





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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. s o
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



matter of History being radically differentfrom the:subject mattet
-of the natural sciences, their methods must also. be different. : + -
. ‘Gramsi's historicism. has appealed to many - Marxists in the
West, but by no- means-to all. A highly influential: version ::of
Marxism emerged in the sixties of the present century under the
leadérship ofithe Frech structuralist, Louis, Althusser. Adthusser’s
structuralist interpretation of Marx sought to put back the em-
-phasis. on *“laws”; *‘determinants” and “structures’’, as againsta
humanistic and historicist interpretation, on the bams of a:sharp
distinction  between the ‘earlier and. the. later work :of Marx. In
this version; . the later, more mature. and scientific werk-of Matrx
as exemplified in. Capiral should be seen.as superseding his earlier
work .which, wpto the pesiod..of . The, Genman Jdeology; mas
-@ﬁrmeate,d by, “humanistic”, and, “historigist. catagaries. X (.
It will be clgar fromgwhat has:been said"above,that, M@x:xism,
@s, thepry,;and, methed,. has: retained.;much;- greater ynity,and
confimpity in the Soviet Union than, outside it Jn Western ,E}J,r pe
several, dstﬁe,.rqnt.vc_r,swns of: Marxism bave sycceeded; each other,
particularly in the last twenty-five years; ami differences arisipng
~ from nationgl- intellectual : straditions; -as: between German jand
»French Marmsm or. between French and Engh h Marxism, are
also dlsc:er'rnb]e42 The co-ex1stence of these vanous gl;e{‘atmns
of Marxism tsome ‘ways c0mp1emen§ary and’in’ o hei 4 diffi-
cuft %o reconclle—enabies Marxxsm to rétain “and . Perhaps
exten&' its appeal among all those wbo have a real mterest in the
undersjtandmg of soc1ety and history. .

CoR byt Ly K g | N ‘i::‘,,:l‘é'i.'.'v ’

The plurality of approaches within Marx1sm rtist Bé Seen in
th‘“'hght of what has been ahd continues to be anotheﬂmpbﬁant
‘i notinfrinsic, feature ofit, namely, the preoccupa‘tloﬁ of Méi‘bhsts
with m‘fhodoxy By this'] simply mean that' Marxists' are con-
certied ‘mot ofily with the corréct tinderstanding of ‘the -world,
~ ‘buf;* over and above that, and to’ an unusual- degfee with the
~correct interpretation of a particular body of writings: ‘Thus,
 debates;among Marxists, and between Marxists and their advers-

- aries mové along two intersécting scales: on the onehand whethér,
* forinbtance, base infact détérmines'superstructure oripsychology
_erely reflecés economics;:on the other; what Marx really‘meant

iby the various observations he madeon such'subjects. /- '
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. Orthodoxy, -as-orthodox Marxists are ready: to.poitit- out,
is not the same thing as dogmatism. Dogmatism indicates un~
willingriess: to, reconsider one’s initial ' position -in the light of
new facts ‘or facts mot -considered earlier. Marxism- would! not
have survived as an .intellectual ‘system - had it refused to:respond
to the momentous changes taking place in’ the real world. The
regognition. of changes:that call for the replacement of old ideas
- by dew.;hag been a-censpictious feature: of Buropean Marxism.
" Andiasiont eloquéntiadvocate: of orthodoxy has argued;-one may
renounce-nianyiweven- most -of the ‘substantive propositions for-
muylated by: Matx. without ceasing;to.be-an: or,thodox ‘Marxists®,

Tt Theidea of’orihoffo‘)iy, \which hds its w1ﬂe’st usé in the domain
”'éhﬁ’bﬂ is difficutf £& défine 3 ‘the tontext of Matxism 'which

s s%tfﬁl‘ér'aii& scintifd 4 ity oriéﬁ'taﬁbn Not all ‘Marxists make
4 ¥4sé O GrthabRy explibitiy dnd Systematically, but the Steiking
‘ﬂﬁ’l‘@‘iﬁ"tﬂﬁf §0' iy ‘a4, "The Bi-thodoxy of Kautskj', once widely
aElfﬁoWleﬁ'ged"’vvhs ]atér repud1af%d by Lenin. Lukaés sought to
~ give’s fitw meaning to the idea of ‘orthodoxy'so’ as to fiarmotize
- it Lénin's practice, buft ‘his formu]atron was coﬁdemned by
TERIYs Bislrd- ﬁi ’MOSOOW @ ol it ;

LT (1 IS R

b gﬂq; only axe vaglous forms of orthodoxy opposed ) each 6ther
but ;0 S rthodgxy ,Aa‘s, such -is opposed- t

it .

