





FOREWORD

The birthday of the late M.N. Roy, which falls on March 21,
" is celebrated each year by the Indian Renaissance Institute and
the Indian Radical Humahist Association by arranging a lecture
by an eminent authority on. a topic of public importance. In
celebration of the 95th birth anniversary  this year, the Roy
Memorial Address will be delivered at New Delhi on 22nd March
1982 by Dr. Andrg Bgteille, Professor of Sociology, Univeisity
of Delhi. The full text of the address is published in this pam-
phlet. . ‘ :

The object of this lecture series is not to give a resume of the
‘ ideas of M.N. Roy, but to present new thinking on a ¢ritical
topic. *This, I believe, is an appropriate mode of perpetuating
the memory of a revolutionary philosopher who was always
opposed to ideological orthodoxy, who became' alienated from
communism because of its spirit of blind conformism, and who
would have liked his own ideas to be critically appreciated but
_ never sanctified. -

I am very grateful to Dr. Andrg Beteille for having agreed to
deliver this year’s address. He speaks on a topic of great interest
and I am sure that the reader will have ample reason to share
my sense of gratefulness to him.

—V.M. TARKUNDE



ba Marxnsm, Plurallsm and Orthodoxy

André Bétellle

b If we get a few more of these Dprofessors spinning
out their theories, we shall be lost.”

g ZINOVIEV at the Fifth World
e  Congress of the Comintern.

N the second half of the twentieth century it is no longer

““possible to speak.of Marxism in the singular; one has to
speak-of it in the plural. This is true in an obvious. sense of
Marxist practice, but it is true also of Marxist theory which is
my present concern. It will be bard to identify any single
approach to the understanding of either man or society—or
history, or culture, or nature—that will be accepted as authori-
tative by all Marxists today. It is said that what is distinctive
of the Marxist approach is that it is dialectical. But to describe
an approach to society as *‘dialectical” is a little like describing
it"as “scientific”; Marxists are no more agreed on what: they
understand by the dialectic than are social scientists on what
they: understard by science. Marxism has come to signify vari-
ous things to various people, not only among its adversaries but
also among its protagonists. Maxime Rodinson, the renowned
Islamic scholar and for many years a member of the French
‘Communist Party, has put it thus: “For me there is not just
one Marxism, but several Marxisms, all with a. common core,
it is true, but also with many dlvergences each version as legx-
timate as any other.”® -

