per-
son's particular activity and situation in life sank
to the level of a purely individual significance.
They no longer constituted the relationship.of the
individual to the state as a whole.(Early W.232-233)

Since the "nexus rerum" of the capitalist system 1is
money, it means, according to Marx, that, incontrast to the
previous ages, “material life®, physical existence in a

narrow sense is idealised, cstablished as the abstract ob-

'“upper Classes“——(we have ‘nly to read Cervantes"s classic . R

Y



jectlflcatlon and pr1nc1ple of Soc1ety. r“materiel“life”ep-rf
pears as ‘the end and-what produces thlS materlal llfe _
labour...as the means."(Ger Id 92) As- far as” the. spec1es
'relatlons and their totallty'are concerned thls s;tuatlon'
" amounts to 2 negation of the former dlstlnctlon between '
"material life" and "life act1v1ty“;l "Material life" and
material wealth- turn 1nto the "golden calf"‘before which |
‘humanlty bows in idolatrous - -homage. Whlle "the ancient ex-
~cused the slavery of one on the ground that it was a means
to the full development of anotner“(Cap.l‘408 409), capl—
talisn, ‘Marx contends "has subjugated historical progress
to the. service of wealth."(Grund. 589- 590) Marx further con-
trasts the asplratlons and values of ancient soc1et1es with .

- those prevalllng within the bourgeors era, He po;nts out

that the ancients did.not "preach slavery of the masses" .for
-a dwarfed and one-sided development represented by the ca-
pltallst, a "crude and half‘educated parvenu" whose self-
fulfilment consists in turning inte “eminent spinners",
"extensive sausa@e makers" and "influential shoe-black
dealers "4Cap.1 408- 409)There is, ‘here, involved a moral end
evaluatlve juagment regardlng the guality of self-fulfilment
and self- resoect ylthln the capitalist era. Albert Schweit-

zer is credltcd with having said that "the SLgnlflcance of >

man lles;not-;n what he achieves but rather in what he longs

'to achieve." The "ideals" and ambitions of the bourgeoisie,
Marx impliest betray the spiritual and humanistic vacuity
of their perpetrators. '

It cannot be snfficiently embhasised that, in Marx's
" perspective, the "rule of capital" is not the rule of. the
capitalist aé'a person. It is the rule of a type of cate-
_gorical imperative, distinct from and inimical to man him-

self, whether capitalist or worker, and lording it over

society. "™Capital", Marx claims, "is the all-dominating economic

power of bourgecis society."(Crund.l07) The capitalist

rules in so far as he represents and embodies this "im-

v




*hgﬁpersonal;power““7 The cap;tallst s expendlture 1n so far as . :

Wﬂfhls necessarles and ,enjo ent’ are concerned is a. "robber
% joym

perpetrated on accumulatlon."(Cap 1.592) The capltallst

‘Marx clalms "is always enjoying wealth with a gullty con-
75c1ence; w1th frugallty and ‘thrift at the back of hlS mlnd "

(Surplu val.l. 282)

-Since the basrs of the spec1es relatlons is wealth

_:money, and no longer a socmo—polltlcal status of mysterlous

orlgln and- nature it becomcs clear. that both “the equlvalence'

between the socxolog:cal classes and the spec1es relatlons

on the one hand and the unity wlthln the 1nd1v1oual

-the other hand, no longer persist. In the Grundrisse Marx
descrlbes the situation clearly: } '

"Monev...dlrectly and 51multaneously becomes the real
community, since it is the general substance of sur-

. Vival for all, and at the same time the social pro-
duct of all.. But as we have seen, in money the com-
munity is at the same time a nmere abstraction, a mere
external accidental thing for the’ 1ndlﬁldual and at
the same time merely a means for his satlsfactlon as -
an isolated individual. The community of antiquity
presupposes a quite different relation to, and on the
part of, the individual. The development of mOnev in
its thlrd rule therefore smashes this community.

All production is an objectlflcatlon of the individual.
In money (exchange-value) however, the individual is
not objectified in his natural qualltv but in a social
quality (relation) which is, at the same tlme external
to him. (Grund. 225 226)

In pre—capltallst times, one's empirical conditions

" were subsumed.under one's socio- -political conditions which

constituted his species relations. This allowed an individual

to identify himself with his empirical conditions, a situation

Marx admits, cannot obtain under the capitalist sys-
He states:

Before it is replaced by exchange value, every form
of natural Wwealth presupposes an ossentlal relation
betweeén the individual and the objects, in which the
‘1ndiVioual in one 3f his aspects objecti;ies’hinself
in ‘the thing, so that his possgssion of the thing
appears at the same time as a ‘certain development of
his individuality: wealth in sheep, the oevelonnent



*0f the individual as shepherd, wealth in grain his
development as agriculturist, etc. Money, howeverxr, .-
as the individual wealth, as something emerging .

- from circulation and representlng a general guality,

as a merely social result does not’ at all presuppose - .-

an individual relation to its owner; possession. of |
it is mnot the development of any partlcular essentlal_
aspect of his individuality; but rather possession
of what lacks individuality, since this social
{relation) exists at the same time as a sensuous, ex-
ternal object which can be mechanically seized, and
lost in the same manner. Its relation to the in-
dividual thus appears as.a purely accidental one;.
while this relation te a thing having no connection
with his individuality gives him, at the same time,

by virtue of the thing's character a general power
over society, over the whole. world of gratifications,
labours, etc. It is exactly as if, for’ example, the
chance dlscovery of a stone gave me mastery over all
the sciences, regardless of nmy 1nd1v1duallty.(1bld.
221-222)

The above is a reiteration of the view found in The--

German Ideology where it is stated. that "The division be-

tween the personal and the class 1ndlv1dual the accidental
nature of the conditions of life for the 1nd1v1dua1 appears
only with the emergence of the class, which is 1t§elf a pro-
duct of the bourgeoisie."{Ger.Id.84)
| The situation, therefore, within the capitalist

system destroys the unity in man's life between his physical
"existence and his "ideal® or formal existence. loney is now
the basis of one's specics-essence and as such it is something
which can be acquired and lost easily. It is not a dimen-
sion of one's being as was the case with the pre-capitalist
formality or "ocssence¥. The basis is now in the order of
naving. "Aas absolutely secure wealth, entirely independent
of my individuality, it is at the same time, because it is
something completely external to me, the absolutely insecure,
which can be separated from me by an accident."(Grund.234)

In this perspective, it becomeS'anachEOnistic and inconsis-
tent to classify people exclusively according to their em-

pirical situation and socio<économic status. The possession



'_or absence of money does not automatlcally make one a bouru
geois or a proletarlan respectlvely, at. least if these two
characterlsatlons are taken 1n ‘the meanlngful way ‘as found |
in Marx's system. Only those who.ldenglfy themselves,in a B
eubjective and intensional way, with money in. its "being- - °-
for-itself" or with its negation, can be .so characterised.

The embodiments of these two anti- thefical abstract objecti-
flcatlons can be found among dlfferent socio-economic classes."
The 1dent1f1catlon in each case, is mediated by a con- “
crete Unlversal following the‘syllogistic formula P - U - I.

Schematically we can'pfesent the situation in the following
_way: ‘ l

N e

PARTICULAR . UNIVERSAL ~ |  INDIVIDUAL -

Proletariat = Lakopr in its "be- = ITndividual wage-
R ing-Xor-itself" . . . worker
Bourgeois = = Capitdl in its "be- = Individual

' ing-for-itselsf™® capitalist |

The equivalenee between the individual worker or
capitalist is mediated by "labour" and "capital" respectivel?.
An individual is a proletarian or bourgeois to the degree |
in which he identif?es himself with one or other of the two
"concrete universals“. Personal identity, in each case, der
termins the‘equiValence or discrepancy between one's em-
pirical conditions of existence and one's species or ideal
existence as "proletarian" or "bourgeois". This idenfity
is not something that follows with any psychological or
physical necessity. i : -

It is, we suggest, in the perspective of the above
that one should interpret that famous passage regarding the
nature and role ef the proletarian c¢lass in relation to
German "emancipation". On this occasion Marx writes:

So where is the positive possibility of German em-
ancipation? This is our answer. In the formation

of a class with radial chains, a class of civil so-
ciety which is not a class of civil society, a c¢lass
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.which is the dissolution of all classes, a sphere
- -which has a universal character because of its uni-
versal sufferlng and which lays claim to mo. parti- -
‘cular right because the wrong it suffers is not a
. particular wrong but wrong in general; a sphere of
. .. society which ¢an . no longer lay claim:- -to a historical
. :  title, but merely to a human one, which does not stand
. in one<51ded opposition to the‘consequences but in
all-sided opposition to the premises of the German
political system:; and finally a sphere which cannot
emancipate itself without emancipating itself from
—— and thereby emanc1pat1ng —- all the other spheres
of society, which is, in a word, the total loss of
humanity and which can therefore redeem itself only .
"~ through the total redemption of humanitv. This dis-
solution of society as a particular class is. the
proletariat. (Early W.256)

The above can be analysed within a narrow historical

text obtaining within Marx's life- time; It could however
and
the

ore approrlatelv be analvsed in the perspectlve of
taphysics" of Ma%w*e system which transcends histori-
cal and-ﬁational Eoundaries and which deals with the develop-
mental process of the human race, through a dialectic of
negatlv1ty., Within this latter, Marx would not be referring
to a particular group of pcople wnlch is to take 1t upon .it-
self to liberate the world. The cmphasis should be put on
the description of the proletariat as a "sphere of society

which can no longer lay claim to a historical title, but

merely to a human one. This suggests a conflict between

types of people, one representing historically conditioned
man with his different "pseudo Essences"; the other epito-
mising "man as man" in his genuine existence. Also, some-
thing extremely important, Marx's descriptioﬂ'refers to the-
majority offthe pecople. In this sense, the proletariat stands
for mankind, de-humanised, within the Ecqnomic-Totality.h The
use of the word "class" in the oasSaee is misleading because
this term 1s generally associated with a group with sectarian
interests, ceven if the mombers regard them as "universal in-
terests”. It can, thercfore, be interpreted, falsely, as

implying that a group or sect is entitled to assume leader-
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ship and act in the name‘of the rest w1thout need for any
exp11c1t mandate from the’ people. JMarx does, occasionally” ‘
encourage this 1nterpretat;on. However, within the per-
spective of the “iogic" of his system, “the class of ci-
v1l soc1etv whlch is not of civil society" emerges as
synonymous with all those people thcmsclvcs who ‘and in so
far as, they are negated by and negate the Economlc Totallty.
This equlvalence should manifest itself both. in quantltatlve
~and in qualitative factors. Not only does this “"class"
.éllegedly form fhe vast majority of the'people.but, as we’
have seen carlicr, it has rie historical identity or Jobjec—'
‘tive individuality". It is a type without a Totality and
must manifest its true charact;r by imposing a new Totality

which negates the nuqatlon of man as Huch pcrbetrated by the

Economic Totality. The new Totality or Community should

be unmistakably humanistic in character. Marx argues further:

No class of civil society can plav this role without
awakening a moment of anhusxibm in itself and in

the masses: a moment in.witich this class fraternizes
and fuses with society in gemeral becomes identi-
fied with it and is e\pbllunced and acknowledged as
its universal representative; a moment in which its
claims and rights are truly the rights and claims of
society itself and in which it is in recality the
heart and head of socictv. ©Only in the name of the
universal rights of society can a partlcular class
lay claim to universal domination. Revolutionary
energy and spiritual self-condifence are not cnough
to storm this position of liberator and to ensure
thereby the political expleitation of all the ocher
spheres of society in the interests.of one's own
sphere.{Early W.254)

»

Marx then goes. on to cmphasise the cguivalence be-
tween the "proletariat" and "humanity" and to give the social

and historical conditions in which 'this can become practically

possible. He states:

If the rcvolutlon of 3 weople and the emancipation
of a particular class of civil society are to co-
incide, if onc class is to stand for the whole of

society, then..all the detficiences of society must be
concentrated in another class, one particular class
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must be the class which gives universal offence,
the embodiment of a general limitation; one par-
ticular sphere of society must appear as the no-
torious crime of the whole of society, so that t the
liberation of this sphere appears as universal self-
liberation. If one class is to be the class of
liberation par excellance, then another class must
be the class of overt oppression. The negative
general significance of the French nobility and
the French clergy determined the positive general
significance of the class which stood nearest to
and opposed to them -- the bourgeoisie. (ibid.254)

The above remains ambiguous and admits conflicting
interpretations. It could be said that Marx is here simply

regarding a distinct socio-cconomic class, viz., the capi-

’
talist, as the epitome of cvil while-treating another class
as its antl-thesis. However, within the context of his sys-
tem the intdrpretation would have ‘to be diffgrent-zzIn this™
case, the passage suggests a more complex situation, obtain-
ing under the absolute rule of capital as a "being-for-itself',
where a small number of people identify themselves with its
"logic" and imperatives and the vast, najoritv identify with
its negation. This preosupposcs the full maturltv of the
capitalist system along its own "laWb" where it becomes an
"intolerable ‘power®. The capitalist, in thi's perspective
would embody the bourgeois Essence and in so far would ro-
present "one particular sphere of society" which appears
"as the notorious crime of the whole of society.™ DBut in
thi§ perspective, Marx's attack would not be directly at
the capitalist as a person, -as a human being, but at the

capitalist as bourcceois: an indiciment of what he stand for
- * r

of "money" and its 'rule over man. The distinction between
the capitalist as an individual and as a bourgeois is implied
. 3 23 . . :
in many places in Marx’s works. TOf cburse, if the cepitalist

identifics hnimself with his ocenomic existence; 1if "he

believes himself to be an individeal only insofar as he is
a bourgeois”, (Ger.Id.101) and regards this historical for-
mality a2s his human one, then he has no one to blame but

himself for the annihilation which he will suffer at the
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hands, of thelproletariat. Tf "by individual", Marx writes, ’
in the Manifesto, "you mean nOwothef'person than the bour-
geois, than'the middle-class owner of property," .then this
vperson must, indeed, be swept out of the way and made im-
fossible.“(Manifesto,4S) Harsh wofﬁs, it is true, but then,
so are Christ's with regards to the rich and their proespects
of entering hecaven.

However much one tries to analyse some of Marx's
contentions, especially regarding the “bourgeois" and the
"proletariat", in their-proper perspective, a cer;éih ambi-
gquity and tension persist. . Due, mainly, to his economic
and political involvement, Marx, in many instances, failed
to draw the full implications of his own analysis. To the T
extent that this happened, he drove himself inta a number of
inconsistencies. Marx rocognised the Particular -lTotality -
Individual relationship governing human cxistence and re-
lated phenomena; he unmasked, in a forceful and iasiéhtful
way, the distinctive featurcs that single out the Economic
Totality, namely, its crude materialism, irratiohality and
anti-humanism; he even pointed out the distinction botween

the individual and his "formality" and the instabilitv of

this relationship within the capitalist system -- yet he

* anachronisticdally made certain claims and demands which could

.in no way be substantiated. The equivalonce between a Totality-

type or "“Formality" and a sociological type, within the

. Economic Totality, is the wmost damaging of all.



o . NOTES: CHAPTER FOUR :

-~ : ”~
K. Marx, Communist Manifesto, A Gateway Edition, Chicago,
1965. - ’
- Fd
As was poxntcd out earller and as applies in the case
of every other major thinker, one should distinguish
between a person’s theoretlcal system as a body of or-
ganised thoughts and a person's "1ndepcndcnt" and even
"irresponsible” ideas, likes and dislikes, prejudices
ctc. ,~which can conc01vablv contradict one's own system.
In the case of Marx, we suggest, this is imperative.
Marx's svstcm should be distingu;shcd and, to some-ex-
tent, saved from Marx himself. For cxample, the metho-
cologlcal atheism of his system can and bhOUld be dis-
tinguished from his doamatlc atheism; from his personal
views on God and Religion and from his categorlcal re-
jection of the Supernatural. These personal views and
idcas have no rational or scientific basis. They re-
main, in esscnce, fideistic.

Sce also Grundrisse p.502

The irrationality of the capitalist system is emphasised
in a letter to L.XKugelmann. Marx writes: "The c¢sscence
of bourgeois society consists plLClSQlV in this, that

2-priori there is no conscious ‘social Lﬁgulatlon of pro-

duction. The rational and naturally nccessary asserts
itself eonly as a blindly working average."(Sel.Corr.209)

In his "Critical Yotes on 'The King of Frussia and Social
Reform!" Marx comments on the level of education "or
capacity of it" of the German weorker. He says: “As for
the German worker's level of cducation or the capacity
for it, I would point to Woitling's brilliant writings
which surpass Proudhon's from a theoretical point of
view, however defective they may be in oxection." A 1it-
tle later he refers to the "brilliant talents of the
German prolectariat for socialism."(Zarly W.415-416)

0D
o

uoted by C.J. Arthur. Cf. Ger.id.n.20

0

f. Surplus Val_.l1.224-225.

As we hope will beceme clearer soon this is where the
major weakness of Marx's system lies. There 1s impliled
an unwarranted step from a logical to a factual analysis.

.
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In the Communist Manifesto it is "contended that at
certain point, "it becomes evident that the bourgeoisie
is unfit any longer to be the ruling class in society,
and to impose its conditions of exXistcnce upon soc1ety
as an over-riding law. It is unfit to rule, because it
is incompectent to - assure .an existence to 1ts slave within
his slavery, becausc it cannot help letting him sink
into such a state that it has to feed him, instcad of .
being fed by him. Society can no longer llVQ under this
bourgeoisie, in other wolrds, its existence is no longer
compatible wlth society. (ibid.37-38)

“Crude Communlbm" as Marx himself points out in the

Manuscriots SuSandb the personal or individual dimen-
sion of "private property" without suspending “"private
property" itself. cf.Manus.ppl32-135. N

This wmdebprcad 4'allacv’ can be traced back to a mis-

conception regarding the orlgln and nature of alicnation.’

We shall discuss the problem in chapter five.

With regards to the distinction between “"productive®

and "unproductive" labour, Marx says, "there is no ques-
tion of moral or other btanop01ntb 1n the case of either
the one or the other kind of labour."(Surplus val.1l.171)

o

It is a casc analogous to Aristotle's conception of man
as a "ratiocnal being" and as a "Zoon politikon". The
monent “"town-dwelling" becomes a deciding factor for
hunaahood, it effectively turns into the c¢riterion for
"rationalitv".

Engels too, at one time, complains to Marx that “the
Lngllbh Drolutarlat is actLalTv becoming more and more
bourgeois, so that this most bourgeois of all nations
is apparently aiming ultimately at the posssession of
a bourgeois aristocracy and a bourgeoils prolctariat
alongside the bourgecoisie." (Sel.Corr.110)

This is clearly brought ocut by the “livery" of the
vants which provided them with a distinct icdentit }
The social conditions ‘n which Lhe servant class w
gave them a scnse of belengingness to the family t
served. Levalty flowed as spontancously as the lovalt
of the "faithful" subjects to their menarch. All this
can e found in Marx's workxs.

Yarx noints out in various places. that the distinction
between productive and unproductive labour within the
phvsiocratic framework is radically different from that
within the capitalist system.
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The “"scientific™ value of Marx's contention especially

in relation to-contemporary capitalism is ‘irrelevant.
Marx's point is that the employment principle within
the Economic Totality does not take into con51derat10n
certain factors. . . ¥

The point we wish to make is that in his doctrine on the
proletariat Marx diverged from his own analysis and be-
came both incoherent and inconsistent. Any "“correction®
that is suggested amounts to a strlcter adherence ‘to his
own doctrine. .

Sec also Early Works, p.90.

Recad, for cxample, A.Manzoni, Dostoievsky and others to
get an ideca of the "nobility" of the actual nobles.
D.Mclellan usces the word "material®" instead of "objective"
and this, we belicve, is more accurate because the for-
mer "personal relations™ too had an "objective" basis.
Cf. Marx's Grundrisse,Extracts, trans., by D.Mclellan,
Macmillan, London,1972, p.67. Marx uses the word "sach-
licher". The contrast he wants to bring out is betwecen
the socio-volitical(i.e. personal) character of the "nex-
us rerum" of previous cras and the narrowly economic

onc of bourgeols society. The "nexus rerum" or "social
bend" of this sociely has a materialistic character in
the sense that it is exclusively concerned with "material
life" and physical existence in a narrow sense. It does
not transcend the "recalm of necessity"., The {former
“nexus rerum” or principle of society was concerned with
life-activity, a dimension distinct f{rom and suwverior

Lo "material lifev

f course, it remains possible cven in this perspective
to rcad in Marx more than there really is. There is,
Wwe suggost, no immunity from ingonsistency within the
vorxs of any thinker, Marx included.

In The Theories otf Surplus Value, Vol.l, Marx arcues
that "what distinguishes this form i.e. capitalist one
from 2ll previous forms is that the capwitalist does not
rule over the labourer throuch any personal cualities
he may have, but only in so far as he is ‘'capital®"™ Cf.
p390.
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CHAPTER FIVE

-

MAN'S CAUSAL RELATIONéHIP TO NATURE

As in the cése of other philoscphical problems
which have becen the subject of much controversy, one does.
not ?ind, in Marx's works, a systcmatic or a comprehensive
account of causality and causal relations. One could say
that in Marx's system there 1is, per sé, no "problem of
causality" in the sense in which this pﬁoblem exists after
Hume. This, we suggest, shbuld be well Yorn in mind. In a
philosophical milicu, in which "causes" and "conditiqns"!arc

categorially and conceptually indistinguishable, and in which
there thrives a wide-spread skepticism régarding "necessary
connections® much of what Marx says remains, in essence,
incomprehensible. |

hat there are causes, directly and cffectively in-’
volved in the "logos" of the human species and responsible
for its slow, painful but stcady process of self-fulfilment,
sarx nover doubted. Proof of this is found in his polemic
against Hegelian Idcalism and the Hegemony of the Spirit, and
hwis attack on "all hitherto existing materialism, that of
Feuerbach included." DBoth systems, he suggests, undermine
a cenuine and active cadsaL agency on the part of the human
sﬁbcies in its own dcvclopmcnt.\ Th@ problem, for Marx, was
to discover the real causcs and explain their influence through-

ocut human history, and not to guestion their existence.