- sensg by the advocates of jone kind of orthodoxy to denou,nce er
revllq the advocate,s of another.‘ t revisionists. in; th

sepse . make no pre;gence at. orthodoxy, vahey, are those who ca,ﬂ
-;’or a serious, reexamination . of the tenets - oflMarmsm, mclugl}pg
some of its fundmental tenets, wh;le seekmg to- remaxp within
the Marmst tradltlon , ;

' Fhe attack onthe rewsmmsm of Bemstem by Kautsky ‘and

: the custodians of orthodoxy - brought to:light a:fundamental -
‘contradiction. in the Marxism of.the Second Internationali: For
‘Marxism,’ as it was présented by the theoreticians of the:Second

. Inteonational, was'a positive’science: it was thescientific aspect

“ofiMarxism- that. they most strongly recominénded. Why should
it/Beiinherently wrong; as ‘the: orthodox scemed to say. it ‘was,
to!:revise 4 body -of knowledge. that claimed to be a:positive

" soiehce ?:Marxist ideas of: orthodoxy and.revisionism: are difficult
tolaccommodate within-the domain. of positive!sciencer which
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regards the capacity for revision as a vartue ancl xtvhe eﬂzwm of ‘
0mhmioxy a -defect. . s S
" . 'Thd superjor merit of Lukacs over Kamaky tay in: tehxs, nﬁhait
hmdmi ot seek to combine the claim of orthodoxy with the iclaim
that Marxism. was a positive science. For Lukacs ¢as- also fiot .
Keorsch and -Guamsci), Marxism was not a positive science, mot
evas & ‘superior-form of it, but stood in.opposition 1o it. Guthoe-
doxy in Marxjsm invelved ot a .defence of but an attack on
empiricism ‘which; according to Lukacs, oonstituted. the foundd-
tion .of boungeeis secial.science: The dbsession with. factsas they
are isa feature of the “‘contemplative” as epposedito the “‘diabéoti-
cal” method. which is the defining feature of Marxism.44 Any
altampt to revise Marxmm in the name of facts as they aze given
“must lead ;to oversimplification, triviality and eclecticism .45
- Lukacs was the first to articulate i ina systemauc way a. new
y.mw of orthqdoxy in Marxism, centermg net.on scientific sopw.lxsyn
but.on revolutlonary praxis. In “What is Ortho.d@x Manx)sm"”
- and in the other essays published together.as History, and Class
Consicousngss, he piesented his, case with unsirpassed varse; and
sophistication, Lukacs’s view of Marxism,as myohmom;ryfm\%lﬁ
rather than scientific socialism found its echo in the writings of
' n‘ul‘nﬁet “ofhis mntempdranes ndta,’oty K.otéch m:{& 'Gf;ﬁxscg
"+ *The shift'ifr oriéntation from scienfific sociali$m to thid' 1ok
phyy ' of ‘praxi¢ was-précipitsited by the tnomerttops e%ﬁ?ﬂ%f‘fhe
Bolshevik revblution. Granscl haﬂ’eﬂ fhest ‘evéings 4 o gl
‘paper article entitled “"THe ' Revolution 'Agdindt Dias” Ko
Keorsh calted ‘fot 3 closer-utfion ' betWedn rBiuttonary’ &Iseggi
#1i@"practice; and Lijkacs' fresented bis et vigion' bf'ttrbdst
- Msrxistit, Aft fhiree were calting Tor 4 fitfer ‘a;ﬁﬁféc’iﬂ‘tl h
Occidental Marxists' of the significance, not trerdty/ tht! Piulervel
jsignificanee {but also. the!itfikoretionl sigmificines; »f «the sdvolu-
[tion,, made: tby. Lewin - and) dhis -dsspeidiges. . 3, 1 sibousus udy
+ + History -and «Class Consviousnass by, Lekiacs: and: Manion
land Philasophy by Kersch iwere hoth published ' I 923 .kt isotied
to me that these dwe ;works £{and.dhe weork of Gramsei)sprovids -
ta far more powerful philosephical :support for: denin’spraétios
than :dees Lenin's .owam phitosophical treatise, Mutarialissm
and - Fmpirio-criticism, ;published between the abortive memobir
ftion of 1905 and the successful oneof 191746 But Lenin’s' duiirs
dn' :Moscow, those who had helged him to make ¢he :Qctober
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Revolution and were still fighting bitterly to save.it, thought othet-
wise. At the bistorical Fifth World Congress.of the Comintetn,
in: 1924, Zinoviev led the attack on Korsch and Lukacsf dpnoun-
- cing their work;jgs. “theosetical: revisionism”.47. .