. Marxism has grown in depth and variety, not only thh the ’
passage of time but also by . its diffusion across the different parts
of* the world. Marx’s own thought was deeply ‘rooted in the
intellectual culture of mid-nineteenth century Europe: His
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concern was primarily with the problems of European society,
to the solution of which he applied concepts and categories
derived from the resources of European science and European
philosophy. In the hundred years since he died, Marx’s ideas
‘have found new homes with very different intellectual traditions
and requirements. This acclimatization has called for a continu-
ous process-of adaptatién, -innovationt“and reinterpretation.
The variety of forms taken by Marxism may be seen as a
sign of its vitality and its capagity for growth. It is a central part
of the Marxist doctrine that life and thought do not remain the
same everywhere or £or ever;-and. that chauges in the material
conditions. of life Wemahd changes in the forms of thought. It
would be difficult to exaggerate the changes that have taken place
in the conditions of life since the timé of Marx. Some of them
“have resulted from ideds implanted by Marx himself and it is
not surprising that these changes, by altering the context of his
jdeas, have-given :-them,a”new.si.gniﬁc;fe.%:: TEE AN T
«. The divergences in Marxism rrélate’ not merely to-matters
of detail or to points of application, but.reach into fundamental
.questions of theory and methéd. In other words, not only:are
“there different conceptions of *“‘mode of production™ and “sooial
formation”, orof the relationship between thought and attionfor
existence and consciousness, or technology -and social structure);
but these different, or even rival, conceptions are all ‘advocated,
forcefully and persuasively, in the name of Marxism. . i
. < "The interpretation of authoritative texts is an important, part
of ‘all scholarly disciplines, certainly those. concerned with the
human sciences. In the:absence of ‘some relidnce on the authority
of texts, intellectual discourse would lose ‘all continuity withvthe
past. Among Marxists intellectiual discourse has centred to an
" unusual degree on the correct interpretation of authoritative
texts. ‘Marx occupies a unique position among modern thinkers
in the volume and range of interpretations which have taken-his
ideas as their subject. Marxists, anti-Marxists and ex-Magxists
have contended for a hundred years over the true import of his '
words, and the question of what Marx really meant has-been
‘reopened again and again by philosophers, historians, ¢conomists,
sociologists and others. A well-known contemporary “critic has
used the phrase “equivocal and inexhaustible” to characterise .
his work.2 : o ’ s
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- The stupendous volume of :interpretative literaturg has- per-
-haps made the thought of Marx appear more equivocal and.in-
. exhaustible than it might by itself be. It has tended to.act-as a
..screen between the, ordinary reader and what Marx  himself
wrote, obscuring. ‘and confusing even those passages and. texts
_-that are simple and;easy to read. Itis a sign of the greatness .of
- Marx that more people learn his thoughts by what they hear than
by, what they read, and even among the highly educated, people
,can passwnately attac}c and defend these thoughts without being
@cqua,m]t,ed, with them, at. fiest hand ;
©.. Itis ot as if, fhe understanding and: mterpretauon of Marx S
; work present no genuine problems.. While these, problems should
.ot be. givgn ﬁoo much, : m,portanep, they cannot be, 1gnored
. Marx was, both a,scholarytramegl to.the. requxrq;ments of scholarly
dlsclpllnc -and an xact%st ap;ge to.the advantages of quick, not
s 10, say, mstantagaeygg, IRsponse to 1,mportant polmcal events
H,c yyrot&; a,great deglona, }gﬁgednumber of su‘meqts He also. read
4 great deal and kept. himself remarkably well .informed on the
events of the day. He reacted at once to concrete events and
abstract Jdeas He. adopted more than one. style of writing, just
£ as he w:ote for more than one kmd of audlcnce In the ayent,
“his work. does not have the. k1nd of perfect unity whxch the unin-
formed too readily assume to be the hallmark of every great mind.
Although Marx wrote,a great. deal, much of this remamed
“unpublished in his own lifetime. It is doubtful that all of what
he left unpulished was intended to be published, although some
clearly was. Many of Marx’s unpublished writings began to appear
- inprint from 1932 onwards, firstin the original and then in various
itranslations. The publication of these manuscripts—in particular
“the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 and the Grund-
:risse—became major events in the intellectual history -of Marxism.
-Some felt that they rendered obsolete much of the interpretation
-of Marx’s thought till then comsidered authoritative. Others
‘maintained that since they were in.the main neotes, drafts and
sketches which.Marx chose to leave unpublished, they did not
‘have the same authonty as what he himseif. pubhshed in‘his own
Tifetime. ; ; :
-Within Marx’s vaned 1ntellectua1 output a. unlque posmon is
occupied by Capital. In a sense his entire intellectual life after
1844 centred around the writing of this work, and the study and -
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" préparation required for its writing. Only the first of the three
volumes of the work we know today as Capital was published by
Marx in his own lifetime and, although he lived for more than
fiftéen years after its publication, he did not publish any further
volumes. Volumes 2 and 3 were put togethet by Engles, from
drafts and notes left behind by Marx, and published after his
death. Not surprisingly, Engels was criticised at once—by some for
editing the work too little and by others for editing it too much.?
The three volumes of Capital taken together ‘constitute a
monument of intellectual endeavour on a scale rarely attained'in
history. Nevertheless, the work abounds in gaps, repetitions and
obscurities,2 and one of the greatest economists of the present
century was provoked into describing it as “‘an obsolete economic
textbook”.5 Whatever may be the final verdict on Marx’s theory
and method, it is evident that he had rather less certitude about
them than many of his followers would like him to have had.®
Had he arrived at a position which in his own considered judge-
ment appeared as ‘definitive, he would hardly have left his notes
and papers in the state in which he did after nearly forty years of
concentrated teflection and research. The plain fact is that Marx
hesitated between alternative formulations, not merely on
points of detail but on fundamental ‘mattets, as will be evident
from a comparison of the unpublished draft Iater pubhshea as
Grundrisse and VoILme 1 of Capital.