5:1 The MMain Causal Factors

A distinctive characteristic of Harx's system is 1its
emohasis .on activity, on man's practical action. As L. Dupré
points out, Marxism is in éssence 2 theory of action.(Dupre,

144) In the perspective of the three "moments" in human

235
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ekistence, their empiricai origin-and'phe pfesupposed dis-"
crepancy between ihevNaturé and the Essence of man, this 1s
not'surprisiqg.‘ The basic prcsupp051tlon that the human race
is in a state’ of undevelcopment, that Human Nature is not ful-
1y developed because its Essence is ‘either circumscribed or .
"external", is complemented by the conviction that mankind
will-be redeemed by its own productive and creative activity.
However, from what we have seen so far, and as we shall con-
tinue to discuss, one must argue further that,though Marx's
doctrine is a theory of action, it is also a theory of "being".
The "action® and "development® take- place within a meta-
physical pcrboectlve transécnding historical and empirical
Dheﬁomcna. |

The human developmental process, within Marx's system,
takes place at two distinct'bu?'inter—rclated levels. On the
one hand ‘it involves a mutual and causal relationship be-
tween the Nature and the Essence of man -- a development
transcending the nar;oy confines of one's empirical conditions
of existence. OCn the other hand, it involves the mutual and
causal relationship between ."man" and the "rest of nature®. -

The_first level of development, sustaining the "logic" of

system, provides the porspective for a correct and

.

X’
cqu

S
uate analysis of the sccond one.

Ql

As we have scen, onc of Marx's basic presuppositions

which serves, at the same time, as the framework of his anal-

'

sis of past and prescont history and of his projections into

—

the future, is that the fuman Essence, in both its Universal

and its Particular dimensions, 1s_not vet fully developed.

Moreover, in his r“bePLtIVL ‘luman Nature cannot be consi-
dered a "principium operatignis®™ in the traditional sense.

It is a distinct "moment" and co-principle of moveme;t,
sharing its effiéacy with, and to some extent getting it from,
the Hunan Essence. The causal agency, therefore, is not
purely twranscunt but also imm 1Lnt trensforming the “causes"

themnselves, viz., the xaturc and the Essence. There is a
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feed back befween the two and thlS shows 1tself in the in-
- dividual person at a partlcular stage ln human exlstence.

- The ‘Nature. of man unfolds as a result of a change in the

'condltlons of ealstence whlch sustaln this Essence. Man's

‘modified Nature' w111,.1n turn, cause a change in the en-
'v1ronment (both soc1al and phy51cal) and in the correbpond—
"ing Essence. This v1ew is 1mplled when Marx ‘says that "By
‘thus actlng on the external world and changing it [han]

at the same time changes his own nature."(Cap.l1.177) In the

Grundrisse, the same ldea is found in a more elaborate form.

-

Marx argucsiknat-—

Not only do the objective conditions change in the
act of reproductlon e.g. the village becomes a
town, the wilderness a cleared field etc., but the
producerb change, -too, in that they bring out new
qualltlcs in themselwes develop themselves in pro-
duction, transform thcmsclves, develop new powers

* and ideas, new modes of intercourse, new needs and
new language.{Grund.424) - ot st

This is a reiteration of Marx's early View in the
Manuscripts.. There he.had written:

the history of_ industry and. the established objective
existence of 1ndustrv are the open book of man's es-
sential powers, the exposure to the scnses of human
psychology. hlthcrto this was not conceived in its
1ﬁseparable connection with man's essential being,

but only in an external relation of utllltv (Wanus 142)

It is 1n the perspective of the above that Marx in-
sists that the reeolutlon of the problem between theory and

practice, between what is and what ought to be "is...by no

means merely a problem of understanding, but a real problem

of life, which philosochy could not solve precisely because
it conceived this problem as merelv a thecoretical cone.

- - _— &
{Manus,141-142) This conclusion recappears in Thesis X1 on

Feuerbach where Marx writes:

The philosophers have only interpreted the world, in
various ways; the point is to change it.

The human gpvelopmental procesé, in the way Marx

describes it by means of the Ideal Totalities, cannot be

.
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‘p0551ble w1thout presupposing the 1ntegr1ty and contlnulty '
of “Human Nature in general“- 'das a distinct form of life.
It 1s{equally 1mp0551ble if. the Nature of. the human species
.were 1dent1cal with 1ts Essence.- In thlS case, except per— -
haps in the sphere of morals hlstory-remalns phllosophl-'
cally sterile. Since, 1n this perspectlve substance is a
"complete actuality", being and consc1ousness areé, one ‘could
say, at a stand-still: ~ they remain, per se,. untouched by
' ‘the'Juggernaut of time and space. Marx was against the -"habit
‘ of'dismissiné.history with a few categories proper to ec-
clesiastical hlstorv.“(Coll W.Vol.5 29) The point that he
 wants to make is that hlstory should be 1nterpreted "sub .
specie hominis®" and not "sub specie aeterni®.
" The distinction and causal relationship between the
¥ Nature and.the‘Essence'of man, within Mark's system, when
s}ecognised, is treated by mahy commentators as a piece of
metaphysical self-indulgence fpound only in his earlynworks-
It is widely—contended that #m his later and mature.morks,
Marx broke away with his past and took a more "scientific"
and empirical out-look. In this phase, his major working
concepts are "productive forces“ and "relatlons of production".

<
This raises the well knomn controversy oetwcen the "dlcho—

-~

tomists" and the “continuationists®. Thls .problem deserves

a separate study,l.gowever, given the nature of our work, we

cannot ignore it completely. We must, therefore, examine

the main causal agencies as they apptar within Marx’'s later

works and see whether theré is indeed a dichotomy on this:

important matter within the evolution of his thought process. *
One of the best -knawn and often quoted passages,

supporting and” encouraging the "scientific" aoproach is

found in the Preface to A Contribution to a Crltldue of

Political Economv. There it is claimed that:

In the social productlon of their existence, men in-
evitably enter into definite relations, hhlch are

. incdependeént of their will, namely relatlons of pro-
duction appropriate to a 01Ven stage in the deve-



‘:ﬁlopment of thelr materlal forces of productxon. The
'{thotallty of these relations of- productxon constltutes
.~ the economlc -Structure of . soc1€ty,‘the.real founda- .

Ly 1fﬁjfﬁfﬁ*tlon on which ‘arises a legal .and political super- 'j--f'* o

:;ﬁ-ﬁﬁlfvstrutture and to which correspond definite forms of
"'«:-:“qsoc1al conSC1ousness (Pol.Econ.20) = ¢

: __} ThlS passage is-a good speczmen of Marx's style. It
1ooks 51mp1e and 1uc1d to the casual ,reader. When.sifted '

'carefully it ralses more questlons than it can answer. We

. can Justly say that with, all its apparent clarity and sim- 3.

'p11c1tv ‘we. really do not. know what Marx is. talking about.
The p;oblem is -that the major concepts invelved in Marx's
condensed-staiement remain ruinously vague and ambiguous.

fThére;are:inyolved four major factors: l)productive'fongS'

“-2)relations of'production' 3) a legal and polltlcal super—

Jstructure and 4) forms of social conscxousness. What does
“each of thesenconceptlons-denote? Strqu controversy~emlsts

" -on this matter;"Besides, no amount og_scrutiny; of Marx's

-famous "Preface" will divulge their correct meaning. - Yet

it is®vital to understand correctly these terms because to-

gether .they consﬁitute Ehe "material conditions of'exis—‘
tence"; the basis of Marx's whole qystem; OuxNown analysis

leads us to the following conclusions: o

The E_oouctlve forces denote the state of social pro-

. ductive act1v1ty at a particular eooch. Tﬁ?g productive

activity is always dominated by.a "Labour Totality", in the

sense discussed in chapter three. Marx claims’ 2s we have
seen. that' . - L =

%,
¥

-In all forms of society there is one specific kind of
. production which predeminates over the rest, whose

‘relations thus assign rank and iniluence to the others.

It is a general illumination which bathes all the
other colours and modifies their particularity. It
is a particular ether which determines the specific
gravity of every being.which has materialized w1th1n
it. (Grund.106-107)

We have also seen that Marx speaks of "pastoral, agri-
w cultural, manufacturing and industrial labour" as historical

stages of social productive activity. In its general form,



'thls athV1ty 1ncludes "soc1al labour"

- He points out that:“f

1ntr1n51c to them,

"o

(as dlstlnct from
1abour in’ 1solatlon)

"technolog1ca1 d1v1s10n of labour",
(as dlstlnct from “soc1al division of. labour"‘

r

and the means and 1nstruments of pro— A

whlch 1s a f
productlon relatlon),

duction, viz. the raw material, machinery, technology.and.

expertise, subsumed under human "praxis". The "analogatum

princeps"t to use a-schoiastic expression, of all the ﬁp;oe

ductive_ forces" 1s human soc1al labour in

its historical
JAll other "forces" become "productlve" |
and to the extent that,

form. in Marx's

sense, in so far. as,

they are sub-
it. o |

sumed under

One should. poxnt out that Marx uses-the term "pro-

duct1v1tv" grlnarllv in relation to "enchangc—value“ and not .

to "use-wvalue"; in relation to a "social magnitude” and not

to a physical magnitudes > "Use-values" are regarded by Marx -
as being,'striétlv speaking, outside the spﬁereﬁof politieal

economy proper. (Pol.Econ.28) Marx also dlstlngulbhcs between

a:"mere productive force" and a "productive force" in an

economic sense.

Thls.can.be.translated into 2 vital dis-

tinction between “teehnology“ and "the mode of productien".

-

Machinery is;no'nore an economi¢ category than the
bullock that:drags the plough. Machinery is merely
a productive  force. The modern workshop, which de-
pends on the application of machinery, is” a social
production relation, an economic category.(Poverty,b133}
It is clear that although "productive forces" are

real phenomena,

their productive dimension, according to Marx,

does not stem from any physical or natural power or quality

as fetishists contend, but from their

soc1al conte\t As:an illustration,

strument, a
Tuge-values"

~a social context,

2 stick is merely a
pieca of hOOd. In ¢heehands of. a savage it becomes an in-

"mere productive force"

N

,.a means for creating

In
subsumed under human social labour which

for instance,

knocking down an animal.

acts as a “"particular ether which determines the specific

~

~

2



'grav1ty of. every belng whlch has materlallzed w1th1n 1t" e

it becomes a “productlve force in an. economic sense“ calllng
'owfor approprlate productlon or property relatlons namely,”"
'prlvate ownershlp of the 1nstrument by the WQrker. Marx
'argueS' '

Machlnery is no more an economic: category than the
ox which draws the plough. The application of ma-
.chinery in the present ‘day is one of. the relations
of our present economic system, but the way in which
machinery is utilized is totally distinct from the
machlncry itself. Powder remains the same whether .
it is used to wound-a man or to dress his wounds.
(Poverty,185)

It is precisely "the way . in 'which machlnery is uti-
lized" that turns it 1nto a productive force 1n the strlct
sense as Marx would have it, Morcover, thls "wav" denotes

" an intensional and not .a technological perspective. It re-

fers to a social milieu which constitutes man's Ideal or - .
formal exisfence, objectified in the Totality oxr Commdnity.3

Nearly thirty years 1Eter,.Marx reiterdtes the same vital

loea. . He clhlms- "aA savage -- and man was a savage after
ne had ceased to be an ape -- who kills an animal with a
stone, who collects irults, eLc., performs fuseful' labour.”

(Gotha,lZ)4 However, Marx argues'that "alihough isolated la-
bour (its material conditions presupposed) can createuse

values; it can crecate neither wealth nor eulture."(ibid.lS)
It is clear from-this, that not only the instrument but.also

human labour itself rcquires a social or Formal context,

an objective but ideal setting,cmanating Ifrom human social
existence, in order -to become productiﬁe in Marx's sense.

By itself, or in isolation, that is, as far as its Ehvsical
and pnatural dimensions are concerned, human labourlis "it-
self...only <the ﬁ?ﬂlfCHLatlon of .a force of nature Human
labour power."(ibid.11l) The real distinction. oetween par-
ticular "useful-labour" which crcates “tnlngs“, "ubc—valueb“
and "general social labour", which exists as an abstract

objectification and which creates exchange-values and all

o
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culture is one of the fundamental 1deas sustalnlng Marx's
whole economic theoryﬁ | '

To reiterate thlslcruc1al point, w1ﬁh1n Marx‘s
system what makes. somethlng, 1nclud1ng human labour 1tself
_'productlve 1s not anythlng phy51cal or natural wlthln lt but

1ts nediated character its subsumptlon under a Soc1al

.‘Totallty. This is again implied in the contentlon that T

L

"originally, life in the community and, through its medlatlon f

the relationship to the eaxth as property, are basic pre-
suppositions of the reproduction both.of the individual and
of the community."(Grund.740) The "community", as we have -

seen, stands for an abstract objectlflcatlon an Ideal gyposﬁ'

tatlzatlon distinct from a mere phy51cal association or col-
lect1v1ty. Thls aavocatcs caution’ 1n interpreting Marx s

contention that "the hand .mill gives you socmety with the

feudal lord: the stcam-m111 soczgty with the industrial -

capitalist" -- suggesting a narrow technologism and epi-
phenomenalism.e._"Productive forces" are, within Marx's sys-
tem, alrcady hominised phenomena and they influence people
to the extent that they are hominised. |

* That "productive forces" refer primﬁrily to human

social labour is implied when Marx states that "the main

force of productlon is the human being himself. "(ibia.422)

£y

The same idea is also implied in Marx's relterated contention
.that human Iaoour is the sole source, substance and “im-
manent. measure of value." It comes out also in his con-
tention that nature in its pure state, the animals and the -
instruments and machines do not create surplus valved' In
Capital, Marx breaks down the “"elementary factors of the
labour process" into three: "l. the personal activity of
man, i.e. work itself; 2. the subject of that work and 3.
its 1nbtrunents.?(Cao 1.178) This classification presup-

poses a philosovhical distinction, (lmolled by Marx through-—

out his whole system), between a cause which truly produces

an effect, (in our case, value), and its condltlons. It is
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:ev1dent by whafiﬁérk ééYSH'that.he regards human labour as

the sole cause ‘or creatlve principle and the material and

instruments as_"mere roductive forces“ mere condltlons.
. P

‘This is confirmed when he says:

If we examine. the whole process from the point of
view-of its result, “the product, it. is plain that
both the 1nstruments and the subject of labour, are
means of production, and that the labour 1tself is
productive’ labour. (Cap.l 181)

Relations of production, as should be clear by now,
are not "physical",f"natural" or technological ones. All

of these relations obtain immediately between, and have their

basis intrinsic to, the correlates. "Production relations" .
or "property relations", are species relations whose basis

is extrinsic to and independent of the correlates. They are

nediated relathps,'whose totality constitutes, what Marx
misleadingly calls,the "economic strqcturélof society."
This appellat1on in our view, is misleading for two main
rcaSOns- . .

1) It conceals the true nature of the Totality, "nexus rerum",

or "social bond" as an abstract objectification transcending

the ‘physical existence of people. It thus cncourages a view
of the infrastructure as a totality of.physical and tcchﬁo—-
logical relatibnsf This breeds cconomism and technologism.
é) It obliterates the impo}tant fact,emphasised by Marx him-
self, that the character of the infra-structure changes {rom
a "Socio-political" or "personal" one in the pre-capitalist
eras, to an "economic" or "materialistic® one in the capi-.

talist epoch. y

The Legal and Political Superstruéture consists of

the ideological and theoretical expression of the relations
of production. In Marx's own words, it includes the "legal,
political, religious, artistic or-philosephic -- in short,
ideological forms" stemming, ultimately, from the infra-
structure. The superstructure; therefore, represents the

official consciousness and Ideology ©f the epoch, reflecting




the prevailing conditions of existence. ' Those who formally .

represent, suppdrf or defend this superstructure,'"such.as
government officials, priests, lawyers, soldiers," are called

by Marx, ‘the n1jdeological classes'".(Cap.1l. 446)

The definite forms of social consciousness rcpresent

"class consc1ousness“ This has to bhe 1nterpreted in the per-
spective of thé four major Totalltles discussed in chapter
three, ard of the nelass consciousness" of the different
Totality-types. Marx himself insists that "To regard s50-
ciety as one single subject is...to look aﬁ it wrongly, spe-
culatively."(Grund.94) In the capitalisf‘system, according
to Marx, there are two basic forms of class consciousness --
proletarian and bourgeois¢‘ One represents and epitomises

labour in its "being-for-itself", a critical and radical

consciousness which allegedly has a thorough grasp of the

true nature of things and recognises man as "the supreme
being”". This consciousness which is expected to grip the

masses "demonstrates ad hominem, and it demonstrates ad homi-

nem as soon as it becomes radical.” - Marx adds that "To be
radical is to érasp things by the root. But for man the root
is man himself."(Early W.251) The other ‘form of conscious—
ness represents c¢apital in its "being-for-itself". It posits

"private property", moncy or exchange-value, as the "princi-

- ple" of societv. Proletarian class consciousness is its
» :

anti-thesis and posits "man" as the vrinciple of society.
This, in Marx's view,1is the fundamental difference betwcen
the crude materialism of the capitalist and other systems
emulating its "logic" and the naturalistic humanism of his
own system. l .

Having identified these four major factors, the
crucial guestion now 1s whether we can integrate them within
the "metapihvsical" perspective consistind of the three
"roments" in human existence and their mutual relatlonsh;o
without doing viclence to Marx's system and the evolution of

thoucht. This, we argue, is not only possible but is both

-
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pdéméndgd-by the aﬁalySié.éf the four’hajdf factors- them-
selves and expliéitly suggested by Marx's owh words.

If what we discussed above is correct, we realise.
that the four factoérs .are all qualified‘és human: they
are all human phenomena, different dimensions of human
existence not found within the rest of "external nature".

More specifically, we can egquate the "productive forces",-

. in Marx's sense, with "human praxis! at a particular stage

in its historical dcvbloément — that~is, human labour‘gé
subsumed under the prevailing social context. This ecqguiva-
lénce is explicitly made by Marx himself when he édntends'that,
if correctly undcrstodd,'"production for itslbwn sake means '
nothing but thngcvelopment.of human -productive forces, in

other words, the development of the richness of human nature’

3s an ond in itself."(Surplus Val.ll.117-118) In The German

+ 1deology, it 'is stated that: a

the mode of production must not be considered simply as -
being the production of the physical existence of the
individuals. Rather, it is a definite form of activity
of these individuals, a definite form of expressing
their 1life, a definite mode of life on their part.
As individuals express their 1life,so”they are. What )
theéy are, therefore, coincides with their production,
both with what they produce and with how they pro-
duce. The nature of individuals thus depends on the

. ) mgtcr%al conditions determining- their production.(Ger.

Id.42

.

Morcover, we have to rcmember that, according to Marx,
man "makes his life activity itself the .object of his will
and of his consciousness. He has conscious life activity. It
is not a determination with whith he directly merges." The .
moroductive forces", as "human praxis", must, therefore, be
regarded as a "momant" in human existence, distinct from the
subjective existence of the individuals themselves.

The "relations of production”, as we have

“ seen, are "species-relations™ and together with other social

relations provide the "material" or “"substance" .of the

infrasiructure or Totality. In our view, one 1is justified
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in 1nc1ud1ng,qw1th1n the compass of the Totality, the
Ideologlcal Superstructure. The intimate connection between
these two phenomena'whlch can be characterised respectively
as the "objeﬁtive" and the "inter-subjective" diménsién of
fﬁé’ggmg 'moment", is suggested by Marx himself._ He writes,
as we have scen, that: - .

Relations can be expressed, of course, only in ideas,
and thus philosophers have determlned the reign of
ideas to be the peculiarity of the new age, and
. have identifiecd the creation of free individuality
© with the overthrow of this reign.

In The German Ideclogy it is argued that

In consciousness -- in Jurlsprucence politics, etc --
relations become. concepts; since theyy&he "ideo-
logical clabbcbfL do not go bevond these relations,
the concepts of these relations also become fixed
concepts, in their mind. The Judge, for example,
applies the code, he therefore regards legislation

as the reoal, active driving force.(Coll.Works,5. 92)

The "forms of social consc1ousnebs", by contrast,
are Glbtlnct from both the "productive forces" and the
"production relations". They represent the "moment" of

the individual'!s subjoctive existence. ' An individual or
class of individuals can identify with anv "form of social
consciousnesg'regardliess of his or their socio-economic sit-—
uation. The "progrossive" form of social consciousness is
e?itomised by the "revolutionary class" within each epoch.
The conflict, maturing into a contradiction, between the
"forces of production" and the "relations of production®,

is acknowledged as such by the social -consciousness of the
pedple and reacted to in a revolutionary or reactionary

nanner -- acc

o]

rding to the way in which individuals or groups
iduals identify with one or ot qer of the conilicting
na. An clement of aoorh_aal, in both a moral and an

intellectual sense,is involved because the cénflict between

S L e

e "Xernel" and the "integument" is not one of a mere physi-
al or natural character a2s found in biological development

C
or chemical action. This is especially the case with the

2
-~
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'proletarian revolution because, here, allegedly, a con-'
flict breaks out between crude materialism and humanism.

The identification of these three distinct "moments®
within human cxisStence can be found in The German Ideology
where it is c¢laimed that "these three moments, the forces

of production, the state of Society and consciousnecss, can - -

and must come into contradiction with one another."(Ger.Id.52)
These three "moments”, in their expanded and en-

riched form, constitute.both the main causal agencies within

~

Marxt!'s system and thwe perspective for their causal inter-
action. They sustain a delicate and complex balance of
forces which can casily be upsct by manipulation from "out-
side". The delicacy of the problem stems from the nature of
the subject matter itself which deals with spocies-relations
nd not "physical relations". The role of consciousncss,
'1n appraising and rcacting to a bltuatlon cannot be suf-
ficiently comphasisced. According to Marx:
At a certain stage of development, the material pre-
ductive forces of socicty come into conflict with
the existing arelations of production or -- this
merely exprossCs the same thing in legal torms —-
with the property relations within the framcwork .
of which they have eperated hitherto. From {orms of
developmeont .of the vroductive lforces these relations
turn. into their fetters. Then begins an ¢ra of so-
cial revolution. The changes in the cconomic foun-
dation lead sooner or later to the transformation
- of thg whole immense superstructure. (Pol.Econ.21l)

It is ecvident from what dMarx claims that he sought
revolution and change in accordance with the state of recali-
sation of the three "moments™. This is why he is zble to

claim that “mankind..;incvitably sets 1tself only such tasks
as it 1s able to =olve, 'since cleoser cxamination will alwavs
show that the problem itself arises only when the nmaterial
conditlicns for its =olution are alrcady present or at least

in the course of ‘ornation."(ibid.21)

4

It would bo violence to haL\ s s

¥
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o
this contention within ajnarrow evolutionistic or deiermi-
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nistic perspective. What is involved here is not an inter—
-play of physical or mere natural laws or forces but of- B
"momenté“~within human SOCial existence;' an inter—pléy
mediated by a free, - spontancous and intelligient conscious-
ness and not by a blind or compulsive psychologism or brute
force sustained by 6pportunism.' Since the‘;ggg of Human
Nature are diétinct from the laws of External Nature, thdy

operate differcontly.