The,. qnestmn -still nemains: as. to why' the. S{met Iea.defshtp
x:eacted sa.sharply against the attempt to establish anew orthodoxy
that would vindicate, the revelution that was its. own ereation.
Part of the answver. lies in. what may be deseribed as theinertia
of mtellectwal categaxies. The intellectual categosies-of Lepin’s
hqms, Wete these gs;abhshezl» as authoritative by . Plekhanov,
in, which. matter W%nrw tormind, and. psycholegy expedient to
sganqmy; -angs the.plain fact is that those .who: bring about.a
revelytionyin, :phg.negl.\wld, do.net necessasily bring one aboug in
thaic,3vp sategories of thewaltt: Withaut 2 - fundamental change

iy thoss sategoninsy the new propesals-for enthodoxy were. bonnd
trepRsss as,,“ide@l,lstle" aad. “waluntansm” and- t@bﬁ swjectgd, as
ﬁmmff R ! S
.. Liskdcs, Konsch a.nd othm “ndea,hst dema.aomsts” wane mt
merely celebrating the Bolshevik revolution; they were pnesem
' their-argnments.im a particular idiom that had.its reots in. Hegel’s
philosophy. Russian Masxism: had -absarbed: very. little of this
idiom, which: might indeed. appear as an encumbrance t0.:those
who saw the main intellectual task after the revolution. to. be thay
of eodification. If, gs Lukacs:and Korsch wexe arguing Masxism
was the intellectual expression of the revolutionary moyement of
t,b.a,proletarxat it had to-be brought within the intellectual reach -
of the working class. Saviet Marxists might, with some justice,
say. tha.ﬁ it was they, and not professors like Lukacs and Korsch,
who were in reality carrying :Masxism to the workers.

. Codification might make Marxism easy for the wozkers, ; but
1t gemerates. its own, orthadoxy. The speed. with which Soviet
Mazxism under Stalin displaced all other claimants to orthodexy
might have something to do with itsintellectual form and content,
bus.canndt. be explained solely by that. Questions of orthodoexy
never ace fully resolved on the merits of ideas; t]ney are settled
in thc end by. the struggle for power, :

Marxism is unigue. among modern. mtellectual systems nat
qn]y in its insistence-on.orthedoxy, but in its attempt to oreate
theoretical grounds fer giving the party a determining. voice: on:
guestions of orthodoxy. It is not:enough to point to the- part
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played by the Stalitist Ieadershlp in 1mpoémg a partxcuﬂir* kmd
of “orthiodoxy - through ‘the tse’ ot ‘threat of forée i ‘ofié st
recognise-“also the “legitimacy accorded''fo the “Party in'the
writings of Lukacs, Gramsci and others ifi decldlﬂg on qu’eétions
of orthodoﬁy Even'if it is true that Stalin’did Tiot étidorse the .
theories of Lukacs, or ‘Gramsci the practices of Stalin, “the’ two
developments were taking place s1mu1taneous1y ih what apﬂeareﬂ
from the " outside as broadly the same movement. - "'

« Tt'is hot unusudl to view Marx as a sotial scientist; and to
compare his mtellectual system ‘with the” intellectual systenis of
other social scientists, ¢g. Max’ Weber or Keynés. But néithet of