o ) * *

* - Throughout the nineteenth céntury and until the ‘First War .
Marxism had its intelfectual home in Western Europe, partlcularly
in Germany, France afid England.” These are the countries'in
which Marx and Engels lived, and about which they primarily
wrote. Although as a body of ltvxng ideas Marxism has continued -
to flourish- more actlvely, more v1gorou§ly and more luxunantly
in Western Europe than elsewhere, the*suceess of the Revolutibn
of 1917 deprived West European Matxkism of the unique intellec-
tual authority it had till then enjoyed throughtout the’ world.
Ironically, some of the mast brilliant Marxists in Western
Europe themselves contributed to the devaluation of their own
intellectual capxtal by submlttmg to: the mtellectual authonty of
Soviet Marxism.”

The trumph of Soviet Marxism owed a great deal to state power



but it also owed something to the appeal of strong ideas directly
and forcefully expressed. Much of what was presented as Marxism
in the Soviet Union at the height of Stalin’s authority is today
derided by the more acute and subtle interpreters of Marxism
in the West and their followers elsewhere.® For all that, Soviet
Marxism had in its day a real intellectual appeal for millions of
people whose main, if not so}e,.;;exposure to Marxism was through
the works of Lenin and Stalin.*® It will be a mistake to think that
that appeal has dlsappeared for ever or can never be quickened to
new life again. ; ;
The outqtandmg feature of Sov1et Marxxsm in contrast with .
: Occ1denta1 Marxism,is «;ts unity and continuity as an intellectual
system. A greatdeal of this has been due to the discipline of party
and state, but it would be a mistake to ignore what it owes to the
Russian intellectual tradition. The kind of materialist doctrine that
became established as the official form of Marxism under Stalin in
fact enjoyed great influence among Russian Marxists long befote
the Bolshevik Revolution. Soviet Marxism grew within a parti-
cular material and intellectual environment; and, while it is true
that the Bolshevik Revolution changed much of the material
culture of the old Russia, it is doubtful that it changed as much of
the basic categories of its intellectual culture.!* At any rate, one
_is:struck by the uniformity of the categories used in social analysis
from Plekhanov down to the most recent Soviet text-books of
- sociology. .

Soviet Marxism is characterlsed by a number of mterrelated
features, There js first of all, the adherence to materialism in
its various forms: materialist philosophy, dialectical materialism,
the materialist interpretation of history. Then there is the pre-
occupation with the scientific laws of social dynamics, including
the preoccupation with causality and determinism as - understood
in the natural sciences. Finally, there is the characteristic analytical
scheme dividing society into“base™ and “‘superstructure”; and
assigning causal priority to the former over the latter. In all these
regards Soviet Marxism has remained much closer to the spirit
of the Second International, with its view of Marxism as the
doctrine of “scientific socialism”, than many contemporary
forms of Occidental Marxism.!* : ‘

Was Marx himself a materialist? Is it possible to reject
materialism——not just “mechanical”’ materialism but materialism
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as such—and sfill remain a Marxist?: Contemporary Western'
Marxists' ‘4re--by no means in complete agreement of' ‘these
questions.: At any rate, Marx’s own writings do not give evidence
of thekind of intransigent materialism that has been attrlbuted
to hjm by some of his most authoritative interpreters. -