.5:2 The Dbialectic of Negativityv ‘ '

Traditional metaphysical system, dominated often by
'a mystical or supcrnatural Totality, have something afchi-
tectonic about them. They stand out like monuments, aloof
and majestic, resisting the erosion of contingency and the
trammels of time and space. Marx's system, by contrast,
is rooted in history. It is organic and involves an element

of beth immolation and regeneration. We have a "withering

after the flewering" and, as in the case of the myvthical phoe-

nix, a new form of life, a new Tdeal Totality emerges

triumpihant from the [funcral pyre of the ¢old one. This should

become clear as we now analyse Marx'™s dialectic of negativity.

As in the case of the causal agencies, Marx's dia-

lectie has often boen analyvsed in a narrow "‘actual and

pragnacic" porsvective dominated by a conflict or crisis with-

in the cconomic sector. This, we argue, does violence to
MArN's system. Within a sirictly cmpirical perspective, the
dizlectic remains hanging in the air witheout 2 beginning

a
and an cnd, and L. Duprd's guestion that "If man is a self-
o {
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creating, actors determine his his-
lution?" romains unanswerable. Besides, within

afe}! vorspective, the role of consciousness

ﬁan's active rale in his own dostiny. In this respect, as

L.quré points out, the dialectical principle can ea511v de-

generalte into a "mere geoneralisation-'of empirical observations.™

-

A
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When fhis\happeﬁs,'"ohe reduces one ‘term of the dialectic,
consciousness, to an épiphenomenon of the chef term,
nature. ‘The dialectic then loses its antagonistic character
and ceases to exist."(Dupré,214) Dupré argues further and,
we think, corrcctly that: v | |

In Marx's view the dialectical principle is nuch more

. than an ompirical description of the relations be- o
tween man and his world. It has an cssentially ideal
character, but this ideal does not exist prior to

or apart from reality. It is the ideal aspect of
recalitv itself and is, therefore, accessible only
through cmpirical analysis.It is precisely this.ideal,
rational character which gives the dialectical
principvle a 'quality of necessity which a purely-cm-
pirical description alwayvs lacks. A mere empirical
studyv of facts can prov1de a hypothesis, or at nmost

a theory, but "it can never predict with the absolute
confidence which gives Marxism all its power and
influence. Morecover, cven a hypothetical interpre—
tation of the dlalectlc would infer the existence of
an intelligible principle in the development of his-
tory, and at that point it would cease 'to be purely
empirical. {Duprés,215)

If Marx's dialectic is treated as a "scientific he-
nbmeﬁon", in the accepted sense, 1t would virtuaily reduce’
itself to a type of "movement® similar to the one suggésted
by A.Smith in his analogy of the "invisable hand" despoti-
‘cally ruling over the economic and productive system of a
country. This imputes to Marx the mistake of fatalism 1In
political economy -- an issue Marx refuted and attacked
vehemently throughout his life's work. The dialectic is
not scientific in a narrow and strict senfe but "formal",

involving "species relations” and not physical oncs.

gueostion
answer L.Dupré important/reicrred to

f

In order

to
o)
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earlier, one has raw’ attention té a crucial distinction,
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strongly suggosted between th

undevelovment of the human spocios which tr

c
various historical expressions of its social existence, and

the conflicts and contradictions which appear in nistorv and

(=

which ¢give rise to the va”ious class s;rugcles In cther
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words, one must acknowledge ‘on the one hand a transcen-*

dental dlscrepancv between Human Nature w1th ltS potentlal
for full development and the Human Essence whlch both |
actuallses and restrlcts it; one must, on the other hand

ackﬂowledge the various empirical contradictions wthh come .

out:in the open when the productlve forces, at;a.glven,tlme,
develop fully, in thelr limited form of existence-

and come 1n conflict w1th the exlstlng relatlons of Pro-
duction. Until and including the capltallst-era, a dis-.
.crepancy between these two "moments" in human existence
-presisted cven when no contradictions made themselves mani-
fcst;-in any.clear and forceful way. Marx is emphatic on
this point. He arcues that. ! )

S The definite condltlon under which tney produce. ..
corresponds, as long as the contradiction has not vet
- appcared, to the reality of their conditioned nature
"~ their one-sided existence,the. one-sidedness of “which
only Dbecomes evident when the contradiction enters
on the scene and thus exists for the later individuals.

For Marx, the enmpirical contradictions are a sign =~ .

or symptom of a more fundamental problem, namely, an unde-

oped and inadcquate state of human existence. To ignore
this vital idea would merit the same criticism he directed
against the English who, as we saw carlier, "have the tenden-
cy to look upon - the earliest” form of appearance of a thing

as the cause of its existence." The germs of a conttadiction
exist witﬁin the "Asiatic, ancient,dfeﬁdal and modexrn soci-

etics" even when the relations of producticn are appropriate

to the material forces of production of the epoch. It could

cr

be said tha the empirical contradiction is nothing but the
full development, maturity or incubation itself of the in-
herent inadeguacy and 01rCLmbcr1ptlon of the various histo-
rical Totalities. Marx argues that bourgeois society, re-
presenting the highest form of production of its kind (Grund.
105) shows that "all previous intercourse was only inter-

course of individuals under particular conditions, not sof
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'1ndlv1duals as 1ndlv1duals."(Ger Id 91)

In Marx's perspectlve each of the hlstorlcal To—

talltles or Communities can be regarded’ as a negatlon of

- man and the negatlon pers;sted regardlcss of whether the
people were or were not conscious of it. Hereln lies the
secret of Marx's dialectic of negat;vlty with regards to

its orlgln its movement flnallty and eventual suspens;on.
The brocess of human development, as earlier p01nted out,

1s from- "non-keing to being®; from "non-man to man". The
negatlon of man, ekpressed,and established by the different
Totalities;or "integuments" is, for Marx, the point of de-

parture of human cxlstence A succeséion of negations of’

negations, (i.e. of inadequate Totalltlcs) Twidl _finally
- . ‘—\___

posit and establish a Totality which will repréécnt.ané\““=x-

. confirm the "individual as individual®", "man as man". The"

norm here is fﬁllv devciooed man, man as man.. The flnallty

lnvolved fn Marx's dlalcctlc/an intrinsic one rather than

the reverse -- a finality of fulfllgint and conpletlon btcm—

nlng from an existential state of unfilment and incomple teness.
Since cach and every historical Teotality is in-

herently limited, its very preservétion and development breeﬁs

its own dissolution. "“The preservation of the old community",

Mars explains, "includes the destruction of the conditions

on whicﬁ it rests, turns into its opposite."(Grund-494) It

is, ﬁﬁé argues, in the nature of Lne dlalectlc of negativity,

to produce "prQCIbGlV the OD“OSlue of what was to be ex-

pected." (ibid.295) This vital idea underlying the dialectical

process and sustaining the element of coherence and continu-

ity within history is elaborated further when Marx savs:

. -Consicdered ideally, the- dissolution of a given form
of consciousness sucficed to Xill a whole cpoch. in
rcalltv this barrier to consciousness corresponds
to a definite degree of develooment of the forces

of material oroduction and hence of wealth. True,
there was not only 2 development on the old basis,
but also a develocment of tnis basis itself. The .
highest development of this basis itself (the flower




=
-~ . .-

. - ) . _
into.which it transforms 1tself° but it is always
this basis, thls plant as flower:; hence wilting.

- after the, flowerlng and as consequence of the’ flower;gff,u

'Iing) is the point at which it is itself worked out,
developed, into the form in which it is compatlble

with the highest development of the forces of pro- ' f*w'

- duction, hence also the richest dewelopment of the
. 1nd1v1duals As soon as this point is reached, the

" further development appears- as decay, and the new
development bégins.from a new basis. (Grund. 540-541)

The main idea in the above, we suggest, is found in
the phrase "wilting after the. flowering and as consequence
of the flowerlng" and in the concludlng ‘words that "the

. further’ development appears as decay, and the new develop—

ment begins «from & new basis. We have here the crucial

-conceptlon regarding the genetlc descent and - coherence be-"

theen the different Totalitdes. The ‘human’ developmental
brocess is analogous to a Drama where the cllmax of one. act
1eads to the opening of another and the dlfferent acts held
together by means of a plot which transcends each separate_ﬁ
act. o o _ | h '
Without the presupposed discrepancy between the
Nature and the Essence there would be no "wilting after the
flowering® and this is the basis of the whole dialectic of’

negativity. Without, however, the contradiction which ap-

_pears as a result of tne flowering, history would be at &

‘for its own sake, but for the sake of a positive state, which

standstill and all nrooress forgone. . ,
Marx's dialectic is thus a means ta an end. Boﬁh the
"being" and the "forn“ or e\orc551on of the negatlvltv ls

oependent on a state of nogatlon in which .the human race

.allegedly finds 1tself% "It is not a guestion .of negativity

corresoonos to Marx's millennium.: The dialectic, accorolnglv
shonld not: be reduced to a scnseless arf@ morbid- tendency fore.
cestrnctlon. It thrives on the negation of man perpetr%ted -
by the historical TOcalltlcS- At least as far as the various
contradictions: and c1ass struggles are concerned it is - not'

o

expected to go on forever. It w11l end when tHe negatlon of

M
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”5}man is- suspended by a wholesome and humanlstlc Totallty'or

,).‘

’Essence.‘ Accordlng to Marx:

SRR Jr' lt is: not a questlon of the Hegellan "negatlve unlty L -]Qfﬂﬂjf

' _of. two sides of a, contradiction, hut of the~mater1ally B

.determined destructiom. of the” precedlng ‘materially’” “z~-“‘ L

determined mode of life of individuals, withethe" - ST

~ disappearance’ of which this c0ntrad1ctlon together R XN
Cwith its- unity also dlsappears. (Geruld 105) s ST :

" We have so far discussed the perspectlve whlch we.
consider necessarv for a correct lnterpretatlon of Marx's
-dlalectlc. We must now e\amlnc more carefully the dynamlcs

of the dialectic and relate it to the three causal agenc1es S
1oent1fled and discussed earlier. - )

- In The Poverty of Philosophy, MarX writes that, “what

constltutes dlalectlcal movement 1is ‘the co- exlstence ‘of two
COnt:adlctorv sfé:;\ thelr contllct and their fus;on Lnto

2 new categorv."(Poverty ll’) This is another good example

of Marx's, style. We have here a btatcnent loaded w1th mean-

ing but terse and’ cryptlc to the point of frustratlon. The . Lot
_problem again stems from a lacx of suff1c1ent or aoequate - |
clarification of terms. What constltutes a “contradlctorv
side"? Is a "contradiction™y ;%n Marx's sense, a Ehv51cdl N

. or natural phtnoneﬁon -- assumlng “that this is possibkble --

".or an e\ClUSlV;lV‘COﬂHCLOUb one 1nvolv1ng an ensemble of
'species Mwlations? - _

' Marx's doctrine on contradlctaons is s;mllar to the

- one lound within the scholastic tradltlon. A contradictipgh

is a negation of a substance's "cssence". It has,theref re,
both an epistemological and an "oﬁtic" dimension. For £wo
‘phenomena to be in contradlctlon £t6 each other they must

stand in an anti-thetical position with regards to each other's’
essence. They must mutually ncgate and e\clude each other.
;Marx argues, for e\ﬁmple that the Yorth and South poles ad.

not stand in contradiction to cach other; neither do man
\T)ard woman. In both cases, the “"cssence" is not! negated.

The North and the South are both Eoles- male and female

-
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"vare both human. The_contradlctlon of a pole would be non—l;j:
o '{ :hpole- the'contradlctlon of ‘a human would be non—human.‘He
| owrites: SR B ST

_both the North and South Poles are ‘poles; they are’
identical in essence.. Slmllarly, both the male and :
female sex belong to one spegies and have ‘one essence
‘ the essence of man. North and South’ are the opposite
- *determlnatlons of % single essence; the distinct
: - sides of one essende at the hlghestgpglnt of its
_ _ development. They -are the essence in a s¥ate of dif-
.. o ferentiation. ‘They are what they are enly as a T
' ' 7 distinct determlnatlon ‘and moreover da_ghiérdlstlnct
determination of . an essence. -The true, real extremes
would be a pole as opposed to a non- pole, a human as-
. ‘ 'opposed to-a non-human sex. The differentiation in .
- this case is one of existence, in the former situation
it is one of essence, of two essences. (Barly W.155-156)

.. : A contradlct;on in Marx*'s sense, (as in the Scholastic -

-

e ?7 one), has therefore an esséntial dimension. In this peégﬁﬁ

‘ E peqtive; Marx's contention that a dialectic obtains only

. with the "co-existence of two contrad1ctory.smdesP appears ‘ =
immediately as a paradoXx if-not a logical absurdity. How .
can'contradictidns co-exist? w;thin'the Eraditionallper— v
jspective of a stable ontology, where the nature of something
Eis identical with its essence, a contradiction results in
%he complete annihilation of that which is contradicted. 'In
Ehis @erspecﬁﬁye,‘a ncegation of ohe's essence (through con-~

tradietion or change), leads at most to a new substance

entalllng the loss of the "ontlc" 1ntegr1ty of the being
. undergoing the change. Clearly, therefore -either what Marx

understands by a contradiction is not what is generally un-

derstood by this term, a position which is unacceptable on

the basis of what ye saw above, or he has in mind a radically
olfferent netaoqcsical perspective uhere co-existence of con-—
tracictions is possible. This latter alternatlve is clearly
suggested by Marx's system. Marx de-ontologises the "essence",
regarding 1t as an Idcal but not an ontological or self-
_5L951st1ng hypostat1 zation; 1in the case of man, he distin-

guishes the "Essence" from the "Nature". The Human Essence



'lés "an ensemble of soc1al relatlons" is dlStlnCt from,

'Vunltes the many 1nd1v1duals._ Thls makes it poss;ble for_

Human Nature as "an 1nterna1 Gumb . generallty which naturally

B L A

-

“two contradlctory "essences" or Ideal hypostatlzatlons to 7

5co—exlst v1s a—v1s Human Nature. - AS we saw earller "the

preservatlon of the. old communlty" - whlch can be regarded
'as;the Human Essence -- "1nc1udes‘the:dest:uctlon of.. the .
condition on which it reSts, turns into its opposite." In

- value" or money

:this perspective, a conflict is conceivable‘between an

.

Essence and its anti—thesis between the old concrete Univer—'
sal which becomes lnadcquate and a new one, conjured up by
the developed productlve forces and demandlng the dissolution

of the former one. Here we have. a genuine case 'of the "co-

existence of two contradictory sides"® and their resolving
conflict. For example, in Marx's perspectlve, the Feudal

Human Essence was negated by the non-Feudal one, viz. the

‘BourgeoiS'which,fundahentally.eonsists of the dissolution of .

the politico-social relations of the medieval era; thef

bourgeois ESSenee, fundgmentally consisting of "exchange-
"'being-for-itself”, will'allegedly

. be demolisted by its anti-thesis, wviz. labour in its "being-

For-itself®*. The anti;thesis'between,these two Essences 1is

1molled witen Marx writes:

-It, living-labour DOslts _itself objectively, but it
Doslts this its ob;ect1v1ty as its own non-being
or as the being of 1ts not- belng -- of capital.
(Grund.454)

If the above is correct we can draw three major con-
clusions: | ‘

Since the dialectic works with eon;;adictions and
these 1nvolve the negatlon of a, distinct Universal Essence
or Communlty the character of the new Essence is- quallfled
by that of its predecessor. A contradiction is qualified by
what 1s contradicted. Therefore not any alternative Com-

munity should aooear but that hhlch ncgates the ©ld one.

This 1s =ccordlng to Marx, what ultimately provxdes the
4 -
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. the element of coherence and contlnulty ln human'hlstory.,~f"

Thls also rules out a premature revolutlon whlch shatters ?'
the dellcate ‘balance of ;orces_between the tnree “moments"’

in. human ex1stence as suggested by Marx.-~

' Marx s p051t10n does not entail a- pre-determlnatlon
“of a hlstorlcal process ‘but a’ case of subsequentlal dlssolu—
tion of a factual status quo which is 1ntr1n51tally 1nade—‘
‘quate, following the maturatlon of - 1ts 1nadequacy. Marx does
not claim that the capitalist system, for example, was pre-
ordalned or prc determlned with the necessmty of a natural
or phys;cal law. Bourdgeois soe}ety is the loglco soc1a1
development'of itslpredeCessor 'Feudal society. The latter

was .a loglco—soc1al development o

the ancient cla551ca1.
" A different status guo would entail T different- loglco -social
oevelopment because it would entall-a dlfferent Community
with' its own inherent 11m1tatlons and latent contradlctlons.‘
Marx explicitly rejects the allegatlon that he endorsed an
exclusive formula of human social development which has to
be;followeé in every country regardless of its natural con-
ditions of ewisteﬂee. ‘He points -out in reply to a_certain
Mi\nallqysky that: | ‘ ) ‘

- He feels he absolutely must metamorphose my hlstorl-
cal sketch of the genesis of capitalism in Western
Europe into an hlSLOFlCO—PhllOSOPth theory of the
general path every peéople is fated to tread, what- _
ever the historical circumstances in which it finds -
itself, in order that it may ultimately arrive at the
form of economy which ensures, together with the -
greatcst expansion of the proauctlve powers of social
labour, the most complete development ‘of man. But
I beg his- pardon. (He is both honouring and ‘shaming
me too much.) (Sel.Corr.313)

Marx'!s point is that the socio-cconomic development
of any country depends on the state of existence in which
it finds itself. We have here to resort againm to the im—

portant distinction between the transcendental discrepancy

between the Nature:and the Essence of man, in it historical

existence and.the euolrlcal contladlctlons ‘which it breeds.-

N4
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.The fact of the dlscrepancy, the fact namely., that each

.and every Community, (Human Essence) throoghout histo:y'

~has been 1nadequate sustamns the dlalectlc of: negat:.v:.tyr

the way or mode 1n-wh1ch this movement takes ‘place dépends

.. on the partlcular character of the. old Community ltself.

Marx glves the example; of the plebeians of Ancient Rome who

.became dlspossessed but did not turn into proletarians be-

cause capltal was not as yet a concrete unlversal -and the

;“nexus rerum"

o

" They were orlglnally-froe poasants cach cultivating
his own piece of land on his own.account. In the
course of Roman history they were expropriated.

The same movement which divorced them from their
means of production and subsistence involved the
formation not only of big landed property but also
of big money caultal And so one fine morning there
were to be_found on the one ‘hand free men, stripped
. _.of everything oxcept- their labour power, and on the
other, in order .to cxpleoit this labour, those who
-~ held all the acquired wecalth in their poescasmon.
What happened?. The Roman proletarians became not
wage labourers. but a mob of do-nothings more abject
than the former "poor whites" in the South of the
United States, and alongside of them there developed
a mode of productlon which was nd? capitalist but
based on slaverv. Thus c¢vents strikingly analogous
but t#%ing place in different historical: surroundings
led to totally differcnt results. (Sel. Corr.313)

The above confirms our contention that, in Marx's
system, it is not expropfiation (or poverty) as such that
creates the proletafiat'but expropriation within a secio- k_ )
productive system in which the productive process is dominated

by an imperative for wealth as an end in itself. This happens

Ahheﬁ capital or mongy bocowmes the Community.

It is 1mportant, thercfore, .to owstlngulbh the "1=w"
which governs the devolopment of the human spec1es, namely,
tﬁe‘dialectic of negativity and.its movement from one ne-
gation to another until‘a positive state is reached, from

the particular manifestation and rcalisation of this "law".

Marx himseIf points out that: "no natural law can be done

away with. '“at can change 1n historically different

R
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c1rcumstances is iny the form. 1n whlch these laws assert ‘

.themselves "(lbld 209) This prov1des an element of stablllty
and coherence within human hlstory whlle retalnzng an ele—“
ment of contingency since the dlalectxc works on the avall—

able material.

i.-‘

- ‘Another - major conc1u51on from our prev1ous dis-

cussion’ concerns the appllcablllty of Marx's dlalectlar
Since a contradiction consists in the negatlon of one! s

essence, only a being which is able to create its own essence.

as an Ideal hvposta*lzatlon dlStlnCt from its subjective

exlstence, is in aposition to re-<create an anti-thetical

‘essence while simultaneously refainihg its subjective in-

tegrity. This is the nature of a “species-being" and there-
fore only this type of being is amcnable to a dialectical
pfocese. In Marx's system, however, only the human Seing‘
enjoys subjective consciousness and "species- life“ The
conclusion of this is cruc1al -~ Engels’'s attempt to apply
tne dialectic to tne whole "rest of naLure" to man's. "1n—
organlo body", is in serlou; conflict w1th Marx's doctrine.
Onlv "man" is able to duplicate himself in a formal sense -
and subsequently negate his duplication. The 'analogy of the.
core and the shell is, therefore, not to be taken too
seriously. The relationship of a sced to its ped is not er
of contradlctlon as fxund betuecn Human ¥Yature and the Human
Essence, but one of mere biological growth in which one
principle of movement is at work. .The same applies in the
case of a céemieal change as when, for example, Hvdrogen and

Oxygen turn into water. 1In this case there is no conflict

of contradictory essences but the transformation into-a third,

of two distinct'ones.'
- One- source of the mistake of apwlving Marx's dia-
lectic of negativity to the "external nature™ can be traced
to a confusion between Hegel's law of quantitative change
turning into a qualitative enc -- a law to which Marx sub-
9ft1c itself. hegel' law applies

H

scribed -- with the

* -

-
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. beings -- this change amounts to a change of substance.
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to maQ”ahd ﬁo“tﬁe'"reeﬁrofvnature" but remains distinct from

‘the dialectic. Per se, “this law does not 1mply a "co-

‘existence of contradlctorv sides®" but  mere essentlal change.