these generated orthodost at all compérible 16 the' orthodoxies -

established ‘in the hame:of Marx. In purely’ intellectual’ tern:ls5
the only possible comparison ight be with the system’ ‘ereated
by Freud.’ Buit it was: never' a part of any Freudian otthodoxy {0
usea political party as the vehicle of its: true- expréss‘u’iti ‘The
practical and theoretical significance of the party in Marxisni
gives to’ ‘Marxist’ orthodexy a fotally: dxﬁbrent character from all
'contemporary social " scienee 'systens. wadl e Nodoem
Tﬁdse, like :Gramsci-and  Tukacs;’ Who after thé‘ Belshevik
Revolution; sought to free Marxist theéory from the’ sfra1t~3éckét
of' determlmsm imposed on-it by the orthodoxy of ‘the S¢cond
International, “sought at the same time to givea cenfral roleE to the
party in the articulation or working-class ‘conscidusuess" “The
party had some authonty in deciding on” quest;lon of the‘dry
throughout: the: ‘period of ‘the Second Intematlonal‘“Bu% Hiwas
oiily afterthe Bolshevik'Revolution that the esfenicl’ 6F Mat‘xisiﬁ
was linked to the revolutionary ‘Barty’ with the ard’ ‘of! ithe mokt
complex and ingenious theoretical reasohing;: it it
‘iLukacs and Korsch attacked! ths orthodexy of the' Second
Internationat for representing Marxisn as'a positive science #Host
truth ‘was ihdependent of “any pollfical ibverient.’ T "iHidl
view Marxisin could have a valid existétice ozﬂ'ﬁ’as ““the thebr’ét‘i‘cﬁl
expression of the revohitiénary mdveétherit” df’ the prdIei’ér’rdt”‘“
and ‘never independéntly’ of it. Fo¥ L‘ukacs, as' we' ha% Seeit)
method is all-important, but method" consxsts not zh a sét of
procedures for collecting and analysing facts, but, above’ afl, in -
adopting what he calls *the standpoint of the- proletariat”. Tt
is this standpoint rather than any detached ‘intellectual - skifl
that is the guarantee of true insight. As’ Lukar:s pute it ““the
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knowledge yielded by the standpoint of the proletariat stands
on a higher scientific plane objectively” ;% for only the proletariat
is destined to become the “identical subject-object of history”.5®

But what is the standpoint of the proletariat? And what is
the class consciousness of the proletariat? Lukacs is keen to
point out that he is talking not about “empirical” or “psycho-
logical” consciousness, but about “real” or “historical” or
“rmputed” consciousness: ' '

. Now class consciousness cons1sts in fact of the appropnate
and national redctions ‘imputed’ (zugerechnet) to a parti-
cular typical position in the process of production. This
consciousness is, therefore, neither the sum nor the average
of what is thought or felt by the smg]e md1v1duals who make

..ap. the clags.*

And it is here ‘that the role of the party becomes dec1s1ve
for “the party is the historical embodiment and the active in-
carna‘uon of class consciousness”;® and, again, “the party is
_ assxgned the sublime role of bearer of the class consciousness of

the proletariat and the conscience ‘of its hzstorzcal vocation™.5®

Gramsci has been haﬂed as the exponent of a humamst form
of Marxasm, but it is to Gramsci that we owe the most persuasive
attempt in theory at an apotheosis of the political party. The
Modern Prince is one of the great works of social and political
theory, and it is entirely free from the pyrotechmc characteristic
of Lukacs’s writing. Gramsci played a leading part in founding
the Italian Communist Party, and his work derives its strength
and appeal from its sincerity as much as its originality. When

~Gramsci spoke of working class consciousness he did not mean
an imputed consciousness accessible to only a select few; the
actual or empirical worker and his view of the world never ceased
to engage his attention.

We have to remember that in Gramsci’s perspective the purely
ofganisational 'side of the party was sobordinate to its
cultural and intellectual life. The party was to be not merely
an enginé for the capture of power; it was to be above all aschool
for the creation of a new culture, a new outlook and a new way
of life. Men could not leave it to history to change things in
- accordance with some preordained-law of progress. The initiative
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lay with them to create a new life for themselves.in the pursuit
of their own collective needs and aspirations.: : "

.Gramsci had & genuine belief in the efficacy of the humamwﬂil
and. of human Ideas and sought to give to these a central place
in his conception of Marxism.. There could be no revolutmn in
real life without a; revolutwn in ideas, and the revolutmn in Idea,s
would not come about as-a mere byproduct or after-effect of thc
revolution in material conditions. In all this the intellectnal
function was of crucial importance, but the intellectual function
eould not be performed from above or outside; it had to become
4 constitutive-part of the working-class' movement.

Gramsci thought of a new kind of intellectual, .organically
linked with the working-class movement, and a new framework
for his intellectual activity, namely, the political party.: He
wrote, “That all members of a political party should be regarded

as intellectuals is an affirmation that can easily lend -itself to -

mockery and caricature. But if one thinks . about it, nathmg
could be more exact”5. In Gramsci’s view it ‘was the pa.rty_
alone that could weld together the older “tradltlonal” inteHec-
tuals with the new intellectuals whose growth was orgamca[ly
linked ‘with the growth of the Workmg class.