* In an‘essay published shortly after the. October Revolution,
Bertrand ‘Russell drew attention to the treméndouns emphasis on’
materialism in Bolshevik theory, after pointing to the lack off
any necessary connection between “philosophical materi:al-ism’-*f
and the “materialistic conception of history”.*® The foundatiofis’
of' Russian Marxism were laid by Plekhanov whose theoretical
works remained influential despitehis later differences with Lenint
Pre:dnd post-Revolutionaty’ Russian’ Marxists, Bolsheviks and-
Mensheviks, Stalinists and Trotskyists were all influenced by
Plekhanov’s philosophical writings about which Lenin said: thvat
nothingbetter had been written on Marxismanywhere inthe world

“Plekhanov’s -influential point of view is ‘set -out in @ work
puiblished in 1895 under the title of The Development of the Monist-
View of ‘History. Tt had -otiginally - béen entltled In Defénce of'

 Materialism, but that title Had to-be changed in-ofder teévade!
osnsership. - The-'book: sets ‘out to: #stablish the sapenomy,
- firstly, ‘of materialiSm over all other phllosoplncal systerns; ‘and;’
secondiy, of dialectical materialism over ail'othef fornis of materi:
alism. It is dn attack notonly on idealism but also on all forms of*
dualism which refuse to acknowledge the logical and historical:
pmonty of matter'éver mind. The boek iswrittetiin a didactitstyle
intended to settle once and for all the basic tiuestlons lof ﬂiem‘i’»‘
and method £ : i ] PR TR T HIPLPETE 7o R-11 B

- ‘Marxism - was I‘elpreseiitbd‘ as mﬁ%ﬁaﬁs‘m)bf At eVERS R GHES
uncompromising kind in-a Work ‘publijkied fotirteen years latef
by Lenin under the title -of “Materitlisin and Empzrza-ermbllvﬁ't“
The importance of this work for the" ‘development ‘of ‘Soviet!
Marxism can hardly be overstated. In it Lenit pressed ‘the case
for partisanship in philosophy and social theory. Therd''wisreh
two opposed camips in phllosophy-matenahsm ‘and idealisii’
—between which one had te’ choose since there '‘was no mid’dle
ground Those who vacillated between the two in the name of

“empirio-criticism”, or emplr;omomsm” or plam agnostlcxsm
were it Tact idealists in disguiise who needed t& be exposed: In
Lenin’s words, “Marx and Engels were partisans in philosophy
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from start to finish, they were able to detect the deviations from
materialism and concessions to 1dca11sm and ﬁdelsm in every one
of the ‘recent’ trends”.

It is now a commonplace among European Marx:sts that
Marx was by no means a partisan for philosophical materialism.
Some writers have sought to attribute to Engels the elements
of materialism that might have crept into the writings of Marx,
inadvertently as it-were.'>These are not new arguments. Lenin
was petfectly familiar with them, and his work was in fact directed
againb‘t ithivgewho sdﬂght 10 ‘deny that Marx was a partisan for
materialisii andte sugg@st thit there might be a basic difference of
ouﬂook Between: Engels atid Maix.'s Differences between Marx

"and Engels there 1o doudbt: were, but it would be strange indeed
if Bngels had so complétely fmisunderstood Marx on sach a
fundamental point as some of the antx-materlahst adherents of
Mamsm appear to suggest.’”

Comrmtn‘lbl'e 0 matenahsm meant - for Plekhanov, Lertin
and othersassigning clear pmonty to-the extérnal order of nature
over the intetnal order ‘of spifit, ‘mind or consciousness. These
thinkers saw the socla{ ‘world as an external world, made up of:
_ definite srelations between méh that were indispensable and in-
dependent of their will.*® This external ‘order of society was;:
in their view, like the external order of nature, governed by immu-
table laws which could be discovered and formulated, if not with.
the same exactitude, at least with something of the exactitude of
the laws of nature. Marxism provided a method for the discovery
and formulation of these laws which far surpassed in range and .
power the methods of bourgeeis political economy and bourgeoxs

sociology.