.sIn those-substances where the essence is 1dent1cal with the

nature -- according to Marx, all substances eycept human,

Hegel®s law, at most,.rejects the autonomy and stability.
(and a-prioriness) of the Arlstotellan substance and .em- -
phasises the role and vitality of the cnv1ronmont in relatlon

to the former. -It makes us "define" things in v1rtue of

the environment rather than in spite of it and so a relatlonal

ggther than an absolutlst perspective of reality is encouraged.
L= * ) : . N

Hegel's law, we conjecture, can be exceptionally useful and

fertile in the hands of the pfofcssional ontologist and cos-

nologist 'However‘ even if this law is materialised in the

'alalectlc of negativity, it should not be confustd with it.

Not every ch\hge of quantity 1nto guality involves a con-

tradiction. Briefly, we can say that change through a con-

‘tradiction, in Marx's sense, is possible when 1) the nature

of something is distinct from its essence; 2) a discrepancy
between these two "moments" gives rise to a conflicting sit—
vation betwcen two anfi—tﬁetical essences; 3) the cnange
which follows does not destroy the "ontic" 1ntecr1ty of the
original nature. The,;esult of a resolved contradiction

should not be a new substance but a "modified" form of the-

b e vty
-

original one.

Finally, Marx's dialectic of negativity accentuates

_the vital role of social consciousness in human development.

‘Social consciousness is necessary for the being itself of the

Human Essence both in its universal and in its particular

dimensions. It 1s necessary alsc for the creation of the

- anti-thesis in the form of a contradictory Essence. It is

equally necessary for bringing. about the solution of the

conflict between the "two contradictory sides". The negation

of something, both with regards to the method and the subject-

e v—————— L et a4
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matter, is gqualified byAWhaﬁ ﬁs to be negated. 'Ip the case
"of Marx's dlalectlc the object of the negation is. an Ideal
vhenomenon . a formality. This negatlon cannot be effected
'except through conscious act;vzty. - ) ' .

Marx suggests the view that, -at a certain point in
history, fbllowing the'dcvelopmént of human "praxis", two
-anti- tnetlcal Essences begin to make themselves felt -- one
conservatlve, the' other pxogrcss;ve. The former one, re-
presenting the establishment, endeavours to sustain and pre-
serVe the status quo and its ideology. The latter .still
unofflclal but menacing, clamours for change and adaptlblllty
to new needs and 1mperat;ves.. It is the time when the wind
of change b}ows over the land, provoking excesses from both
reactionaries and revolutionaries. The point }s, however,
that fhese two Essences or "contradictory sides" and their
conflict are. not physical phenomena but conscious ones --
pnenomena that reduire recognition and acknowledgment in an -
intelligent and evaluative way. This,‘ﬁowever, isn't some-
thing that happens with the necessity qf'a positive law or
a law of mere nature, unless we reduce éonsciousness to a’
psychological tendency or mere instinct -- a fallacy to which
Marx never succumbed. It, therefore, remains possible for
the productive forces to develop and a need for change to
arise while social consciousness remains oblivious to, (or
not sufficiently intrigued by), this need to effect the re-
quired transformation. his was already happening in Marx's

wn time in the case of the.British woxrking classes.

Marx's definition of man as a species-being, the
"ontic" StatUb and role of a "So;cies" or Totality as a
concrete universal, the me omatgd character of species-rela-
tions, the characterisation of the main causal agencies as
rhree "moments" in ‘human existence and’ the cmphasis Marx puts
oﬁ "relations"® ratiher than on “fhlngs" or distinct and auto—,
nomous phenomera or "substances", again strongly encourage

a2 trinitarian conception of human existence and related
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phenomena, such as; capital| labour, -exchange, property etc..

The sylloglstlc formula, in|our view, holds the secret to

the, whole logic of- Marx's system and rules out a narrowly °
sc1ent1f1c and economic per pectlve. Harx himself e\p11c1t—
ly equates the economic formula, C = M - C, wﬁlch is fun-= .-

damental to his whole econonic theory, w1th the logical

formula P-U-TI. He writes that, Y

The formula ¢ - M - |C can...be reduced to.the ab--
stract logical syllggism P - U - I, where particula-
rity forms the firsy extreme, universality chd¥ac-
terises the common middle term and individuafity,
signifies the final extreme. (Pol.Econ.9g)

Applving the formula to "productive forc
“proéuction relations“,tPR), and "social consciousness";
(SC), we will have PF Lok | sc. This pattern is implicd
in Marx's contention that:

Labour on the basis pf exchange valucs presupposcs,
precisely, that neither the labour of the individual
nor his product are Jirectly general; that the pro-
duct attains this form only by vassing through an
objective mediation,| by mcans of a form of moncv
distinct from itselfl. (Grund.l72)

. Marx acknowledges'his indebtedness to Hegél for the
'bési$ of this insight into Human Hature and its "movement®.
The "Hegelian contradiction™ remains for him the "soﬁrce of
all dialectic."(Cap.1.596,n.3) The problem with Hegel, ac-
cording to him, was that in |the latter's system, "As the
universal is made autonomous|, it is directly confounded with
empirical existence and this limited existence is at once un-
critically judged to be the lexpression of the Idea."(Early W.
102) Hegel, therefore, "dogs not develep his thought from
the object, but instead the [object is constructed according
to a system of thoudht perfacted in the abstract sphere of
logic-"(ibid.69) Marx, howevier, "docs not reject the reality
and role of the concrete universal as implied Dby iiegel's
system. What he rejects is |the a-prioristic geonesis of this
univérsal. Marx considers Hegel superibr to other philoso-

phers because, in his view, [despite his mysticism and Iceal-
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mf“Hegel s Phenomenologle", he argues

.envirenment.

B
ism, the latter provides é‘vélﬁébié:iﬁSight.into reality.

"in spite of - its specus

‘latlve original siif, glves “in many 1nstances the elements! of

a true description of human relatlons “(Céll. Works,Vol. 1v.
193) ) ) : _
Within the-syllogisfic formula, the Universal as
middle term,is regarded as the cause of the two other terms.
In Marx!s system, the Universal is not a-priori or auto--
nomous but 'a product of human "praxis". The Universal is
théquore botﬁ a cause and an effect. This 1is where Marx's
system radicaliy sets itself apart from Idealism. The logi-
cal formula itself 1is accepted but not ité idealistic appli-
cation. ® The content or "substance" of the formulé is re-
garded as a human creaéion stemming from man's contact with
his environment. The character of the concrete universal
expresses the nature and character of human practical exis-
tence. Its cmpirical origin emphasiscs man's intimate con--

nection with "external nature". This deserves closer oxX-

amination. -

Cur sﬁudy so far shows that Marx's system thrives on
two basic presuppositions, namely, that human consciousness
is distinct though not scparate from the physis and that
human conscious coxistence changes with the chaﬁging rchysical
We must analyse further these two presupposi-

tions and discuss their implications.

§:3 The Nature and Genesis of Human Consciousness

The dist 1nctness of the "realm of consciousness"

from the phvsical and mere natural, within Marx's systenm,

has been repcatedly referred to.

The importance of this
conception, houhver, justifics further corroboration and -

clarification.

-
-

According to.Marx, human censciousness, whether in

the form of the Abstract Objectification,(the concrete Unive-

sal), or in tke form of the Ideoloaical Superstructure, or

“
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in the form of Soc1a1 Consc1ousness 1s not reduc1ble to the
fphys;cal the. measurable ot qpantlflable. Marx 1dent1f1es
Lhuman consciousness with, soclal existence: "conscmousness
is...from the very beginning a social product and remains
so as long as’ men exist at, all." (Ger.Id.51) However "soci-

ety" or the "communltv“ w1t11n his system denotes an order

- " RSP RULAVERNOT VRS L A S

of belng distinct from nere phv51ca1 co-existence or co- .\\//\

habitation of different 1ndlv16uals. It denotes a third
factor which actsas the "nexus rerum" having an ideal and
not a physical nature. The Community or Totality cannot,
therefore, be rcduced either to jnstinct or to some other
physical factor.. g -

Marxt!s viecws on human CORHCIOUanbS come out also

in the per ive of. his crit1c1sm of both traditional ma-

terialism al Serman Idealism. He criticises traditional
materialism because,in its porspective, man cRerges as es-
sentially passive, a mere part of the physis, a mere naturdl
being. He points out that the active rol@-and cﬁaracter of
man were developed by Idcalism which, however, did not know
or recognise roal men, but acknowledged only Spirit, -Con-
sciousness -- the "Ideal man”. (Thesis 1,0n Feuerbach) Mar\'s
aim was to merge the insights of the Iopallsts.w1th'the spatio-
temporal framcwork of the traditional materialists. The

net result, he claims, is.that his materialism is synonymous
with Humanism. He statos: -

After Hegel lla\LQ{bDCCUlathL DhllObODJ\]ln SO mas-
terly a fashion with all subscguent metaphysics and
with German idealism 1nd 'Ounc*d a metaphysical uni-
versal kingdom...It will be do cated for cover by
materialism which has nowrbecn perfected by the work
of spoculation itself and coincides with humanism.

(on Religion,s34)9 .

r

+

A-little later, he adds:

There is no ‘necd of any great ponctration to see from
the teaching pf materialism on the original goodness
and cqual intellectual cndowment of men, the omni-
potence of rexperience, habit and ooucaolon and in-
flucnce of onvironment ‘on man, the great significance
of industryv, the justification of enjovment, etc.,
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"'.;:how necessarlly materlallsm .is connected’Wxth‘com-
' _munlsm and soc1a115m.(1b1d 60) ISR _

In the above, the_"materlallsm" ‘Marx speaks of re-
fers to an etoerlentlal-framework. Per se, thlS connotes no

reductivism. Marx.- i85 empha5151ng experience, .somethlng {

.'equally enohaszsed w1th1n the Thomistic tradltlon whlch
posits, as 1ts point of departure, "sens;tlve rational ex-
perience". The peoint to strcss is that Marx's d;slllu51on—
ment’ with traditional metaphysical and spcculatlve phllosq-

. phy leads neither to agnostlc posmt1v1sm nor to a reduc-’

. tive materlallsm or to a narrow sensationalism -- all-of

R which would be inevitable if the element of the "ideal", "of’

trans- 0Hys;calltv of subject1v1tv and self- determlnatlon

claimed by tHQ__ueallstlc tradition , were reg;cted The work
of speculation is interpreted as an ‘achievement of human
consciousnpss in its developmqntal and liberating process;
it is neither aftributed to the unfolding of an Absolute

Idea nor reduced to a mere epipﬁcnomcngn of "matter-in-

hotién", both of which rob_ﬁén of his character, vitality

and achievements. Marx's-complaint against iegel was not

arding themature or the "ontic" status of the Ideal but

and zutencmy of its rcality. The pro-

BN

blem with Hegel, he states, is that the latter:

makes man the man of self-consciousness instecad of
making self-consciousness the self-consciousness of

’ man, of real man, i.e., of man living also in a real,
oojeculve world =1a oetermzngd by that world. He

ands the world on its head and can therefore in

his head also dissolve all limitations, which ne-
vertheless romain in existence for bad consciousness,
for real men-(Col--uorks Vol.1lv,6192}

we can say that within Marx's criticism . of "all
~
= hitherto existing materialisa", there is implicd a positive
- - - -C- -
) appreciation rather than a total rejection of the work of

speculative thinkers. The keing of sp cculative thought is =

not rejected; it is re-interpgreted- and accounted for in a

ot
0

different manner wnile, 2t the s preserving its
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kd;stlnct nature and realltv."Marx argues that,in the per- )"
uspectlve of a materlallstlc monlsm reallty,?lncludlng man )

R . hlmself can be conceived only "in the’ form’of ‘the object

' | or. of contemplatlon but not as sensuous human activity,. .

._practlce not subjectlvelv. W Tradltlonai matexlallsm there- -
e fore! does not distinguish, as Marx does, /#huégﬁnhature“
and "external nature®. Nature is regardﬁd as one homoge—- -
. o neous typé of'substance.‘_For.Marx, by contrast . man is not '
simply part of one homogeneous reality, .'"matter"; he is
regarded as a natural: belng but not as a‘“mere natural being." .
The distinctness, Marx has 1n mlnd with relation to man, 1s
the distinctness of a subgect that is-capable of establish-
ing and asserting itself.in relation to an ob;ect-—— some-.

thing which would be 1mp0s51ble 1f man and nafc matter or .

‘the"physis" were identical and in the same order of being.
The activity Marx imputes to man, in counterdistinction to
that of traditional materialists, is a subjective activity
analogous to the one presupposed and dcvelOoed by‘the Idcal-
‘/’ ists. The main difference between the twO is that with Marx,
man in his experiential existence, epitomises this subjective
activity.t? : o . -

The above shows that in Marx's system, “thouoht“‘
or "consciousness" is not a mere epiphenomenon or by-product
of the “"phvsis®. If it were, man's subjective activity and
his power “for sélf-detcrmination, repeatedly enphasised by
Marx would be impossible; eqgually impessible would be the
"oer;eculon" of "matter" by thought. In'the final analysis,
as earller 001ntud out, human consciousSness is accepted and
presupposed Ly Marx as a ract.

When discussing the primordial oxzst nce of- the hu-
man species, Marx refers to consciousness as. one of the initial
moments of human existence. "We £ind," Marx. says, “that_man'
also possesses ‘consciousness' but, even so, not inherent,
not 'pure! consciousness. from the start, "the 'spirit' is-

afflicted with the curse of being 'burdened' with matter,

~
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at the hegemony of the Splrlt and at. the-alleg

whzch here makesfrts\appearance.lnfthe form o@ agltated
layers of alr sounds 1n short of language.ﬂ(Ger Id 50—51)
We should not dzsm1ss th:.e statement as a’ mere
E-Of rxd;cule at the expense of the Ideallsts.f
ev1dent but’ a150 ev1dent 1s the fact that 1t i

express;on

_autonomy of conscmousness as held’ Wlthln the 1&eallst1c

tradltlon. Marx does not ridicule the- v1ew that "Spirlt“

15 distinct . from»"matter" In fact later on-he poznts out
;that in hls prlmltlve habltat “man_ is only" dlstlngulshed

from sheep by’the fact that with- him. consclousness takes

“the place of 1nst1nct ‘or that his 1nst1nct 'is a conscious

one."(lblg 51) The dlSthCtlon between consciousness - a&d

‘instinct, deserves attention. THgs recalls what we dis-

cussed earller on the formallsatlon and 1deallsatlon of

tion Marx draws .between "consciousness® or "Spirit" and

its “appearance” is signifjcant,and fits tidely with Marx's
‘earlier contention that "reason has always exrfted but’ not

aluays in a ratlonal form."(Early W.208)

Thouﬁh Marx was more concerned with the form of

\

nunan consciousness, with its “affllctlon by matter"™

than with its bLlnG the idea is clearly implied that in

S . «
physis, as. far as its being is concerned.-This

- because it means that, according to -him, at no

its prlmltlve.and instinctive .form, consciousness is al-

_reacy qualified as human, as digtlﬁct and "free" from the

is crucial

momeht in

its existence was the human spe ccies without some kind of

human -cons¢iousncss. As far 2as its being, its,

. . R - E . . v R *
status is concerncd, Lman cofIFTiousness, like

of man, has aluavs beén and will always rcmain

of coorse, to adknowledge the distiact

for Its oene51s._ Probablv one of the most difficult and.

vontic"
the Nature
the same.

reality of

c0ntroversmal points 1n Marx's svstem is-his p051tlon

"m._ ..', r_-- . . ) ) ) - ': .. .

.

The 1rony 1s

s\:;rected
dly -total

man's emplrlcal exlstence. Moreover, the further distinc-

¢

.the—"realm of consciousness" is not the samec as 1o account




[regardlng the doctrlne of the emergence of | man as “thlnklng S

”udmatter“ - Wlthln the tradltlonal perspectlve, once consclous-’
f;’ness is recognlsed as.a dlstlnct phenomenon, '1t is’ assocrated.
' wlth.;heﬁnon-naturalras such, ‘and, by’ 1mp11catlon frequent-‘
1y with. the eternal and mystlcal Consc1ousness lstacL_
cordingly, elther regarded as a-priori and time- less or

.. else a resort is made - to a direct intervention by the DlVlne."
‘ The idea of emergence, of an evolutlonary novelty, of a )

spontaneous break with the past, as. far as consc1ousness-is ST o

concerned." is hard to accopt - If consciousness.is acknow-

ledged as dlstlnct from mere .matter or the "physis", iﬁ\

couldn't possibly have come from it. The problem, however

could be that, tradltlonal phllosophy is generally not : ' _:f”ﬁ

oqulpped to handle certain new ideas and theories -- evoiu— *

tlon one of them. Causallty contlnucs to be 1nterpreted

'lmp11c1tly or ewpllcitly, in the Greek perspective of

“altla“ in a frame—work of accountability and responsibility,

an anthropomorohlc frame-work, where. the effect can be in-

-telllgentlv and. adoquatclyll accounted for. %emce'every

"effect” must have a rationale, 2 "logos". . In this per-—

spectlve Lo say that cowsc1ousness emerges. from "matter"

amounts to the view that 1t is an eplphenomenon or by- ) -

product of matter; alternatlvelv the claim amounts to a

case of 1ntelloctual and philesophical” 1r1espons1b111tv-

If .consciousness is an "effect™ of matter, then the latter . o

-is its cause. A cause 1is a “principium per se"influencs*

;SSG in aliud“. It is also vresupposed that there is more
’perfectlon in the cause than in the effoct The conclusion
‘is 1nesca§able. eilther consc1ousness is IGGUCLd _to matter
‘;or it must have a dlfferent cause. Marx's conception of
'.-"generatlo aequ1voca" wrthln the context of Hegel's lag

- of a change of quantltv into quality,. prcsents a departure

... from this ocrspectlve and suggests an o\panded view of .‘

. . causalltv. Matter produces consciousness but in a dlrrerent

sense.ln whlch a cause_;radltlonallv proouced an effect. It : -

-
+
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- i8S not a case of transmlttlng one s"perfectlon L@tent or.
'VJactlve 1nto another.

.and 1mp11es that the. effect wlll e . totally dlfferent from-

the cause- hence the 1dea~of “emergence" 7"novelty"'“aV‘

"break" w1th the past or the "rest" : From this moment the
~cause; i.e. "matter” .and the’ effect i.e., "thihking-matter", .

‘ become two major phenomena in the . universe, neither-one'ref'u

ducible to the other. The causal relatlonshlp between .
nmatter® and "thinking-mattexr® becOnes somethlng dlfferent

‘from that ‘obtained between-cause and effect 1n a duallstlc e

ox - monlstlc pcrspectlve. ‘The relat\onshlp becones dialec-

tlcal, 1nvolv1ng a rec1procal 1ntcr actlon between cause and
effect, with the effect- oftcn brlnglng the "destructlon" or

at least “the subordlnatlon of the cause This is the case

“in the relatlonsh;p between man and external nature. “That

anythlng" Marx says, “vcan ultimately-destroy its own cause
is a logical abQULdlty only for the usurer cnamoured of the
high interest rate.“(Cao 111. 422) The "usurer", -in Marx's
perspectlve epitomises.the fetishist who attributes the
ugmentation of his hcalth (through 1nterest) to a natural

dualltv i Lhc money 1taelf- Accordlnglv the "usurer" has '

a unllateral view of causality —% more nonev as cause, must

a fortiori produce ‘more lntulQthéﬁd nonev- The ideca of

interest-creating—wealth destroying itself when fully'deve—
loped as aﬁ economic -system, is regaroed es.irratiOnal. As
an illustration of'dialecticel causality, in which the effect,
destroys the cause, Marx gives the case of the Romé:e:
? The greatness of the Romans was the cause of their

conquests and their conquests destroyed their great-

ness. Wealth is the caguse of’ lL\urv and luxury has
a destructive effect on wealth. (ibid.422)

The above should be intervreted in the perspective
of Marx's doctrine that ancient ¢lassical Communities, in
their role as "nexus. rerum or social bonds" had a socio-"

kN

fIt is rather ‘a‘case. of a “novelty"7ﬁ5f"'wf{-

'fappearlng when' a certaln degﬁfe of complex1ty and quantltatlve S
g ST .

|1nten51ty is readhed. Thlsfls also a” Chardlnlan conceptlon



'h;nlltlcal character which dls;ntegrated-ln dlrect proportlon f;}‘
..”as wealth lncreased.' It should also be lnterpreted 1n the o
'“perspectlve of the 1og1c of his. system and.the dlalectlc of ‘]V h
hfnegat1v1ty 1n whlch a- "w;ltlng" appears “after “the" flowerlng :-':

‘and as consequence of the flowerlng" The case of the Romans

therefore '1s a relteratlon of: Marx s view. that the full~
maturlty of a concrete Unlversal or "nexus rerum" w1th1n SRR .
the- human dcvelopmental process produccs its own anti-

the51s and self- destruction. v . "

5:4 The-Causal-Relatlonshlp between Human Nature and Ex-

ternal‘Nature
.o ) ‘

[

~ We have seen that Marx regards certain phenomena

as “o;ganicﬁ,‘.This characterisation, in Marx's system, ap-
plies to a social phenomenon, a phehomeﬁon involving species
relations. The major guality of an "organic" phenomenon .
is it$ mediated exlstcnce and 1nte111g1b111tv a mediation
effected by means of a concrete universal. This tyvpe of
phenomenon has,rtherefoce, a."logos" outside its physmcal
compass. Only the ég;nah Species, Marx claims, is strictly

speaklng "organic" this sense. Ih the Grundrisse Marx

speaks of the human speocies str1v1ng "not to remain scme-
thing it has become but is in the absolute movement of be-
com1ng."(Grund.488) Other phenomena, such as “labour",
“exchange" “capital" “ofooertv" etc. are regarded as
"organlc" in so far as they are human or social relations,
caught up, so to~speak, in the human oeveloomcntal process
and not as -physical or natural phcnomena.(Gruhd.257—258)12
By contrast, Marx refers to the whole "rest of na-
ture" in its physical dimension as man's "inorganic hody“.
This means that "external nature", in Marx's perspective,
is passive, lacking that subjoective vitality which the
human species cnjovs. "Extornal nature® does not hauve a

"logos" omstlnct from itself as in the case of man.

‘T’HW¢ Rn 1ntrlgu1ng refercnce to ‘the relatwonshlp between

. .- 2

. ke
-+ -
- -

) -
-



" action in the traditionally veoluntaristic sense.