The case for causality and determinism was made forcefully.
by Bukharin in a popular manual-entitled Historical Materialism.
" “Society and its evolution are as much subject to natural law
as is everything else in the’ umverse” wrote Bukharin;®® and,
again, “The only correct: pomt of view is that of determinism”.2
Bukharin’s popular manual was attacked by more sophisticated
Marxlsts,21 partly because his formulations were crude and over-
simple; but also because Bukharin became an easy target after his
estrangement with Stalin. Bukharin’s formulations were indeed
oversimple ; but, then, it was onlyby virtue of being presented in
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the form of simple aphorismis that Marxism could take a hold
over the minds of millions of ordinary people. C
Once again, the ideal of a natural science of society, with its
presuppositions regarding causality and determinism were more
consistently articulated by Engels than by Marx, but it would
be disingenuous to pretend that Marx never found the idea "
appealing or that he ever renounced jtrclearly and categoricalty.*
The idea that Marxism provides the correct scientific explanation
of social reality appealed greatly to the best minds of the Second
International 2® It becgme codified in the Soviet Union and, un-~
der the name of “dfamat’’y,it has. provided the groundwork for
the education of millignssef students there and in other socialist
countries. It is diffigult o see- what Marxism would be in the
countries of the Third World without the belief in the efficacy of
its scientific laws. : 6
‘The scientific understanding of society requires, according to.
many Marxists of the present as well as the past, giving priority
to the laws of economics. As Plekhanov put it, “The psychology
of society is always expedient in relation to its economy, always
corresponds to it, is always determined by it”” ** The distinction bet-
ween “economics” and “psychology”’, needless to say, expresses
the distinction between base and superstructure, (or between social
existence and social consciousness), .regarded by:many, if not
most, people as the hallmark of ‘Marxismconsidered as a scientific
doctrine. oo g B :
~ Here again, it was Lenin who formulated the distinction most
clearly and reacted most sharpy to attempis at obliterating it.
" To put it in his words, “§ocial consciousness refleets social being
—that is Marx’s teaching. A reflection may be an approximately
true copy of the reflected, but to speak of identity is absurd. Con-
sciousness in general reflects being—that is a generg] thesis of -
all materialism. It is impossible not to see its direct angd insepar- -
able connection with the thesis of historical materialism: social
consciousness reflects social being”.?® It is possible that Lenin
was beguiled by his reading of Engels into misrepresenting Marx.
But we still need to explain why so many intelligent interpreters of
Marx, many of whom give clear evidence of having read his work,
‘should misrepresent him in exactly the same way.
" Marxists have in recent years found it increasingly difficult
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to. apply. -consistently -the distinction between base and .super-

structure in- their analysesiof society and history. : The recogni- -
tion of the-problem has been foltowed by various résponses. There
are -those Marxists, like the British historian E.P.. Thompson;
whewould frankly admit/that the distinction; once considered
useful;. 110 longer appears to. be so,and may now be set aside in
the interest of a fusther advance of knowledge?$ Another kind
of response is thatof pontemporary Soviet sopiologists-who retain
the distinction between+‘base’ and “superstructure’’;but introduce
athgd catego ﬁy qf “extra—guperstrugtuta.l” factors to accommo-

o ot

a F ;tems t 1o not clearly fall ynder, e}ther bage or superstruc-

e ‘j‘. () ¥ ‘“ A 1 “ ."i

Bom Sy ";}'e,ul 1 ‘gx‘ Me );Lsfgp—or QI thatmgttter,all followe;rs
of Lenin— V%? s;ggeib ﬁxg sarh qndament;} sxgmﬁca,pc,& to
(S ) x)l )