. Ilmanll

Jand “external nature

There 1t is clalmed that- 'f}“-: _fg- N ‘f} T

. o @ommunlsts An practlce treat the conditions. created R :.
[,'-‘ up to now by production and intercourse. as 1norganrc
' conditions, without, however 1mag1n1ng that it was
the plan or the destlny ‘of. prev;ous generations to ..
‘give them material, and without believing that these’
‘conditions were lnorganlc for the 1nd1v1duals creating’
them. (Ger: Id.86) - B S ;

‘The above contalns three postulates which conflrm the v1tal RS

EY

dlstlnctlon between "organlc“ and’ "1norganlc“ phenomena.
Specifically, Marx claims that: ‘ - .
l)The conditions of existence are “1norgan1c condltlons“
They do not enjoy, as natural phenomena some mysterlous ' R
inner dynamism of their own, giving them a power_oveiﬁﬁan's
d

silver are plain gold and silVer. Men endow them with a .

life. -They are human creations. .For example, gold a

social and formal dimension by turnlng them 1nto money and -
in this way positing them as “powers“ over eoc1ety- Only in
this sense can we regard 'gold and silver as "organmc?, deve-
loping from a fotm of mere medium of exchange to a state
where it exists.as capital or money as monev. By insisting
that the conéitions of existence are, by themselves, "in-
organic", Marx rejects both a materialistic and an Idealistic-
fatalism and zlso a narrow determinism. ‘

2)"It was not the plan or destiny of previous gener-
ations to give them material." This contention rejects a con-
ceptualistic framework with its speéhlative approach.- History,
aqcotding to Marx, is not the result of purely arbitrary
13

3) The conditions of existence are organic "for the
individuals creating Lntm“. This mcans that the external
environment is to be 1ntorpreted in the context of the exis-
tence of the human race in time and space. B

The major pfoblem with regards to tﬁe;causal inter-
action between "man" and nexteornal nature” stems from the

fact that in Marx's system this relationship has to be dia-



of two “contradlctory szdes"‘or Essences. The correlates

'of thls type of relatlonshlp must enjoy a subjectlve ex- K

istence. ~Since- wexternal nature" lacks this "quality",

'@ way must be found in which it can be made to overcome o

its oass;v1ty and “1norgan1c1ty" and subsequently enter lnto
a dialectical relationship with man.. ‘The solutlon to this

-problem within  the conflnes of Marx's. system lies in the

nature itself of man as a “spec;es-belng“ -~ Man formalises

his emplrlcal and phy51cu1 existence, objectifies:in an ideal

Jgen

senser his environment and, in this way, recacts to it. 'In

The German Ideclogy it is stated that:

Consciousness is at flrst of course, merely con-
*sciousness® concerning the 1mmcdlate sensuous environ-
ment and consciousness of the limited connection

-

with otgsr persons and things outside ‘the individual ;

who is drowing self-conscious. At -the same time it
is consciousness of nature, which first appears to

. men As a completely alien, all-powerful and unassail-
able farce, with which men's relations are purely
animal and by which they are overawed like beasts;
it is thus a purely anlmal consciousness of nature
(natural religion) just because nature is as yet <
hardly modified historically. (We sce here immediately:
this natural Yeligion or this particular relation-
B8f men to nature is determined by the form of sociey
and vice versa. (Ger.Id.51) -

If we take the case of the bolt of lightning which,
we conjecture, burnt the inguisitive cave-man to a crisp and
examine its "causality" within the perspective of the above,
we would have to say that the lightning produced and "cau ed"
a burning in the unfortunate cave-man and a state of shodz
in his unwaxry companions.’ But here it was not a matter of
a causal relationship bLeitween the lightning and man as mah; .
it was between the lightning and man as a physical and sensi-
tive being. The lightning would have caused a similar effect
on a tree or on the now extinct mammoth. On the other hand,
it was the presupposﬁd conscious cxistence of his awe-stricken
companions that reacted to this “event" in a mystified and

superstitious way, i.e. in a conscious way and credited this

:flectlcal ? a type of relatlonshlp 1nvolv1ng a- confllct IR

g




event to some unknown "power", thus creatlng a chaln.reactlon
" of myths and fancies.: . This’ means that human 1nd1v1duals
react to an external stimulus ir’a way accordlng to’ their
conscious nature and their statenof exlstence-'-"Thlnklng—
ma‘l':ter"l accepts‘ appropriates and reacts to "matter“ in a -
"thlnklng“ way, Jjust as a dog reacts in a canine way and a

tree in a vegetatlve_way; The consciousness of "thlnklng—_'

matter” lS a dlmen51on of thisfney matter and not of "mere*-;

matter“ .or the “rest of naturef'. It represents or reflects
the’ state the state of- exlstencc f"thlnklng—matter“ which
does not live in,a vacuum ¢r disembodied but needs “matter“_
for its exi tence and realisation. Marx points out, in this
respect, that na definite consciousness is appropriate to ’
definite peonle and définite circumstances."{Coll.Works, V.250)
. To go back: to ‘the e\anple -of the bolt of lightning,
one will have to say that the initial belief, fear, super-
stition etc.,‘was man's conscious rcaction to a situation
following the primitive state of his social and- empirical
existence. This subjective and ideal reaction is later
pbjecgafied and hypggtatised. The lightning, thus, assumes
a mys ical-or fantastic dimension- which is regarded, in a
formal wa&, either as a natural quality of thelliqhtning v
itself -- a fetishistic reaction, or as’ a "warning", a
"punishment" or a display of power Dby some fdiety" -- a
snperstitnous reaction. Marx writes:

The sensuous consciousness of the fetish-worshipper
is different from that of the Greek, because his
sensyous existence is still dlfferent The abstract’
enmltv between sense and spirit is necessary as
-long\as +he human feeling for nature, the human

sense of nature, and thevefore also the natural sense
of man, are not }ut produced by man's own labor.
(Manus.154) :

This shows, according to Marx, the rale of "practice"

to solve theoretical riddles; (L.g. fbtlshlsm ano super-
‘stition) and, at the same time, for pSsiting “a ture theoxy

as in the case of Benjamin Framklin and the bolt of light-
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ning. T Lo o . -
. "7 the solution of theoretical riddles is the task of -

- . -practice. and effected through practice, just as true
oo “practice is the condition of.a real and pesitive

theory. (1b1d 153-154) : L . T .__-'
In the case of both fetlshlsm and superstltlon

man vests a natu:glbphenomenon with elther an- occult Qr a

‘super—natural quality and the reason f£or this is that he is

not aware of 1ts £rue and scient nature. This ignorance,
"in turn is Que to the fact that "nature is as yet hardly mo-
dified hlstorlcally. Man Marx 1mplles tends to créate
reaSoné;‘a "logo;", either where there is none of where he
sees none.’ More knowledge, following "praxis®™ will dispel
this mistaken consciousness and will replace it with scien-
tific theory. - ‘ . o
*All mythology overcomes and domznatca and shapes‘the
forces of nature in the imagination and by the imagi-

nation; it therefore vanishes with the advent . of
real masterv over them. {(Grund.1l10) -

Both the fetishistic or superstitious cbnsciopsness
of thelprimitive man and the scientific knowlecdge of B. Fran- |
klin are alike as far as the being of conscicusness is con-
cerned. It is not the bolt of lightning or the, nervous sys- _
tem itself, that directly creates mythology and superbtltlon - ot
in primitive man. These are a product: 5T a mode of existence
which attributes a formal dimension to natural phbnomohé, thus -
turning them into abstract objectifications. .This mode of
existence is the human one. A non-natural dimension given -
to the lightning bolt by man, in turn influences him and
gives rise to all kinds of fanta leS and superstition, en{ o
douraging a corvgcpondlng kehavior. Man vests "matter® wifh
and succumbs to a non-natural dimension. However, man him-
self, in his presupposed consciocu xistence ‘ultinatcly
remains the causal agent. Accord 'ng to lLb btate of deve-
lopment, human consciousness vested the bolt of lightning
with different "formal" garbs -- a threat or whim of the

Gods; a divine punishment etc. Ultimatelyv, as a result of
4 .
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L - fe o J*sc;entlflc knowledge whose bas;s 1s man s own act1v1ty, .
| e-,- | o the bolt of 11ghtn1ng is regarded as belng a ‘mere dlscharge
e 7'*.'of statlc electr1C1ty.“ This last" p051t10n is a sc1ent1f1c
- account of a natural- phenomenon.‘ It manifests a liberated
 state of human consc1ousness whlch accepts natural pheno--
7."mena for what they are and to this extent, provides an ob-. "
jective account and description. By 1mp1rcat10n it shows

that the previous interpretations, from. a purely sc1ent1f1c

point of view had no rational basms “being human creations

« and fantasies. Natural phenomena had been endowed w1th a ~
power and signiflcance they really never possessed. This
view lS 1mplled in Marx's contention that: '

-If man attributes an independent existence, clothed
in a religious form, to his relationship to his own
nature, to external nature and to other men so that
he is dominated by these notions, then he requires

priests and their labour. With the disappearance of

. - T - the religicus form of consciousness of these rela-
¢ . Tt tionships, ‘the labour of priests will likewise cease
. ) to ‘enter into the social process of production. The
N ‘ * labour of ‘pricsts will end with the existence of

the priests themseves and, in the same way, the labour

- which the capitalist performs qua capitalist, or
causes to be performed by someone else, will end
together with thé existence of the capitalists.
(Surplus Val.ll1.496)

aAn important corollary to the above is that within
Marx's system the problem of the "mind-body interaction®
doés not arise. One could oven argue that te direct the
problem of interaction against Marx's system amounts to -
becging the question. This problem presupposes & conception
: . " of man 2s 2 composite of two irreducible pr1nc1p1es of being,
' "mind" and "bocv“ a conception Xarx doecs not accept. Man
is "“hlnxlng-mat er", a tyve of matter which has consciousness
2s a distinct out concomitant dimension of its existence.
“Since man's relationship to "external .nature” is always
-mediated by conscilousncss, no matter how pfimitive, the mind -

body bridge has necver to be constructed; it is presupposed.

One may reject this presupposition but one is not entitled,



T

fln.all falrness to dlrectban obgectlon Wthh stems from a
dlfferent prestp051tlon.é-f : '

’ If we take up again the case of the bolt of llghtnlng,
we shall have |[to argue, on the ba51s of what has been dlS—
cussed above, |[that the "lightning has an effect on.man as man
oniy ﬁhen,and in so far as, it is objectified in an ideal
sense} turned linto a species—feiation, as an evil omen, a
threat, a punishment etc.. This means that "matter";

r

in all
its formsyof existence, must first be "colonised" by human
consciousness beforé it can influence man and will influence
him to the extent that it is "colonised". The natural en-
vironment, therefore, has an effect on: man as man only through
the mediation of man's conscious activity. Man vests a na-
tural thing odor a phenomenon with 9 non-naturad dimension and
in this way, succumbs to it. Thls neans that man is, in
reality, dominated and ‘held captlve by his own creations, by
the garbs and sheets with which+he dgqpes reality. "The rea-
‘son for this is both man's nature as é§80ecie; or, Totality
being,(a being that 1d;allscs its phy51cal existence), and
man's state of undGVulopment Man is forced by his own
distinct nature to appropriate and ré;afé to the "physis™
through the mediation of an Ideal Totélity, which is identi-
cal with his social existence. Meanwhile, thegEEEE of this E
mediation is qualified by his state of existence. This at
once suggests the possibility of man's omancipatﬁon. If one's
" enslavement tb a false Tptali%y is rooted in one's state of
undevelopment and ignofaﬁce,-one's freedom is guaranteed pro-
vided develooment‘and enlightenﬁont takKe place. as long as
the travesby of the natural environment E\IPtS _Lhe Lrug“
nature of "thlngs" and of man himself remains hid Man
thereby, remains in the grlps of his illusions.

' The "physis", therefore, in all its forms effects
man through the nedlation.of man himself. The'"inorganicity"
and "passivity" of matter is overcome bv its being colonlsed

vitalised, so to sayv, by 1ts contact with man. Its influence
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is relative to the‘éharacter of this homiﬂization;‘ The'bblt J“
of llghtnlng 1nterpreted as a punlshment or threat of the
Gods, indicating a superstltlous frame of mind, will in=
fluence man in one way. The same llghpnlpg_;nterpretgd .
scieﬂtificallf,'as a discharge,of‘eleétricity, will in;'
flucnce man in a different Way. In the fbrmer'cése'man will
try to’ appease the Gods by offerlng sacrifice and p0551b1y
turnlng himself 1nto a lightning conductor; in the latter
~case, man will react by staying low and’ av01ding unnecessary
exposure.14 Hence, not only is the 1nfluence of "matter" on

man mediated bv human consc1ousncss but also ithis medlatlon

is qualified by man himself in his state of exls}ence. This

'jﬁalds true, within Marx's perspective, in all cases. Fo

xample, it not not gold and, silver as such, as natural e
ments, with atomic no. 79 and 47 rcspeCleelv that influghce
. man as man and "create" in him corresponding véluéé, impera-
tives, virtues and vices, but gold‘'and silver as wealth, as
money —- that is, as spec1es-relatxons social pheﬂonena
or formalities. Moreover, Lhe effect of money on man as man
' varies with the further qualification money gets within the

’

social milieu, as a "mere medium of exchange", as a "measure

of value", and as a "means of payment*.

o —

An analysis of the causal relationship between man
and matter or ‘the "physis", shows the major role Marx gives
to human activity both o&»sical and intellectual in?th*s .
causal interaction. The rcnent wa admit tl'at the "phy51s"
must first be hominised before it can enter into a causal‘:
interaction with man, we implicitly establish the priority,
both "tempore ct virtute", of man or of his social and con-
scwihs existence as far as thls causal interaction is con-

-

cenned.lSIf man has first to hominise "natpfe“ before he can
relate to if‘ég man, a fortiori, the chahgé from one state
of exislence to another nust be effected by ‘'man himself. - Tt
fellows, therefore, that the"{}owéring" and the "yiiting"__

are caused by man through his activity on his."inorganic body."



Marx S causal account rejects a narrow economlc and
technologlcal determinism. The impulse, norm’ ‘and dlrectlon
within the human developmental process,'are~not provlded.
by the economy and technology as such. The materiai con—
ditions of existence, in a n il ow sense, are regarded by
Marx, as “1norgorgan1c“ and, tﬁerefore not a ‘cause ln the
proper’ sense. They constitute a "conditio operandl“ and
this distinction is crucial for an appreciation ‘of Marx's

of Marx's wholeﬁsystem."As conditions, the economy and

technology-are part of man's "inorganic body"; man himself
remains both the perspective for their 1ntelllg1b111tv and

the main cause for their transformatlon. Marm. crz.t:.c:.ses

" the "pindars- .of capital who:

emnhaclbﬂ the objective eclements of productlon and
oVerestimate their importance as against the sub-
jective clement, living immediate labour (Surplus
Val.ll1l.275) :

J -

He also peoints out that:

The econcmists ascribe a false importance to the ma-
terial factors of labour compared with labour itself
in order to have also a technological justification
for. the specific social form, 1.e.,; the capitalist
form, in wnich the relationship of labour to the con-
Oltlonb of labour is turncd upside-down, so that it
is not the worker who makes use of the COﬂQlthhS of
labour, but- the conditions of labour which make use
of the worker. It is for this reason that Hodgkin
asserts on the contrary that this vhysical factor,
that is, the entire material wealth, is gquite un-
1ﬂbortant coemprared with the. llVlng orocess of pro-
Quction and that, in fact, this wealth has no value
in itself, dbut only insofar as it is a factor in the
living oncuc‘lon proccss. In doing so, he under-
: estimates somewhat the value which the 'labour of the
past has for labour of the present, but in opposing
economic fetishism this is gquite all right.(ibid.276)

5:5 Class Struggles and Exploitation

Wwe have. scen that the point of departure of human
existence, the very first Communtiy 1is, according to Marx,
a negation of man. The positing of the tqtal* man is brought

about by a sqcces§ion of negations realised and expressed

-~




‘by means

of contradlctlons whlch mature as each Communxty

"f‘owers" ThlS 1s 1mportant because it shows tLat before

the contradlctlon appears a period of development and pro-

gress leadlng to a “flowerlng“ stage must take place. The

contradl

ctlons therefore -are not, strlctly speaklng, the

icause of progress. A fortlorl nelther are . the reyolutlons

kand‘class"strugglés, by means of which these contradlctlons

are resolved. Marx'argues that mankind has achieved its de-

. velopmeht at the expense of some, {the majority) of ‘its mem-

bers. This exclusion or separation of the many from the

"Whole"

. process

reduced

or Totality, however useful to the developmental
of- the human race, is the basis of class-struggles.
In Marx S pcrsoectlve social conflict cannot be

simply to a subjectlvefphenomonon, a matter of sheer

greed or perversity;’ it is symptomatic of an undeveloped

stage of human cxistence. Conf%ict stems .from the limi-

tation i

tself of the prevailing Totality which. breeds' hos-

tile and conflicting Particular Essences and excludes from

its compass a certain section of the people. "Do not all
rebellions®, Marx-says, "without exception have their roots
in the disastrous 1bolatlon of man from the commun1tv° Does

not ever
W.418)
not gual
long as
terests
numbers,
breeding
conflict
which is

class to

dividual

Y rebellion ﬁeceebazilv presuppose iqolation°(3arlv
Marx is sdving here that as long as the Totalltv is
itatively identical with the individual, i.e., as
the Totality do¢s not express the welfare and in-.,
of the "individual as individual"®, irrespective of
but remains sectarian in character, it Xeeps
classes and class cooflict According to thlS theory,
will continue until a Totality is c¢sta bllshed
truly universal, which is not partial towards one
the detrimant of the other and in which the in-

£inds his self-fulfilment.

Exploitation, one may agree with Marx, is evident

and speal

within a

Xs loudly in the annals of human history. It exi§£ed

country and baetween countries; within a community

e .

‘f'; \i." .
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';and between communltles. It exlsted both befOre and after
icountr1es§and natlons were formed. As an “organlc"'factor,
‘exp101tat10n has been cosmoPQlltan and agelcss. Before- -
the whlte man embarked oh a systcmatlc destructlon and
expropriation ofifhe conditions of existence of the Qif-
ferent Indian tribes in the North Amerlcan contlnent these
same tribes were bu511y engaged w1tha.type of exploltatlon A
of thelr own. The same took place-among the African tribes
and A51at1c sogletles. Beforé the black races'were enslaved
by the whlte man" they were happily shrlnklng cach othdr* s
heads and eating their rlvals. ‘There is, in realltv llttle
nobiiity in”fﬁe "anoble savage" 4§'unlcss'we confuse.grossness
and instinct, mixed with fetishism, with nobility. Howevex,
i exploitation is different from class- -struggles. It -is not
. co-extensive. It remains poes;ble as Marx himself suggests,
“to have long periods of c\p101tat10n without class- struggles.

. Marx states, for example, that "The usages. of centuries stamped
uporn. the minds of Grecian women a sense of their 1nfe110r1tv.¥
(Ethnol.Notes,lZl) _This applics to all exploited pcooles.
The’cxploitation of gll/wg? cﬁllcren, of the harijan and the
low caste in iedia, of slaves, plbbeians, setfs,_workere_etc.,
-draggedhon for long millcnnia before clqes.ﬁtruggles-broke

. out within/a community.'.There is, therefore, 'something deeper
than.class—struggles, namely, Exploitation, cmpirically ex- -
o ‘pressed by the sepafetion and exclusion of many individuals
from the prevailing Tetalitv and Marx Xnow this.\ However,

due to his involvemenk 1n *hbour Dollter and cconomlcs he

emphasised the hlstorlcal cffect of’ th;s eraratlon and oxX-.

clu51on; he stressed class- Qtrugulcb more than - exploitation.
| one-could say that, in Marx’'s b)etom - exploitation
has a noet‘c donnotation. It 0ﬂ“h15l5¢5 Reason and implies

a value judgment. It r“T?S on an 1nblght 1neo the 5pec1es—'-

nature of man. It implics the homogeneity of the human ssec1esﬂ

its nature as -a form og.lifc thag" alises and fulfils it-

self‘through.thelmediatien ef-an?Ijeal Totallty, and the 4

- .ot . ., Sow

'f.ij



h;lntegflty of the human specles transcendlng the h;storlcal

’htatlon sees through the $uperstructura1 conscmousness and

foeople from the- Totallty.- L -‘_f%"ﬁ‘l‘uﬁi,- s

'Justlfled the part1a1 or total exclu51on of mlllaons of

et

and emplrzcal condltlonlngs. Marx s, doctrlne on explol-}.]f~'“ '

”1"3urldlcal bllndness“ by ‘means. of - hhlch was’ hlstorlcally thw;ffw

- . el

R

. " "’-":" ': i a
Yet class—struggles are in the wmain, non dntel

-lectuallstlc. Tney enpha51se nght and obtaln in. a frame—

‘work of expediency and power. As nab‘p01nted out earlle;,;

both Reason and nght are found in Marx*'s system; -thougﬁf
not’ suff1c1ently and clcarly dlbtlngulshed “;a;x;often .
emphasised nght at the e\pcnse of" Reason which has led to:' ;

Coa certaln anount of lnCOﬂSlStGRCV and :anonclus:.vencss on ‘his

part; serious dlbtortlon of the part of those who aought

to fbllow his rotrlne., The 1dc,a arose that class-strugglcs

_constitute a prlme caubal agency in human hmbtorv. Marx -

-

'hlmself helped to create this view. " He wrote.in TheﬂPovertv

‘of PhllObOPﬂV-

The very moment civilization bcgiq& proiuction he-
gins to be foundad on the antagonism of orders, es-
tates, classes, and finally on the antagonism of’
accunulated labourghﬁd actual labour. No antaQOﬁlb.
no progress. This is the law that c¢ivilization has
Tollowed up to our days. Till now the productive
forces ha been developed by virtue of this system
of class antaGOﬁlbns (Poxhrtv 61)

In this rcspbct L. Duor; points out:

What can a theory of-cliss struggle tcach us about
'Rcﬁbraﬂdt, Mozart, Virgil, or .cven Marx's own
philosophy? ' Socio-ccenomic conditicns may be ros-
ponsible for the rise and acce >ptance of certain ideas
and art forms, but this cives us Ko . information about
the creative 1ﬂoulse itselr. (Dupré,21il)

Within Marx's conceptual rramework, however, nnot only
is exploitation, (as scparation and exelusion), explicitly.
regarced as the basis of class-struggles but the latter -

emerge essentially as a lever cnabling  cne phase in human

nistory to be replaced by anotncr after the necessary deve-

lopment and "flowering” have beocon dchiecved without siruggles

*

L
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:and force are at best a necessary condltlon for human de- jﬁjﬁﬁ

velopment but not properly speaklng,\a cause of progress.;ff"

ok

"Force“ “Marx contends "1s the m;dwlfe of every old soc1ety

oregnant w1th a new one." It 1s mtself an economlc power. :
(Cap.l 751) The analogy is clear-- force 13 not the cause Tﬁlf
of - soc1al development but a means of lts trans*tlon from .q,‘

‘stage to stage.' Its role is eesentlally maieutic. not creative.
~Even here, this’ v1ew has to be quallfled further because the "

character of the struggle depends on the prevalllng condl-'
tlons of cxlstence. ~TE- genulne unlversal suffrage wore a
“social - ohenomenon in-Marx‘'s-time, one is justlfled in argu;ng‘
that the proletarlan rovolutlon Mould have been env1saged

oy Marw as .a lancdslide. V1ctoru.bv a nor\ors'toarty‘at the
polls. Tt cannqt bc euff1c1eﬁtlv emphasised that Marx's
vicﬁe_bhould be analyecd in the perspective of h;s‘wnole

system. When this is-done, ‘one not only obtains  a correct ° -

“.interpretation of these views but one can cven ‘discover a

nunber of inconsistencies and inaccuracies in-some of Marx's

own statcments and contentions.  To somepextent'Mar&'s doc-—

‘trine has toc be roscued from Marx himself. this we thlnk

is a scrvice wnich nould bo appreciated by every. najor giant

thinker.

There is a "1doeproad view that Marx's millennium,
the "human Totality" _15 not to be a speontancous and uni-
versal phenomenon. ' L.Althusser contends that:’

the "spontancous" ideology of the workers, if left
to 1tself, could only produce utopian qoc1allsm
trade-unionism, aparchism and annrcho- syndlcallem.
(Althusser,24)‘ - g

\\\\\‘;‘ Later oo in the same work he Clains that:

. - If, as Marx said, history is a porpetual transfor-

"~ mation of man's c0nolt10n\ of existence, and if this
is egually true of 2 socialist socie ty, then men 7,
must be ceu5clcsslv trans forned so as to adapt them
to these conditions: if this "adaptation® cannot be
left to spontaneity but must be constantly assumed,



domlnated and controlled?“xt 45 in- 1deology that JEHA
- this demand 15 e\pressed (lbld‘2353 il e a

?f}:g;tf' Sé, accordlng to Althusser soc1ety must be lelded“ fQj ﬂ5ﬁ?fﬂ
‘"into ‘two parts ' one of whlch is- superlor to soc1ety., This - ';ﬂg.jf;:{ﬁ
gy prec;sely what Marx wanted to av01d (Thes;s 111 ,0n Feucr-Elf SR
. bach)” Althusser cuts (because he ‘cannot. solve) the Gordian Jf"_
knot of the "bourge0151ef1ed proletarlat“ ' He is "et£1c1entﬁ-f
a;but not Marxist. - - L ,,;ﬂ” ' 1;“
- Lukacs also argue5 tHét'“£ﬁe recoénitfon:pf;Totalitjf )
can ncver be Spontaneous.' It has to be introdpéedf?from , _.: .
outside’', that is with the’ hclp of. Lhcér -

l

into the con- ) ST e
‘sc1ousncss of those who act.“(Lu\acs 103) 16 ‘
In both these cases “Lheorv" clgarly %Landb for a.
.doctrinaire idcology, a creced or dogma cmanating flom a
Central Committece that dishes out ready-made "veritices" to
the uneducated masses. <However,convcnignt this doctrine may
“be to the self-styled Narxist.revolutionary, it is, in our
view, categorically vcjected by Marx's system. The “"theory"
Marx regarded as a "material force once it has gripped the-
masses", was a "social théoria", émanating”from the massoes .
and fomented by the prevailing conditions of existeonce. It
isn't "something™ impbsed from "above" or "outside". It is
social consciousness itself, finally sceing things ”nd-
hominem". This is the whole idea of Mavrx's "praxis". Al-
thusser's and Lukacs's viows diro&tIVVCOniradict Marx's ox-
olicit contention that the cmancipation of the proletariat
has to be the work of the proletariat itself. In the ner-
spective of the three “monenits" in human existence . this
‘contention has a strong doctirinal basis. Only a u‘%LOLLIOn_
of Marx's ﬁheory a2llows the role. of the proletariat to Jde-
§enerate into that of a merqr"inbtr ment of war's
. One can speak of tﬁe "cligue thoofy“ of the rovol-
ution VS the "mass thoory“ of.the revolution. It docs not
require ceep ouﬁetratlon to r:alx-g-that an "fueo1ogy".and 

‘a "practical action”-with the "masscs” as their basis and
. - N .



the.{cllqu"thoory“

"Those who-subscrlbe to 1t have of neces—

”esort to forced 1ndoctrmnat10n and physmcal v1olence

to sustaln the alleged mlllonnlum-. Dlsregardlng the problem

of nhether these cnllghtencd oracles really reprosont and

‘cnforcc a gcnulnely “Human Totalltv"' the fact rcmazns that

thc soontaneltv unlvorqﬁlltv oponnoss and’tr Ldom ﬁhlch

are esq ntlal to “ar\' Totalxty are maqblng._ Marx'b v1olon_‘

‘was of a Totalltv 1n whth thc 1nd1v1dual flnds hlS fulfll-

mbnt and qclf—x 311 atlon not a Totallty that dLVOUIS the

B
i

1nd1VIdual. S ”fi ”'“wr Fo -,f.‘ RS

1l .
l to dlbtlﬁgulqh botwoon a qtate of con-.

It lb ‘Theloptu

lict and Lno actu ql thL ot conflict that could arlse or be.

o p'n

Qigg rgd otf for a- varroty of r'aaons. As Iong as-a dis-

crepancy (a &1~t1ngtnon of opposatlon) Nists bLtw*on human

-.Nature and the Hunan Sssenee, man1FObt~d bv LnL degr“o and

k1nd of

cxploitation. ie conlends that:

N
.hrLlcular IL\OJ i

"s;oaratlon“ of the people from the To -Lllty, the
.llty,'lndgod Lhe probability of social contlitct of
Qill romain. This app]ioS'atrboth a na;ional and
ernational le\ol - o '

c oo . o N . .
Revolutions were, f{or Mavrx, syaptomatic. of inequality .

.
.

The times of that Hupurqtltwon which attleUon re-
07utlon to the 11l-will of a few agitators have long
assed away. Everyone knows nowadays that wherever
therc is a revolulionary convulsion, there must be *
sone social want in the.background nnich is pre-
vented, Ly outworn institutions, from satisf{ying

itself. (Revolution, 2) - ‘ _ -

The real vroblem is Lo determine the chavacter of a

n/’ﬁd its role, -according to Marx's analy-

AT

numan his

. The btﬁio of cox111ot is a NOCORSRTY

condition for any revolution but, Lv itself, it does not
brovide any insight.into the nature of tle actual resulting



'an'be termed "opportunlstlc voluntarlbm“ﬂw1ll ncver lead

;to a proletarla revolutlon or servc as a foundatlon of

e

}&Marx 's env1saged "Cl&Sbleb bOClety" Opportunlbtlc volun-jﬁlfgﬂ?:f;f ES

ﬁtarlsm thrives -in- the “abscnce” of a phllosophlcal perspectlvc i ”f:QLHA5};Ef
f:ftrangtendlng the,empmrlcal condltlons of " e\}stenue._ It . _ “_;
i flourlbhes where, social’ ConHClOUanSS is not unlverbally BRI

;developcd.

Mar\!s_and an 1b*s Leactlon Lo the . T.RY A 's covcrt
'“acts of terrorlbm 1s blgn1f1cant. Tholr v1cws imply” the . >

fdlthnctlon bcthecn a state of conf]mct and the actual t\Dc

_f;r :of contllct Thuy both acknowloaga and doplorc tnc Htate

- - of conflict ruaultlng Lrom th ‘\p101tatlon of Iruland ané .. _
~ | ”1ts pecople but condemn the hay or method. by whlch Lh; Fcnlans -
.A: "rgact against it. Rcfelrlng to an atlompt by the I. h.h Lo

e 11bcrate some of Lhe1r coarndab from London s Clerkenywell

prlbon, in Lhu prOLLHb of “thh a numbcr of hofles were dos-

*  troyed and innocent people kmllcd Var\ wrote:

The last exploit of the Fentans in Clerxonuoll was

.a very stupid thing. The London masses, who Tave

shown great sympathy for Treland, will be made wild

Ly it and driven into the arms of the government ' -
party. One cannot oxpoect’ ‘the Tondon proletarians

to allow themselves to Le blown up in honour of the

Fenian omissaries. There is alwavs: a Xind of Tatali-

ty about such a scorvet, melodramatic sort of con-- :
spiracy.

Eng els agroos:

The stupid atfair in ClerXkenwell was cobviously the . .
= work of a fo& specialised fanatics; it is the mis-
“fortune of FH conspiracies that thcv lead Lo such
stupidities, bocause "after all something riust hap-
‘pen, after all something must be done". Tn parti-
cular there has been a lot of bluster in lancrica
=Dout this bloulng up and arson busincess, and then
a fow asses come and instigate bugh 1Qﬁv<nse. rlore-
cover, theke cannibals are cenerally the groealost
cowards, like this Allen, who =cems to have already

turned Queon's ovidinee, and then the idea of libe-



fThe-abbve

g And:
shop op-flrv

‘The covert sectarlan and

lrrcbponhlble character of terrorlhm 'mhlch shows an utter

dAbregard for human Ilfe 15 xncompatlble W1th Marx' doc-n

trlne on.the dlgnlty of man as thc "sovcrelgn of nature“ and

wlth thc underlylng humanlqm ‘of hlS system._lj'f'- o T

A rei rence to thc comﬂunlbt revolut1on and ltb SO~.

cial and phllObODhlLal dlmonblon 1» found in Caeltal Marxg"

'..claxmb that the- time- w111 come hhen"

. .

~the canltalmst Lnt gumbnt...ls burst aqundcr. The =
Xnell of cavitalist. private property sounds.. The

cxpropriators’are ‘\prour1atgd (Cap. l 763}

“About twenty thxce yvears. carlier, Har\ had written.

WLLh a similar’ Optlmlbtlu note: - C

The forces of naturc and the social forccb whlch in-
dustry brings into Leing (conjurcs. up), stand in the
same rclation to it as the proletariat., Today they
are still the slaves of the bourgeois, and in them

" he sees nothing but the instruments (Lh bearcrs) of

his dirty (sclfish) lust for. proflt- tomorrow they
will break their chains and reveal thoemselves as Lhe
bearers of human deveYopment which will blow him

sXy-high, together with his industry, which assumes
the dirty outer shell -- which he regards as its es-—
scnce -~ only until the human kernel has gained

sufficient .streongth to burst the chains by which the
bourgeolis separates them from man and so distorts
(Lransformb) them from a real social Bond into fot-
ters of society.(Coll.W.Vol.1V.282)18

SMarx?s perspeclive sustains two vital ideas with

which, by now, we shoild be familiar. Tn the.first place,

the prol

ctarian revolution and the millennium demand twat

21l the necessary "conditions™ be available -- namely, that
the "productive forccs“' the "rroduction relations" and the
"szocial conscliousncess® rcbcrt1ng the three "moments" in

human existence, be develo opad - fully- and “flowering" to the

voint of

roasons

"wilting". It is, therefore, for sound doctrinal
that Marx rejects the idea of having the “"rovolution”




x*dﬁéé)the 1n1t1at1ve-- but thls could only act as a: "bpark"

'WHich Jin the abscnce of thc materlal and obaectlve condl-*; "
tlons whlch prov1de and subtaln‘"the lcver for a serlous S
19

cconomic rgyolutlpn,' would flzzle out and die prcmaturely. ‘
In the sccond pIacc Marx's bcrbpectlve 1mp11es‘thc';'

vital sequence, namcly, developed. "soc1a1 COﬂbClOUanSS"

.belfore the revolution and.m1llcnn1um. It 15 yhgrefo:e& not
a case of communél apprppriatjon~crca;ing a ncW¢Id¢al Tbtalié
ty and "classless socicty" but on “the éoutrnry,'; new con-
sciousness, nurtured by the capitalist mode of productlon -
btabllshlng-;ommunal property and 1mp0s1ng a new ToLallty

worthy of it. The VltalzhCQULnL ‘has also .to be npplﬁhd

r
with roference to the genuine objective referent, that is,

. . S ‘
- to the corroect denotation of "social consciousness', other-
Jwise one can ¢asily fall into the position of the "cligue
~theorv". The “subjcctive conditions", within Marx's system,de-
note -ﬂﬂhﬁiﬂg at a particular'staéc in its conscious and -
psycirological dcvolopmogt. These “"conditions® const{tnte
the tasic "orggnic® factor within the whole dialectical
MOV OeTE . )

\Outsidc the conbloxt of the "logic" of I-'.a.r‘x’:'; systeom,
the situation can be scriously distorted, especially if undue
caphasis i's put on cmpirical conditiens. Given the iﬁggl
pature of the "laws" of human development, it roemains always
possible to force a change within the capivical conditions
and wanipulate the situation in total disregard Lo the balance
of "forces" pl_'ovai_]ing at 1.1]0‘ 'L.il‘flc wi:inin one COU.HtI‘y. on
the basis of Marx?! doctrine, the result of this forced in-
trusion would, of nccessity, turn dut to b2 a socio-cconomic
{frecak, 'a historical and degonoerate monstrosity. Marx was
concerned that the "subjective conditions®™, among the masses
in Western Furope were not yot developed and sought uhﬂighton-

ment rather than indeclrination. .



-
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If the above 13 correct there 15 no short cut to

Marx s mlllennlum. It'is: esse;tlally a matter of growth 'leiﬁﬁﬁ

.mgte:;al conbc1ous and psychologlcal and growth can be,'

‘iﬁdoeed encouraged -or -impeded but not forced--— unlcss we “(th-.
~want to produce a monstroqxty.' Out51de the context of Marx S

'»motaphyblcal framework .o and by mtans of "opportunlstlc ‘vo- -

luntarlqm whlch fishes well in tloubled waLers aﬂ"pate;—:“

nailstlc" state of affalrs can be achleved : As_long as the.

'*condltlons of exlqtence 1n Marx's sense, are missing, force

and | v1olonce 1ndoclr1natlon and lack of frtedom have of-

L necessity to be re ssorted to, rot in a défensive manner but 'ﬂ“

as essentlal factors within the very structure of this’ "idecal"
socicty -- against the majority of the people.zoﬁpw different

this siLUnLion is -from what Marx had in mind can, be scen from

“the view he held regarding the role of force in a society.

Writing in 1853, on the‘"Irlsh Tenant Right", Marx said:

under "propor conditions of .socie ety", we should want
no more Parliomentarty interfeorence w1th the Irish
land-tenant, as we should not want, under "pro-
Do LOHdlL]OHH of HO&IOtV" the 1ntnrfor nce of the
HO]d]OL' of the po]mtcman, anﬁ of the hangman. Legis-
Srature, magisiracy 'and armed force, are all
of them but the otfspring of improper conditions of
sociely, preventing those arrangements - among men which
- would make useless the compulsory intervention of .a
Lhird supreme power.(Iveland,6l)

Thare i1s, of course, the problem of the "Dictatorship
of the Prolelariat® which entails tforce and violence‘and
has been the resort of many a communist riCOl;lidel to legi-
Limrue andg wnfovgc s oexgesses. Uhis "purgatorial stage™,
WO suggest, has to Lo analvsed in the perspective of what
Marx o uaderstands by the "proletariat. According to hism own
alle l

9]

ations, the proletariat conslijetes the overwhelming _//

majoriiy. !Hence it 18 envisgaged as the dicta Ftorship of the

Wy toover the “"rfoew”, In couintra-distinction to the cani-

talist state where, acconding to his analysis, it is a case

of the dictatorship of the "tfoew" over the "many". Moverover

cend, we saggest, wuch wmore inportant, the "esscnec" and



sin th:s rcbpcct we shoul héﬁe at Lhe worst fV“dictator—

Shlp" of Hnmanlbm and’ Ratmonallty. Thc 1nt1mate rclat1on~
\hlp betucen thc bLaLe of ‘existence of. lhn proletar:au and.

the cnv1aagcd “dlctatorshlp“ is rorerred to by Marx when he

-

writes:. .

As in the lSth conturv the Amcrican war o[ 1ndopon—
dence sounded the tocsin lor the European middle-
class, so in the 19th century, the American Civil

- War ounded it for the Europcan working-c class. In-
‘Fngland the progress of social. dlbuntvgratLon 7S
palpable. Whaen it has reached a certain point, 1t
must re-act on ‘the Contineont. ‘there it will take

a form wmore brutal or morc humanc, dLLOfdlng to the
degree of dgv;lopmﬂnt of the no:klng -¢lass itsclf.
Apart from higher motives, thercfore, their own most
Lmn01L\nt interests dict ato to the Clahbcb that are
for the nonce the ruling ones, the removal of all
legally vemovable hindrances Lo the free develop- -
ment of the working classes. (Cap.1.9) -

The last fow lines clna11y indicate that therenvisaged

revolution need not be in a bloody way. Tho fact, however,
remains’ that Marxt's acoount of‘tho “Dictalarship ot the pro-
Telartalmis shabby, insdogquate and very anbhigaous, Qv ong.
rise to a variely of conrlicting opinions. It remains, in
out view, one of ‘the weakest points orf his doctrine .nd, to
a large extent, inconststent with e metaphysical frone-

work of the h:eormoments” of human eNtstendos
5:6  Moarx ond Utilitarianism

warn fa ocophatic that the il Tenmium is pensible

that it hns to come abdut by meoans of human "D axis*".

taere\is prosuppdsed, in his visten, 3" aotlig apprnisal of

what "man® s and of what A grruine Tuman Totality should

o, It is not a acre gquestion of oa_ oroty rule or of 4he
"areatest happiness of the groal.=t samhor." Marx roejocted
o]

-

-

e



.fUtlllterlanlsm together~w1th 1ts prophet Jeremy Bentham
Cuthat genlus in the way of" bourge01s stnpldlty."(Cap 1. 610)
’Accoxdlng to Marx the theory oﬁ utlllpy, though by no means:
'frestrlcted to. capltallsm flndS.ltb ‘Tull’ expre551on ‘and@ im-

-plemcntatlon thhlnthls system.-“"Polltlcal ‘economy,”™ he- ¥

qlalms, "is Lhe réal’ science of . this Lheory of utlllty.
(Ger..1d.110) In Lhe perapect;§qddg Marx's system, "utlllty"

like “froedom" "\001ety" "property" _"noeds" etc. rcmalns

an cmpty.and insipid concept if used as-an abbtractlon to

account Tor a particular situation in time and space. When \K-

analysed a;ofnlly, one recalises that the thcory of utlllty
reveals the consciousness, and "vital ideals® of an cpoch.

Marx contends that: v ‘ .

. The apparent stupidity of merging all the manifold
relalionships of people 'in the one relation of use-~
fulness, this apparently melaphysical abstraction
HFiHeb from Lhe fact that, in modern hourgeois
sociely, all relatidns are Subordinated in practice
to Lhe one abstract monelary-cowmmercial relation.
(ibid.109) h

Somewhat Iin the same line of thought he claims that

“the philosophy of enjovacnl was never anylhing but the in-

goenious Tanguage of coertaing social cﬁrc]os who had the pri-
vilege of enjoyaent."(1bid.114) .

Marx's syostom rejects utilitarianism in so far as the
Tatter lacks a genuine perspoctive and, in essbhnce, remains
olind and irrational. According to him, it thrives within
a tradition wiich is incenabla of distinguicshingthe form
poraraace from the thing that dppearst. The "greatest.

hl

of the greatost number”, he would argue, could
by rogarded as a useful 2oans to ontablish the "iruth® but

CAN DeVaer serva as o oan obgective and prescoriptive norm or ori-

14
prrtons The good of the majority is a necessary but oot

a su:ficient cendition Jor a just soctal environmont.
3

Cne rinds, within Marx's systenm,, a distinction be-
thoeen the ool ranal and e coeneral o interest, Thoe Comn nal
tntesest connotes a guatitative dimension and implics a con-



cept;oﬁ'of man as a "Spec1cs“ "Totallty" or’ "Communlty"?'w
bemqg. The general 1nterest by contrast connotes for B
Marx, a merc quantltntxve dmmcnsxon. It reprcsents'ErLVﬂte

1ntercst 1n dlbgulsc - gozum ralqed 1nto a soc1a1 prlnCtple. '

Marx wrltCS'”;«\f

S . 'the so- called‘“goneral" _is constantly being pro--
© .7 duced by .the other side, ‘private interest, and by
no means: -opposes the latter as an- 1ndeoondont force-

“with an 1ndcpendent hlbtq;y. (Ger.1d. 105)

Ut111tnr1an1bm is, thus, thc Idoology of thc e who
sock‘thc'"gengral“ interest, hn have lndlcatnd Murx' ‘claim
that.iﬁ we are to make ahy sense of the theory of ut111ty,

we must first know what we are Lalking about. To reiterate

- -

his viecw:.
To Xnow'what is usnful lor a dog, one nust study dog
nature. This nature itself 15 not to e deduaed from
the principle of‘urillLy. nDD]YInq this to man, he
that would criticize all human.acts, @movewents, ro-
-lations, etc.,‘by the Drinriole of utiltity, must first
deal with human nature in uhnﬁrﬁl and then with
human nﬁturo as ncuhrlod in cach: '1.1 storical opoch,

As a "purely Fnalish phepomenon®, Bentham, according

. r . . . . »
to Marx, was itncapable of this:
Bentham makes short work of 1k, wWith the drwest
nadveblae he takes the modern vHODh-IH“r ipecially

Lhe English shopXeeper, as Lhe Acaal n:n. Whatover
1 useful to thas queer ndrmal man, .JE to s world,
iz absolutely aseial. "This y;n'd—m( then, he

- applies to past, vresent and Cfature. Phe Christian
relidgroo.g. is'"“s rul", "becaune it forbids in
the name ot religion the o ume raults that the penal
codde conderins i the nawe of the Taw,” Artistic cri-
treiosm I8 "haraial?, beeouse 1t disturbs worthy
prople in their coseoyaent of Martin Tupper,ciel(Capll.
609,n.2) - ' ’

Furx's oaroument s Lhal owe can oarneak Bensably of what
is vaeiful to man only 17 we really understand the nature of

man, 1£.wo Wnow what mon 1o, To Behicyve this, wo have to
dJuridical Bihaadhess which shoolutios h

[} Lari)
-

[ON

OV T o0 Jul

torical phencnenn. Moo coastantly insiats fhal we suast re-.
~OgniBe man as oman, not Snoa cltinen, as a belicver, as pro-

s

prictar oas Englyshiean oteo The “runber”, per se, s ir-




:frelevant._ Onﬁﬂhan or a mlllmon makes no dlfference._ Whai

'hurts one man as. a human belng, is: a v1olat10n of the human””

spec1es. Utllltarlanlsm “in 1ts cla551cal form 'makes

‘short work of‘thls v;tal con eptlon.and thus entalls the

-bankrthCy of human Jntelllge and human consc1ousncss.;‘7

-

The noment it is regarded as a norm or-crlterlon 1n a

“preqcrlptlve" sense, or as a suff1c1ent condltlon for actlon

it turns into . a rcspcctable form of the “law of the Jungle“
InC1ﬂenLa11y, Socrates was condcmned .on majorlty rule and-
jso too was Chr1bt.j. . e

M . .