t,:]g\e }S‘E’l%?b)(%n gen § afp .$UD grstructure As against such

o
s, the, one W i¢ rapnenses Marxxsm in terms of its
' Zg&hégg ép: i:]}e totah;y ﬂns Wa,s the emphasxs of Geqrrlg Lukacs
those w}m deveiqped what may be. calle a Hegehan as,0ppo-
sg?‘ 'tp a pgsmwst vcrsmn of Marxxsm 28 In such: a version the
e atlonshlp between social ex1stence and soclal conscxousness
Y3 rMaHGAsip betwesh the Wwholé and a part’ rather tha that
betwbed tio parts o?’Wh‘Ych oﬁe is hote’ xmpoftant than the other20
: t‘\*ﬂﬁﬂd 'be aga'inst the Splrit 'of this approach to contrast “edotio-
s and “psy’chélogy‘” with'a v1éw to assé‘rtmg*tﬁé pr1macy of »
fHe foriher-ovef the' 12'1tter ¢ b oRE i
“Ardoviet Mar;hsts hava ‘assitned’ fundamentﬁl' n‘nporté.ncé 10
tnbttiod, thereby peaning primarily thé sciéntifi¢ method: There
i ‘also’ 2 8 gre!it emphasis on method in the work of Luka:c&—and
Ilke%ESé of Sarﬁre‘“’wbut the térm “method” is here’tised in a
diffidrent - §ense ‘For Lukads method is, first and -foremost, the
dlalectic, mbamng* the movement towards” “unity of subject and
”bj’ect 1F it is ’irue that"men b society’ ate 'governe’d by ’Iaw‘s
it 'is " dlse’ ttue that they thémiselve create the‘sb IaWs, ‘and
tience they can understanid ‘theim bBest” in the Very’ a¢tof fheﬁ'
creation. As Marx asks, following Vico, “And would #ot such
ahistory be easier to compile; since; as’ Vico says, buman history
differs:from natural-histoty in .thls that we haye made the former
but: notrthe latter? % 1. ,
~1.Lukag’s path-breaking Work stmry and Class Consc;ousness
is.nef-an’ attempt to subordmate consioustess to: matcr;al forees..
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It ig;-if amything; & celebration of human consciousness:gs an
autive agenit!in thie mitking of humasn listory. As:i5 welk kinowr
Eeuih, who othierwise: praised Bukharin, had: rensprledo tiest
Bukharin® did! not -understidnd - the dialectic. Whe diakselic as
baderstood by Lukack (o Sartre, or Merleau-Pomy) idpé tusn
very different from: the sense given. to it by Lenin or By Engels®
Por' Lukies thers is no such thing as & didlectie of histaie: the -
dialecticihas a place only. within humarn History  which 4¢ imore
than metely a coptinuation of matural history, . .0é2ib 2
Thes; method £6r Lukacs iearis, above all, the dialectic whosé
concetsi taust be ‘with' the Whole. As he puts it, *.. .dialbdlics
insists on the concrete unity of the whole”®3; or, again, anfﬁi‘é
totality is, therefore, the category that governs reality”.® Méthod
i’ Marxism, accorditip to Lukacs (of Sarire), calls for the Ui y
of théory and practice ratfer thax any' particular techinigite “5¢
observation or. fact firiding. TH¢ attempt to transform Markisoh
fifto scienttific’ sociofogy is Qootticd 'to failvre, Mﬁ;ﬁsﬂf% We
with the growth of the revolationary consciousnéss, towards Wijih
botrgeofs socidl sciénce tkés ‘@ negative, if not Hostiley’ s‘t’%l}%?’;
... Histary and Class Copsciousngss was' disesteh Agaigh the
Marxism, of the S¢eond International in which theary was clgimy

ing a Jife indepondent of practice.. In the very year of ity aybliy =

sation,. anather work, entitled Merxism gnd Philosoply- vigg
published by the German Marxist, Karl Kogsch, also from gn

anti-positivist: poipt of view. Korsch argued strongly againsp the

king, of dualism that sought to,drive a wedge, botwgen, segial
existencg, and sogial, conscionsmess. - “For the, coigridengg, of
consciouspess gnd reaality characterizes every-dialeetie, inchiding