In~the’ final’ analysms Marx, in. agrccmﬂnt with the

Greek- Scholastlc tradltlon never doubLed the "ability of

human ConsP}OUbness to grasp the "truth® espec1ally rcgardlng }

the nature of man and his coxistence in time and space. The'
problem of error, the acid test of‘cvofy‘Cpistemologisg: ‘
~ Lhough ncver fu]ly discussed“by-him, emcrges, within his.
system, as an cssentially practical problem. Error is
rnoiLher simply a matter of ignorance as with Socrates: nor

+

a matler of nbusc on the. part of*lhe "wiil", as with. Des-
carLes, though, as . we have seun; Marx suggests an analogous
situation with his doctrine on "juridical blindncsa". The
diffwronco between Lhe Lwo, howﬁvnr, remains.  Ignorance
and Abuse of hn will are, in Marx's pnrxpcctive, contri-
Luling fncrors'buE not thé cause of it. It .was neither'igf
norance nor pﬁrvéraity_nor abuse that led giant thinkers of
aniiquity and the Middle Ages to identity "Justice" with
thar statues guo and accept slavery as a preordained pheno-
':vﬁonra- Lhey ore roacting‘in:ﬁlllgontly and honestly to

a filtustbtion that wroevailed at Lhe timef neither their con-
unjournnss norlfhn}f will, by-ihinselves, could rescue .them
from their mjﬁconvnp{ions rootad in their state of unccvélop—
?Tt":i"..t.

5:7 21:nation

A study of Tnmman nature within Marx's system will



'“finot be complete-w;thou an analy51s-of allenatlon.a Of all- .~

the toplcs tqat hav  1nv1ted commentary*and 1ntr1gued schol-

" both': sympathetlc and hostlle few_rival the popularlty
of thlS subject. In splte of all that has been written, some
'nagglng quest1ons remain.- Moreover, there is not only wide-
yspread dlsagreement on the "true meaning of allenatlon“, .
but also evident conflict between some esfablishqd views and
 Marx's expllclt assertlons.’ For example, R. Garaudy claims

that-

As Marx peints out in many formulations, alienation,
is born out of private ownership of the means of pro-
duction. It will disappear., therefore, when private
‘ownership disappears.(Garaudy,62)21

"J. Struik, likewise argues that with regards to
allenatlon and its g;n051s

‘- the whole tenor leads to Marx's conclu51on of the
priority of private property...Hence annulment of
alienation mecans annulment of private Dropertv.
(Manus.45)

C.J. Arthur cdncur :

Certalnlv the difficulty of imagining alicnated
labour in isolation from private property makes it
1mpo<\1ble that Marx could mean that the former . was
~historically prior to the latter.(Ger.Id.13)

The waalraSblng fagt is that Marx cxplicitly and

rcohaLodlv sh\ the opp051Le: .

‘Private propertyv thus derives from an arnalysis of the
concept of alicnated Yabour, i.e. alicnated man,es-
tranged labour, cstranged man.

Tt is tirue that we tock the concept of alienated
labour(alienated life)from political eceonomy as a
reosult of the movement of private vvovertv. But it

is ¢lecar from an analysis of this concept that,
although private property appears as the basis and |
cause of alienated labour, it is in fact its con-
secuence, just as the gods were originallv not the
cause but the cffect of the confusion in men's minds.
Later, however, this relationship becomes reciprocal.
It is only when the development of private property
reaches its ultimate point of culminztion that this
its secret re-cmerges: namely, that it is (&) the _
product of alienated labour and (b) the neans through
which labour is alicnated, the realization of this

-

"



"ff“Wages are'an 1mmed1"te‘consequeﬁoerof estranged=labour

. “\. . .property,“If the. one'falls then:fheéotherfmust

“fall ‘too. (1bldf333)

.-”;}fiowe have to determlne the!general nature of” prlvate
.. . .property, as it has arisen-.out. of estranged labour,
S - in its relatlon to truly human and soc1al propertv.;.,

‘and estranged labour is thewlmmedlafe4canse~ofwprlvate

(ibid.333) "F= L T T e ==t

. . . - - v -

ST ) We have- already gone a long way- towards solv1ng thlS
U problem by transforming the ql“Stlon of the origin
: ~ of private pbroperty into the’ questlonuof the. rela—_;-

. tiopship:of alienated: labour_to the course of hu—'@

- man. .development. (1b1d 333) o - KRN -

.- Of course one can convonlently dlSmlSS the problem
as. elther an 1nconsmstency within Mark S system or as .a san
of hls-lmmaturlty- ‘The flrbt alternative can, 1n prlnc1ple
be turned into a rospon51ble attltude provided ‘the 1ncon51s—
tencv vere shown to LYlSt. The onus of proof is on the’ one
who makes this claim. 'The other alternative is, in our
view, irresponsible and does npt deserve consideration.

| JC genesis of allenatlon remains an acid test of )

every, Marxist scholar. -uorcover, if its true origin is not

discevered, neither can its nature be adequately % dgfstood-

In the Manuscripts, Marx formulates the problem but

the cdiscussion breaks off before we are provided with an

answer. He writes: ' . . .

We have taken the ostrawgonent of labour, its alie
tlon ‘as a fact and we have analvsed that fact.
we now ask, docs man come to alienate his labour,
‘estrange it? low is this cerangement founded in.
the nature of. human development? .We have alr ady
gone a long way towards solving Lhws orgiiemjiv
transforming the question of the oricin of orivate
provertv into the question of the lelatlonshlp

of alicnated labour to the course of human deve-

lopment. For in smoakwng of private vrovertv one

imagines that one is dealing with something external
to man. In spcaXing of labour oneé\is dealing im-
mediately with wman himself. This few way of for-

- mulating the problem alreadv contazub its solution.
(Early wW.333)

This passage is the closest Marx

ets to accounting

Fad
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e

ﬂrepresents thevdlscrepency‘between man S*Nature and hls
:'Essence or Formalxty;“ AIlenat;on exlsts before it nanl-'
fests ltself exper;ent1a]¢y in the various. contradlctlons
thhln the dlfferent' otalltles 1n ﬁuman hlstorv. It orlgln

tHerefore ;szmultaneous W1th the emergence of man as

a Totalltv or\Spec1os belng- On the basms of Marx s pre-
.SupDOSltlonb the bir th of‘subjectlve ccnscmousncss 15 at
the same tlme tbe blrth.of alienation becauae the monent

"thlnklng—matter“ emergcs the dlscreoancy appears betweon

its mode’ of spatio- temporal eX1stence i.e., its Essence
\\or Formality and its Nature. Allenatlon thus,\exp:esses

_gﬁ‘\"affllctlon“ of Spirit by matter, an affliction con-

‘blstlng of the domination of man by his owﬁ formalization

of the natural mllleu- Since man is a Spec;es or TOtPllLV

being he has to rcallbc and establish himself through the

mediation of an Iaeal Totalltv Tnls is tne nature of a

Species'beiqg - qonethlng ‘about hﬁlch the human race has-

.no choice. 'However, a lot deoeﬂcs on the character of this
Totaiity.f wWe ha\e seen that this- PthgEd from a “"Gregarious"
to a "Political" one; then to a "Socio-biological® and
Einally'to an’ "Economic" one. As long as this Totality either
limits or?negates the human dimension, as it does through-
out the "pre-history of hunan qociet&" alienation persists.
There need be no mystery or ambiguity about tﬁls. Alien-
ation is, in Marx's system, the point of departure a basic
presupposition which .ontails the view that the orlvalece of
enjoving subjectively conscious'existence carries with it
the burden and rbsponsibility of creating an, adequate and

- . .
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-

wholesome soc1al or

‘°fﬂthe Word-” They do not and cannot create an Ideal Tota—,@‘”J |
"~11tv thev do not formallse thelr emplrlcal exlstence as’ ff R

formal env;ronment. e L g
Anlmals can never be allenated _1n the proper sense

people do and therefore 'as Feuerbach po;nted out they
11ve one llfe., They form part of - one homogeneous type of- o
substance~l¥f"e\ternal nature" Man'is dlfferent and 51ncel¥3e.
he can and has to: create an Ideal Totalltv can and does _“

create a llmlted and false one. The reason for thlS is. notj'"'-j
sheer 1onorapce ‘or perver51tv but, as we have soen his statc of"
physlcal -and formal undevelopmont The. "rest. of nature"‘ﬁ ‘
should be organlsed modlf1cd and, controlledkln a ratlonal

and p051t1ve way.: Slnce man hlmselr is 1n a process of" de—f‘j:hh

velopment and since his ce»elooment dopends ‘on his work on

‘"nature“ -the” sltuatlon becomes a conplex and palnfully

dlfflcult one- 'Man has®not only to organlse and ratlonallse/,_/

"nature";* he has also and orlmarllv to-organlse mature~
and ratlonallse himself. Hence both the "specu}etlve ap-

»roach" and the maLerlallstrc one’ are rejectod l The latter
“forgets that circumstances are changea-by ‘men and that it
is essential to educate the educator himse;f;“emhesis lll;On
Feuerbach) . : | | : . o

It is, therefore false‘to state that within Marx's

system, alienation. is a product of private: prooortv. Be-

sides being contradicted py Marx's explicit conteqtlons,

'ﬂthis'view is incompatible with the "logic" of his system.

Alienation is not an empirical phenomcnon, conalstlng of
"phvsical relations"; 1t is a "state-of-being", a type

oF social or formal cxlstence wensisting of xptc1es-rela- .
tlons. Rllonatlon spans the rogarious otalltv of Dri-
meval times, when private préperty, both as a \DGCleS—
relation and as an idecleogical phewomenon was non-existent
with the “conomlg Totality: of the capitalist syvstem. Through-
out Fis whole "pre-history", man has lived 1n alleeatlon

because he identified with ':;B sought roallsatlon 1n a



1s absolutely unaqceptable.;

'~h1mself“”'to be allenated amounts to llVlng for somethlng.
qualltatlvely dlfferent from nlmbelf.. This, ln effect

means that man lives under the donlnatlon of ‘a fornalltv

whlch restricts rather ﬁhan fulfils his. nature. 'vlthln the-i

pre- capltallst Totalltles man was. not 11v1ng an authentlcally

human:llfe.' He enjoyed "objectlve 1ndlv1duallty“ but thls
t“fermality“ was "external" separate and different irom him,
a toten—uole wlth which he 1oent1f1td and which ﬂwﬁreSqed |
1tself in polltlcal social and 1ac1al prejudicé and blgotrv.

In the Grundrlsse Marx argues, as we have sceon, that in prc—

‘-canltallst times no true Eerqonal relatwonshlpb existed.
Througnout\thcse cras, the human rnce was dominated by the
prevalllng Totalltv or Community. Man had cven less con=-
trol over,the "DnVSl‘" ‘and was therctore more captive to

hls 1llts' S,

Tt is true,‘Matx.argues, that the individual
was: less qnbj=ct the "violence of things" and ted a more
unlflee life but th's was a side-efTect of an undeve loptd
state of exlstencefﬁlthln-atpaternallstlc social structure.
This'paternalism/was sustainced by a superstitious or re-
ligious consciousness on the one Hand; ;se%entific_ignorahge,
tecnnofogicai crudeness and low productivity, on ihe other.
The vital idea that man lived in aliération prior to the
caoltallst system because ne identified with, and sought
fulfilment in, a mistaXen Ideal Totality, runs throughout
Marx's whole system. It is 1m90551b1e to miss it if one
understands the metaphysical framework of his doctrine.

Those who regard alicnation as a product of the
"rule of private property” oftcn imply serious miscon ceptions
about this very "rule". In the first place many do not re-

ool

“alise that it is a "rule" of a "social impecrative Lnating



ﬂf,even 1f all the~peop1e own the forces of productlon.p”

'“jhave seen thls "lmperatlve“ can contlnue towassel~jf13ﬂ'_f; L

o n “the qeeond place the “rule of prlvate property“

-

'“fcoes not start w1th\the gapltallst system thcugh it rcaches
.1ts cllmax and. becomcs "a solute“ at thlS stage«—- hence

'the‘hlstorlcal necess;ty‘o ‘capltallsm. Thls system, brlngs

“to 1ts 1qg1ca1 conclu51on a‘phenomenon that -originates thou~'
sands of veare-carller.‘ The hletory of -the "rule of* prlvate:
_property" is, for Marx,, e chronlcle of the history of the
human specie In hie ethnolegicalfnbtes he remérks'ehatﬁ

S It is impossible to ovorestimate the influence Bf

. property in the civilization of mankind. It was the
power that brought the_ Arvan and Semitic nations out _
of barbarism into civilization...Governments and oo
. laws are instituted with primary reference to its
creation, protection and enjoyment. It introduced
human slaverv as an instrument in its production.
With the cstablishment of  the inheritance of pro-
perty in the children of its owner, came the first : v
DOSSlbllltV of a strict-mQnogamian famllv (Ethnol.
Notes,12 6)7 .

Private property, ‘as a “"social imperative" initiatcs
its rule in the appropriation of land. Marx argucs tnat-

In feudal landownership we alrcady find the domlﬁatlon

of the carth as of an alien power over men. The serf -
is an appurtence of the land. Similarly the heir

through pr*nooeniture,the first-born so belongs to

the land. It inherits him. The rule of private pro-

perty begins with proporiy in 1and whid¢h is its basis.
(T"arly W.318) .

The false vicw that alienation is a product or,_result
of the institution of capitalistic private property is im-
plied also by-~those who‘imegine that by abolishing private
ownefship of the productiee Torces and means of production,
in a narrow scnse, through the instrumentality of some re-
volutionary .Jwot-heads, alicnation will be eradicated. XNothing -

could be more mistaken. This illusion thrives on a complete

* Here Marx cites Morgan. We owe thim informastion to Dr.C.Levitt.



"«%savs for cxample that.~

'ﬂ?“posseSSL n‘ Int defcrcnt 1nst 'ces, ;t 1s true Marx'

‘Tglves the 1mprc5510n that the mere abolltlon of prlvate

.possesszons iYL enta11 the suspenSJOn of allenat”

t{iA '. he p051t1ve transcendence of prlvéte property, as’
- .; the' appropriation of human 1ife, is therefore the -

j.p051t1ve transcendence\of all cstrangement ~“that

-~ is to say, the. return' of man from religion,. family,
state,‘etc., to his- human i. e., social exlstence.__ﬂ'
(Manuc 136) Lo o ‘ . e b‘

N

‘Even herc howcvor 1t 15 clear to the obscrvant
readerx ‘that’ l)Mar\ is speaklng of private Qrovcrtv wnlch 15
a spec1es rclatlonh‘a boc1al 1mpcrat1vc and not of mere

Dﬁvqlcal p0H504~10n' 2)pr1uate property elgnlflcs c\L1u<1on

from and 1na11ference to “Ehee .human spcc1ee.' Iin fact he
contrasts the cxistence of man thr1v1ng on the institution
of_privatc'oropertv with "human, 1.e., social exlstcnee."
Onc-ehould not confuse the “"being" of allenatnon

.with its hlbtorlcal "exprossion”. Alicnation oXprosscs 1t—
self,in time and space,in difd rent forms, the most intense
of which, is the absolute rule of private property witﬁip

the Economic Totality. “"rlvate property” Marx says,"is only
_the perceptible expression of the lact that man becones 997
joctive ror himsclf and at the same time becoacs to himself

a strange and inhuman object:...it eXprcesscs Lthe fact that
the assertion of his life 1is the alicnation of his life, that
his realization is his los of rcality, is an alien reality.
{Manus.138) '
' Eérlier it was pointed out that cxploitation should
istinguished {rom class struggles. It should be further
ted out that “\p]OluhtiOﬂ is different from alienation.
exple tation but there can.
o]

itation exists. Marx is

d
oin
. Alicnation 15 often the cause ©
11 be alienation where no oxpl
1

tes:

. »
icit about this. Ho Wr

3

ri
as and the proletarian class OXN-

. The propert
or .an alicnation. But the f{oraer

i 1
res=s the sSame e




lfeéls.comfortablekand conflrmed 1n lt recognzses
.;thls self-allenatlon ‘as.its own power and thus has., SR
_ the scmblance.of a’ human ‘existence, :The latter fee15'“
T e T itselEs crushed ‘by :this- alicénation, seés in.it its -
o _A_'“*jq‘ _[ﬂ“ . own 1mpotence and reallty of ‘an 1nhuman ea;stcnce.‘., "T
. oo ao o -0 It is, to-use an oxpression of Hegel's, "in the midst '
IR .o of degradatlon the ‘revolt. ‘against degradation", a
. . - . revolt to which it is Torced by the. contradiction '

. o . between its humanitv and its situation, which is an

S open,. clear,; and absolute negation of its humanlty.

. L .. (Gex. 1d.20)22 -

The ' dlstlnctlon bgtween cxnloxtatlon and allenatlon

'1s 1mp11cd in the view, manned throughout our work ,that the

power or rule of "ca pltal" is not to be confused with the

wer or-rule of the "capitalist" as ap'lndlv1dual. "As Marx

imself points out: )

Capital is thus the governing power over labor and .
its products. The capitalist posscsses this power,
not on account of his personal or human gualitdies,
but inasmuch as he-is an .owner of capital. His

- power is the purchasing power of his capital, which
. nothing can withstand. -
> . Later we shall see first how the capitalist, by mcans

of capital, "exerciscs his governing power over
labor, thcn however, we shall sce the governing
POWCYr of caoltal over the capitalist himself. (Manus.73)

If alicnation were the offecct of private property -
or of CNpTOpPiation (as so many contend}, the capitalist
should not be alicnated. Within Marx's syStem, this is shéer
nonscnse.  Alicenation is a Totality factor and concerns both
the relation of the individual to it 'and the charact er of
cthe Totality itself. The bourgeotis represents and cnbodices
the inlerests, imperatives and values of the Economic Totality.
iie cxploits, (in so far as he is a bourgeois), rather than is
exploited. As beourgeois he identirfies with a materialistice
and inhuman Totality -- hence his identification with it’
marks his total negation. He is recognised in and through
2 ality which is the nogation of man. He thereby negates
nogates himself as man in the very same act of pcsiting him-

s01f as bDourgeeis. This is the epitome of alienation.

. " TIn the pre-capitalist eras, alienation mecant, in



*#through 1t for %ﬂ? Perlnged ciasscs'was 1;m1ted and

'c1rcumscr1bed the exc1L31on or separatlon was llkewmse
rllmlted. Now 1n contrast alucnatlon roaultb from 1dcnt1—

'flcatlon and association with thc Totallty bCCQUbQ the Jatter

is antl-human.~ Thls is the derCt OpDObth of the former
fsmtuat;on. The former Totalltlcs despite their llmltatloﬁs
and pscudo character sustained thc human element;  the Eéono;
mic Totality ncgates and démolishes it Lompl tely.  The worker
who iS'rcjected by and rejects this Totality, though’ ox-
ploited,is less in aliecpation. His exclu 1sion, both forced

‘on him and sclf—imbosed is from the "negation of man",‘from

a materialistic pcr sonality. lIn this sense he is the "hega-

tion of the ncgationt. .

In the perspective of Marx's analysis, the bourgeois

r
cncrgcb as morc aliecnated than the exploited proletarian.
This, however s traﬂge it may sound, is consistent, ﬂOﬂLLhClD‘
with Marx's. system. Altrrnatlvolv the prolet axzat is-.the
most exploited but lcast allonatgd-type of person -- at least
as far as his Esscnce, his Ideal duplication or formality

is concernod. By darx’s standards, the Weoneaice Totality

is the most dograding ona in Nistory, oxcluding and negating
Cono‘ct 1y the human dimenslion of both Sapitalists and workers.
The "exclusion" in the case of the worker, is not only in

the Ideal order but al in the praciical .nd prhvsical one.
In his phvsical existence, the worker under (he rule of capi-
tal, (and not under Lgﬁirgllqg capitalism), is In a slate of

full exploitation, deprived cven of the basic¢ neovessaries of

life. As far as his individu tv aad consciousness

- .

P
L
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e

concerned, however, he allegedly has a better hold over him-
self than the bourgeois. lie may be destitute of wvorldly poc-

ions but e remains cguipped with a rich and wholoscome

rJl
"J

Esscnee. e has nothing but he 25 everyvthing. lie 1s, there-
fore best qualified to build a bett Tuture. This awvplics,
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'ﬁlgeolslfled" ‘one’ whlch was' alrcady 1n etlstence in’ Marx'sftlme.;':y}

..\“

L oIm the'pcrspectlve of ‘the above we. rcallse that

:-allenatlon for Marx is nelther a psychologlcal phenomenon_f7
'.as R. Tucker coritends nor a cllnlcal or pathologxcal one*~4”

'nor an economlc situation in a narrow bcnse as buggcsted by
D.Bell. ~ The latter claims:

Mar\ had rtpudiated the 1dea of allenatlon divorced

from his specific cconomic analysis of property

relations under capitalism, and, in so deing, had

closed off ‘a road which would have given us a

broader and more useful analysis of society and

personality than the Marxian dogmatics which did :

prevail. (Restuccia,28)23 ‘

If the analysis of Marx's doctrine undertaken through-
out ouc work is correct, we will have to say that Bell's ‘
contention has ]ittlﬁ to back it up O\LLpt parhaps, psyo-

logical forc; and IQUOLMnCC. . : o - J
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[ NOTES:. CHAPTER FIVE

. B . . . . . . - . N 0 o L .

"A good account of the LonLrOVery botwcen the "Contlnu-'
‘at10n1btb“ and "Dichotomists" is given by J.Maguire in,

his Marx's Paris Writings: An Analvsis. Gill and Mac-
millan, Dublin,b1972,pp.X1V -XV1ill. ° o
According to Marx, the Physiocrats confused use- -values
with exchange values. He writes: "Their error was that
they confused the incrcase of material substance...with
the increase of exchange-value. “(Surplus Val.l.62-63)

"A cotton-spinning . jenny", Marx “xplainb "is a machine
for spinning cotton. It becomes capital only in certain
relations. Torn from these relatlonsnlpb it is no more
capital than gold in itszelf is woncy.or sugar the price

Sf sugar." (Wage Lab. and Cap.28)

K. Marx, Critique ot the ! uotha PlOQtamne Progrvss Pub.
Mosge oW, 1971

[¥3)

0,32,34.

Cf. Fol. Fcon.pp

Regarding this preoblem, C.J%7 Avthur writes that one should
distlnqulan Detweon “systematic and geneotic analysis“,
He argues Turther that "Tt is one thing to say how the

‘1gMLan of a given structure condition one another: it
is ancther thing to explain wien the olements arose and
combined. YWeglect of this hL.Llﬂ tion in HMarxist theory
may lead to technolegival detorminiam, extragolating un-
¢L~L1v from such Mavrxian Jdicta as the handmill gives you
socicty with (the feudal lovd, the steoam-aill society with
the induesirial capitalist*. In this oexnnple it should

be understood that 'gives' 18 npot an historical category

but a slructural onec about the sovcial relatiens appro-

priate Lo a givaen praductive Yorce. The analyvsis of the

change from a Teudal to a coapitalist node of production

is anather auestion alteocrher.  To btreecat such historical

dov ¢ nassive
: i 1
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This 1s in partial agroenent with Dupré's viswe on the
asxtior. Dumrdls conception ol "oatlure™ oncorcoes as too
narrow.by Merx's stonlendss Accordingly, subjective
consgliousness is regatded by i oas a3 non-natural and
a-oriorl phenorenon. Tukacs (oo crgues that the dialec-

-



©’ing which'Engels' -treatement’ of "the matter have pro- 3
' duced: developed because: Engels .following Hegel == . - ..~
understood the dlalectlc as - applylng 'to the understand-
“ipng: of nature. But the decisive dqtcrmlnatuons of the

tlc‘applies only to man -He wrltes.\"The m1sunderstand—:-*

r

dialectic, the reciprocal action of object and-subject,
the unity of theory :and *praxis?®, the historic modifi-
cations of the substratum of categorics as the founda- -

tions.of modification in. thought, etc., are-not found

in the naturwl qcncnces . (Lukacs,?S)

In OlLOCt opposition to what Althuaber buggests Marx

retained a healthy respect for Hegel's doctrine as is
evident in the "Afterword to the Sccond German Edition™ :
to Capital. In Das Volk, written in 1859, he states: -

"It was Lhe oxco cptional historical sonsg undorlylng
Hegelt's manner of reasoning which dlxtlnoulsﬁcd it from
hat of all other philosdphers.,  lowever abstract and
idcalist the {form employed vet his oNolutwon of idcas

runs always parallel with the evolution of universal
Nistory, and the Tatter was indeoed supposed to be only
LHL ptoot of the former. Although this rcvorsed the
actual relation and stood it on its head, vet the real
content was invariably incorporaled in hls philosophy,
aspecially since Hegel -- unlike his rellowere -- did
not rely on‘ignorancc, but was one of the nost crudite
thinkers of all time. jie was the rirst {o try to de-
monslrate that there was an covolution, an inlrinsic
ceierence in history, snd Mowgver strange some things

Jin his philosophy-of histoxv BAY Svem Lo us now, the
grandour or (e bhasig ‘umul\“Lion s Stll]..‘gﬁlr ble to-
day, ceaparaed Both with his predecessors and with those

wha, Tollowing hiim, ventured to sdvance genvral histori-
Cal obamtervalions, ™is moacanlal c*wkwntion of history

i)-‘r:\'nﬁ.cs B Thencuene’oaie, Asthotik and Geschiehte der

Fhilerophic nd ho mlL01111 is L.szﬂnorg sct Yorth
‘I

_____l
historicallv, in a Jderiniie “istorical context, cven 1€
1

- ’

in an sbstract distorted rannor ' (SULrol.2eon. 224)

ft 1s clear Jrem the above that Marx distinguished be-
et Lhe Taoalistie Tormoand proscntation of tiegel's
SOaTenlion vhiiah he ru:OULﬁﬁ and Lhoe nestitive content
Wwhioh ho o cadorsed, Narx's conbentiaon that "wWith Hogel

L Giatectic s studdzgg on 1ts head. L orust be turned
rioht o side up ocoain, 17 you would discover the rational
mernel owithin (e avstical chell" coannot be dismigseod as "
a0y certural, oaven melaphericalt - os Althoaser

Ioc et oo, (At hniser  G82GQ)

BRI w3 Tooots 0 Reticfon, Progroess Tub. Noscow,

T meontioaa, vl 2. .
Srlecinvity, of cowrse, 15 not Mo B taken in the Xantian
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'Vand contemoorary anSG of the word.
7¢3ect1v1ty .which obtains v1s -a-Vvis an’ “object" gua object
. and..entails a- degree of freedom from. the “physus" S It

. is ‘found in Aguinas’ with his doctrine on'"intellectual:
"substances" and their ability for "rcdductio completa"
“.and of colurse, 'in- Iogol.g It consists in the duollcatlon

It 1s rather a sub-

of oncself in reldtion to the object through the for--
malization of the latter ; "'an appropriation, in a for- .

‘mal sense, of the object by the subject wlthout ‘the to-

tal loss of the subjnct in the object. .
Sce Pie;re'Tcilhard de Chhrdin's The Phenomenon of Man
Consistent with his conceprtual framework and activity,
Marx makes usg of the distinction,{found cxtensively with-
in the Scholastic tradition), bolween the "material" and
“formal" dimcnsions of a phcnomcnon. we have scen the
distiaction he draws beteen the "jonnv" as a "machine

. that spins cotton” -~ .its "material® dimension -- and

as "as capital" —- sts "Jormal” dilension.  Again he
distinguishes the "matorial® of capital and 1ts "lor-
mal character”. CY. Grund,257-258,

Cf. Foverty;181; Ger.1d.87.

This i's mot a case of Jdelerminisa but of rational be-

havior folluwing an intelligent aporaisal of a situeation..

Man's behaviour can be forscen boecouse ot its rationality,

not bocause of "Lrute necossity",  To oact rall 01a1Lv 13

often to act predictobly. Froeodem and unprodiclability

qrre ot the same within Marxts {(and \c1ﬁJw:§j:s) Bystom. 7

ac:or11ﬂg to these Ltvo thi ;

intelligently, rationallw,

and over tno onvmrcn;knt;

mich as pessible, "the tyranny"f‘“1r*v1 st
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The priority of coxternadl naiure 3s a nocdossary condition
and the ﬂ&tOt*&lasubs:rainm for the existence of man ana
2 Tortiori, for My howmiartination is not guosticnnd.

Lukacs agrees that Lonin broke”with the hests of Marrx



bt

o ”that proletar;anh:evolutlons can.occur only zn.the OS:
. developed countries({and:then successfully only:ion an?in-
‘ternational. scale).”Cf.Lukacs 750 However, one has to ‘be’.
“consistent’ and arque further that ‘Lenin - departed in ‘an .-

‘. volution ceascd .to be Marxist. ' This is- ‘confirked by the
- need, acknowledged by Lenin. hlmself “for' the use of

essential -and: radlcaI way,ﬁto the extent ‘that his-re-o

“force . against .the very same, people. he allegedly llbera—

ted: " "Today", Lenin is cnedltcd with having said,"one . .  °
shouldn't caress anvbody ~for people will- only blte off ST
your hand; strlke w1thout plty, although theoretlcally

‘we are- agalnst any klnd of violence. Umph, it is, in- fact;

an infernally difficult task." ibid.98. The dlstlnctlon.

‘between thcory and practice is amusing. It remlnds one

of th@ Humanitarian and Philanthropic schools which Marx.
ridiculed in The Poverty of Phllosonhv-_ ‘What we find -

-puzzling and even disturbing is the "intellectual . sexrvi=

lity" betrayed by 'a thinker,of the calibre of Lukacs

in his.attempt to rationalise and defend the polltlcal

and opportunistic¢ manocuvres of the Russian lcaders.
Marx's dialectic of negativity outdoes itself in Lukacs's
hands. First Lenin breaks away from Marx's thesis,"on

the basis of Marxist method" angd, therefore, remains Marx-
ist, ewven if he recjected the substance of Marx s doctrine.
Later, Khrushcinev breaks away from Lenin's thesis, "on’
the basis of Lenin's method” and remains Mar\1st-Len1115t
What we have to bear in mind is that in these peolitical
and ideological gyvmnastics there is no trace of Marx's
"praxis". Marx's dialectic, in this manner, becomes a
convenient resort to admit the 1001t1nacy of any move,
doctrine or dogma sancioned by the Russian oracles. ﬁﬂ!‘
thing is Marxist as long as it becars the "nihil obstat"
and ":mprinatur"-of the Kremlin.

qols: Ire 1and and the Irish Question

ng
ogress 'Pub , Moscow, 1971.‘ .
Wwe have here a vital conception spanning Marx's ecarly

and later works which goes to show, alopg with other rea-
sons, that the "cpistemological orca'“ Althusser imputes
Marx has little, 1f anyv, doctirinal basis.

In a communigquéd writton 1n 1870, Marx distinguishes be-
tween “rovolutioenary initiate" which can corme form a
country where the. material and other conditions are still
undeveleped and "the lever 7or a serious economic re-
volution®, which he idontilics with the oroletar1a1 one,

zut which must have the necorsary conditions for its ba51s.
Cf Treland,pp 160-161. The rame idea appears whag Marx
distinguishes botween the initial ssmark and the basis for
a rroletarian - revolution. 0. Surveys,325-333.
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This: is: equally appllcable to self-styled "Marxlst“-“
revolutions ‘and to other upheavals ‘with.: Ayatollas

'Korans and’ Musllm republlcs on'-the agenda. From a :
‘state’of conflict different forms .of ‘conflict: are pos- . .-
“.sible. oependlng on:; the. prevalllng condltlons and state
nof ‘social consczousness- Contemporary Iran.prov1des .
. an 1nterest1ng,(1f outrageous) example of one tyranny
“‘replac1ng another. ‘This :shows that one. form of con-

flict _may remove the 1n3ust1ce stemming from a parti-.

_cular state .of confliét ‘but .not’ necessarily from the
" injustice of. the state of confllct itself.

-~

R. Garaudy, Karl Marx: 7"he Evolutlon of His Thought

-lLawrence and Wishart, London 1967 S N
Quoted by C J.Arthur; Cf. Ger Id p.20

. Quoted bv R.P. Restucc1a Marx's Concept of Alienation.
:*Unlver51ty Mlcrofllms-'Southern I111n01s Univ. 1968

- - . .

-
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CONCLUSION

Ce The.study we have undertaken explores the "splrltual"
and humanlstlc dlm¢n51on of Marx s system' an "1deal"
'realm Wthh we feel, has not been sufflé:ently under—
stood and apprecmated "In thlS respect,:our work, we thlnk
1s a contrlbutlon to Marxlst scholarshlp. ~

It is to Marx's' crcdlt that he recognlsed and
acknowleoged the "1deal" as a distinct feature of reallty.
In thlS Marx follows a tradition inlﬁiated in the West,
by Greek thinkers, zealouslv preserved by the Schdlaéhics
‘and uastefully dlscarded by the Emp1r1c1sts and P051t1v1sts. 
howeverﬂ Marx's account of the "ideal"is radically dif-
ferent from the traditional one. For Mark; the “idealﬁ.isf
sui ‘'generis, distinct but not separate from the phys'céi,
dendting a trané-phyéical but not a trens—naﬁural-realm.

‘The "ideal" is an emanation of human subje&tive conscious—
ness and consists in the formal objectification and hypos-
tatization of human social life. It came “into exlstcnce
when "man" first emerged and will per51st as long as human
life persists.

Within Marx's conceptual framework, the "ideal"® T
both constitutes man's formal existence and represents a ¢
norm for him. In so far as it exists as ‘a concrete univer-
sal or Totality, the "idecal" has a normative and defining
role. According to Marx, preoperty, labour, capitel, ox-—
ehange, as well as, the "cssence" of man, population, free-
dom, justice, law and order - briefly, the main objective
issues that constitute human,social, (formal), existence —-
should not be. treated es‘discreetaand isclated phenomena but

as relational ones, obtaining within a holistic perspective.

- - .

307
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__.,\fbetween Marx s doctr“
-.5’“'trad1t10nally sought

to\aceount for reallty w;thlnﬁa“““

hen51ve perspectlve- Marx re;terates the vlew that to be

'y‘

truly'"501entlf1c" one ‘has to: overcome the rdelusive. ap= n?fﬁ ffi:,“
. pearance of thlngs" and grasp thelr "1nter connectedness“u:. ‘ |
This is an 1nv1tatlon to "knowledge by the causes“ ‘f:? :

f’ 7 ‘major postulate of the Greek—~cholast1c tradltlo o 7 _

. ‘ In so far as the "1dcal"'C\1sts as a Partlcular For-" R s

mality w1th whlch the 1nd1v1oual 1dent1fles lt has a con-

stltutlve dlnen31on-_ Man -S Ebsane or Formal exlstence - C:jj',u,
- acce dlng to Me;x, LOHSlStS of an "ensemble of soc1al 'j,77
'relations;“"THese 1n Lurn constltute Lne formallaatlon

+ of man s emolrlcal exlbtence- ‘Man glves a-formal existence,

a new dlmenSLOn to the ‘surrounding natural milieu and to

his own physical existence. Thls sh ws that. for Mart (as.

for Hegel),'the Real is Rational, 1mDrcgnaecd by numan.eon—

. sciousnegs. _ pe our work has shown the power to for-
malise and idealise 1 ,.lHLQnCG is the source of both man )
strength'and‘his weak
the “rest of nature".

- We have seen the ﬂtabhysical frame-work of HMarx's
system; - the three “@omcnt n human existence and their

syllogistic felationship. I an's formal existence as man
is a mediated one, the character and state of rcalisation of
his Essence. will depend heavily, though not slavishly, on
the character of the medium -- the prevailing Totality. .
This dependence should show itself in the DrlnClchb values,
. ideals, beliefs and imperatives with which man identifies,
- which he regards as cssential to his happiness_aﬁd fulfil-
"ment and for which he is proparcd to.sa&rifice'everything
t

self. . .4

‘

even pnysical life i

Our discussion and conclusions will, no doubt, raise



Ll

wﬂfespeczally‘"Maralst“ ones._ To meny,\our work wlll emerge as

'ﬁ4da dlstortlve 1deallsatlon of" Marx s‘materlallstlc doctrlne.

“'5;p01nt of v1ew the prdblem is’ that too many com—,

1mentators and Marklst zealots have taken Marx's materlallsm

for granted. The cmpha51s Marx puts on "relations" is ev;-"

fdent +to anyone who is acqualnted with. hls works yet, to the

_best of our knowledge these have not been analysed and ex-

amlned with suff1c1ent rlgour. The confusion ‘on this vital
issue is widespread. ‘We have seen that Marx speaks of Qif-
ferent types of relatlons and tnat he was malnly concerned

Wlth one special type -- "spcc1es-relatlons" These are

- real, objective but ideal phenomcna though Marx qalls them

'_"meterlalrrelatlons". This mecans that the bubject matter

. . - - .
of Marx's system 1is not something "phy51cal" as is the

_suoject matter of/khc"natural sciences, but a phenomenon

of cqnsc1pubness. Many commentators apparently, haven't
yet ‘become aware of tpls~1mportant fact. According to them =
"lhuman nature" is—fﬁxbe treated and analysed as if it were

a mere part of "external naturev, and subject to the same

type of "1an"" and movement -- in direct contradiction to

Marx's method and doctriqe. They, therefb:e, insist on sub-
mitting Marx's doctrfne to the rigour and austerity of a -
strict science. TImplicit in this ﬁisplaeed "purism" is the
conviction that, in this way, Marx's systcem bocomes more .
Yobjective". Thie is an illusion stemming from the fallacy
of scientism and its verifiability principle. It also ser-
iously violates Marx's svstem. It is philcsophically grati-
fying to note, as we have seen, that much of what Marx claims
and presupposces is not amenable to strict scientific treat-
ment, in the accepted scnse. This is what enables Marx's

doctrine to be so comprechensive, enriching and intriguing.

' Science in the accopted sensc and its method of verification

can never o full justice to the wealth of reality. Unlike

i

AN

-
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uke”some of h;s admlrers,,narx reallsed thls fact as is ev;dent

'IQ:Ln hls Judgment on Ricardo' s doctrlne.‘ ThlS bE1ng the case,‘*'f)5
:;the attempt to subm;t Marx's doctrlne to the reglmen of a |
sc;entlflo analys;s rema;ns abortlve. Furthermore, too much

rempha51s on 1ts allegedly SClentlflc character is rulnous

Afbecause many of Marx's presupp051tlons, clarms ‘and con-

E clu51ons will not wltstand strictly sc1ent1f1c scrutlny.'

- Marx's system thrlves on “freedom freedom from the

"physis",from " external;nature R 1ts laws and determlned

o ‘ o <

movement.’ This is what enables man to exercise and develop

his "freedom to". jMérx'sas§3tem;,therefore,resists, fortun-

B

‘ately,the confining and funerial regimen of a strict science.
The "ideal® dimension of Marx's doctrine emphasises .

- the wvital and crucial role which hum;; subjective consciousness
‘plays in his sﬁstem. . In place of "brute neoessitym which

rules “external nature", we have, in the case of man, a form
of "intelligentlneceseity“. This, of course, creates problems,
both doctrinal and practical. We have discussed some of them
;—- the major one concerning the two "formalities" in which

Marx was’ particularly involved, namely, the "proletariat™ and
the “boorgeoisie“. On this rssue, Marx's analysis breaks

down and he leads himself into a false conclusiorn. In direct
contradiction torois own doctrine, Marx identifies an ensemble
of empirical (physical) relations with an ensemble of species
(ideal) relations. This violation subsequently became the

’

corner-stone of so-—called "Scientific Socialism." Historicism,

Evelutionism, as well as Economism and Technologism egually



‘thrlve on thxs-fatal m;sconceptxon,;itﬂfah?'

Our analysxs of Marx s docttlne razses ‘a major prob-;_;;
‘lem. . Marx rextetates the view that the laws of human naturee:
rhand 1ts developmental process go on “beh;nd the back“'of
people, 1ndependently of their thoughts and volltlons. ;ﬁe '
have argued, by contrast, that, on Marx's own terms, human
exlstence and act1v1ty are medlated by an Ideal Totallt -
hence_the-essent;al,and.cruclal role of soc;al consciousness
within the human dévelopmehtal'process. ,Ferthet conflrmation
of_this is found in Matx's-qontentioh that:"

_With the slave's awareness that he.cannot be'the pIo-
perty of another, with his consciocusness of himself
as a person, the existence of slavery becomes a merely

artificial, vegetative existence, and ceases to be
able to prevail as 4the basis of production. (Grund.463)

Is it possible to reconcile Marx's view that. the laws °
lof.capitalism, and of human history in general, work "with
iron necessity towards inevitable results" (Cap.l.8) and that
human development "can be determined with the precision of
natural science", (Pol.Econ.2l) with the analysis of Marx's
. doctrine presented throughout this work? On page 59 we es—

plained in what sense Marx is justified in arguing that the
development of human history and its laws "can be determined
with the precision of natural scienoe“._ In the final analysis,n
however, the tension betWeen‘positive science and philosophy,
between determinism and freedom, remains within Marx's system,
as we pointed out on page 73; We are convihced, on the basis

of our studies, that there is no place for physical necessity,

within Marx's system, but only for a type of intelligent




;'nece531ty whlch works wlthzn ‘a noetxc and evaluatlve per-

i

:nsP°Ct1ve' conSEQ“entlyr Marx s contentlon that the laws of»-.-'*

fsultS“ is 1ncons;stent w;th, and does v1olence to, the ”Loglc

of hlS own system.‘ . T -

We have identified the “1nfrastructure ‘with a To- "

tal;ty Wthh is zggél in nature, a phenomeﬂ6n in the realm -
of conscmousness. Yet Marx conszstently orgues that thlS
lnfrastructure is “"hidden", "secret" -- it constitutes )
"the Lnnermost secret, the hldden baszs of the entire soclal

| b 4

:structure.“(Cap 111 791) How are we to reconclle our charac-
terisation of the "infrastructure" with Marx s? In o;her words,
how can something be Ideal in nature, that is, conscious'and

yet unconscious at the sate time ?

TheianswEr'to this probiem lies in a dlar@fication of
terms. The "infrastructure", in itself, is Ideal in naturé.
;t cohsists of a Totality of "relations between people” which
are mediated by,and have. as their basis, the social context
prevailing at the time; This basis, existing independently’

of individual consciousness is nothing but a formal objecti-

fication of the eTpirical conditions of existence -- like'

s social grémmer. This fact has been and remains, according

to Marx, unknown to the séci#l members governed by it: un-
sanctioned by the state and unrecognized by the ideclogists .
whether economists, philo#ophers or the daily presé. To the
prevailing “"grammer" of society corresponds an official "social

*We owe this expression to J.McMurtry. Cf =~ The Structure of
Marx's world view, Princeton University Press,1968,p-8l,n.15

N



-

strﬁcéure“.of the édpitalist era is "political economy".
This ianguage sustains, according to Marx, a éomplex structure .
it. |

of poiitical, philosoﬁhical and moral ideology compatible with

313
.lgngugge" which;expfesses_itself in the’quologiddl-supér—

'structure. The “social language®” corresponding to the “infra-
S . .
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