Marx’s, dialactical matesialsigny; Konsch's work like: thagnef -

- Lukacs-was denpuncediby Saviek Marxists. Jn an “‘Anti-critigugl],
publishediin 1930, Korseh., ipaced:bagk the soats of the duslism
be hadgarlier atfacked fo.whathe camsidered. t be. Lenmniy

-misrepresentation of , Marx: in  Maigxiglign. and .. Empirigy
47':#1.61‘871’}.‘." = IO FRRNTT S i “ B o :w","::} l./

- Thie: preoccupation: ¢f Lukacs with hunan consciousnessiias
an: getivé: agent indoeial transforttiation makes his theory-ail
method very different from theories and iethods which rest’on
ideas of external causality and determinismi’ Not surprisirgly,

-Lukacs was attacked by. the - theoreticians -of the 'Cominters
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for - propagating “‘voluntarism®, a-charge which Lukaecs, again
»not surprisingly, repudiated. Whatever be the merits of thése
charges and sountencharges, it is difficult, when comparing Bukha-
1in ‘and. Lukaes—who -¢iticised each other-—not to be struck by
their wery different. conceptions -of the dialectic -and of the laws
svhich govern human conduct. The tension betiween detetminismi
and voluhtasism has become even more marked in the discussion
) of Marxism fhat has gmvm in ‘Wﬁsmm Emepe in the‘!ast twwty-
ﬁmm&m e el
r1 Anbhg Mamists Whe‘ffﬁa% iaﬁaeked determln'tsm and ‘asser-
te@ithépilimacybfithe humah will; mone hds enjoyed greater res-
peby; at depsti sinive the tivie of Lenin, thah Gramsci. Kramsei
wowies e wniiywe place in'Sontemporaty Marxisay as much to his .
highl} efigistlipresontation of itaito tte conditions under which
- besiwediand! wrote 8D like Taikads, Gramedt aké- weote a'long
mmmfmﬁ@ Hibvorical’ Muteriatist, and’ dhis: etitique
deifossati Heoduse -it brings out the difference between his
. @mmﬁahﬂwheaappﬁeaich aotibnly- of “Bukhaﬁn bt of ﬁwhaﬂt
mmsméﬂed)% Soviet Marshem, - 0 sl o i
L ﬂlﬂlﬂﬁ Jséufx&se of his crn‘biqué of Buk%iaﬁn Graﬁ‘rso‘l ﬂwlrdte,

It is .we'll, known moreover, that ths; onglna{or of thq
i I.n {1 Aﬁ 2 £ - iy
hilos3 1{) o praxls [Marx] never. called his own conpep
‘ ‘I; s
it fci’dﬁfma enahpt and that whep wntm,g a“boutFrench matepa-
' ‘1 ism Iae c15‘ ticises it and aﬂirms that the critique oqght to
'Be mote exhaustive. Th,us ‘he' Tiever uses the formula* mafer-
ialist dialectic,” but calls it “rational” ‘as opposed to -
“mystical’’, which gives the term “rational” aqulte precise
1 1 TR

W,he;ke; tqug or ,falsa, th:s view ef Marxls.m Jsrstmkmgly,

‘ ﬁf not startlingly, different from the text-book representation jof
it.as being first and.foremost a form of matenialism,®® Needless
%o say, 4 bas implications for a.critique of mot only Bukhagin’s
Historical mthalwm but alsp Leain’s Mﬂtermlwm aad Empima—
oriffgisngA® . i

o e f@ﬂﬂw Gramsei, ma'tiama‘hsm ds a :mctaphym wli‘mﬂa -

' &mmﬂets historical  wnderstanding- which -is the : énly form;of
apderstanding -appropniate -to. @ subject concerned with:human
theings. Gramscl’s approach to- Miarxism is a. historicist approach
consciously .oppesed ito every form of positivism. - The - subjedt