 Without ‘active intellectual engagement the' party “would
degenerate into ‘a lifeless machine. But if inteflectual activity
was necessary to the health and ‘well- being of the party, the party
 was no less 1nd1spensable to the kind of mtellectual life Grarnsel
considered appropriate to Matxism. -One ‘¢annot emphas:ze"too
strengly the céntral place assigned to -the party in G‘rémscx‘s
philosophy of prdxis. ‘The party is the “modern Prifice” ﬂic
protagonist of revolutionary praXls n the miodern Woﬂd dnd s
such it has ‘a historical ‘mission ‘of the hlghest importance - “In
men’s consciences, the Prince takes the placé of the divinity or
the categorical imperative, and becomes the basis for a moderfi
laicism and for a complete laicisation of all aspects of life and of
all customary relationships™.5® It would be:a grave.érrer to -
think: that the supreme role assigned to the political party 'in the
direction of  intellectual life can be ‘detached from: Gramsci’s
“philosophy of praxis” without changing its character altogether.

*® Pt ' * 3 ) B
These considerations leave us with a number of questions -
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. . ' i
concerning contemporary debate’ of which I would like to raise
only one in conclusion. The question with which I would like:
to conclude concerns the prospect ‘of an independent Marxism
in Tndia today. I raise this question because. I believe that the
involvement of the party.in Marxist thought, or even its control -
of i, in the Stalin years was not a. mere aberration of Stalinist
practice but a logical corollary of Marxist theory in at least some
authoritative versions of it. The practice has changed, no doubt, '
but.ithe dmplications for theory of this.change in practice are not
always candidly discussed.

Orthodoxy: on questions of theory under the direction of a
political party cannot mean the same thing today as it did during.
Stilin’s: time, - The simple fact is that there is no longer any politi-
ca} party that can-speak with the same authority to all Marxists -
that Communist parties: all. over therworld, including India, did
olity a: generation-ago. 'There are divisions between national -
Communist parties even as there are divisions:within the inters
natiohal -Communist movement. Hardly. any Communist party -
has today the moral authority to claim a determining role. .in";
settling questions of theory. Stalin’s Shor: Course was intended
to settle questions not only of practice but also of theory; it is
hard to visualise another such work acquiring the same kind of
authority in the eighties. o

It is necessary to discuss the tension that has existed and
continues to exist between what may be called “academic
Marxism” and “party Marxism”, and to examine its sources.
There is an academic Marxism, distinct from party Marxism—
and increasingly so—no matter how much its proponents might .
defer to the intellectual authority of Lukacs or Gramsci. Their
relationship must be examined, not merely in a general and
abstract way, but in the context of each national tradition with
its particular intellectual culture and its particular political com~
pulsions. It is often said that the social sciences have had'very
little autonomous growth in India,that their growth has follow-
ed paths laid down in Europe and America; there is truth in this,
But {he truth applies as much to Indian Marxism as to Indian
social science. ' o '

" 1f we look at the record since 1956, the intellectual contribu~
tions of independent Marxists will appear snbstantial, at least in
Western Europe. One thinks of Habermas in Germany, or.
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Rodinson in France or E.P, Thompson in England My own
view is that the independent Marxist, mainly in the academic
world but also outside, will extend 'his intellectual influence
in the years to come, and in doing so will look over his shoulders
Tess and less to see how the party reacts. Until now, at least in
India, he has stood on somewhat uncomfortable ground, between
the liberal academic who sees intellectual freedom as an end in

itself and the orthodox. Marxist who sees the authority of the

party as supreme. The academic Marxist has perhaps less

reason than he thinks to be on the defensive in his orientation

‘towards the party. Marxist theory, since at least the time of

Lenin, has combined the critique of bourgeois society with the

-exaltation of the Communist party. It has sought to make parti-

‘sanship the basis of every kind of commitment. The spirit of

Marxism requires that the critique of capitalist society be ex- -
tended to other forms of society as well. Such a critique must

have a basis in some kind of social commitment, but it is now too -
{ate to argue that that commitment can be guaranteed only by a

ipolmcal party.

“NOTES AND REFERENCES
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Marxist scholars have been from the beginning aware of this, and have
tried to provide aids to the reading of Capital. See, for instance, the
“Introduction” by Korsch to the 1932 German edition of Das
Kapital, republished in Karl Korsch, Three Essays on Marxism,
London: Pluto Press, 1971. A more recent effort is Louis Althusser
and Etienne Balibar, Reading Capital, London: NIB, second edition,
1977,

JM. Keynes, Essays in Persuasion, London: Macmillan, 1933, p. 300.
This is not to suggest that Marx did not on occasion express himself
with great self-assurance regarding his discovery of the laws of motion
of capitalist society.

One hardly needs to be reminded of the three sources of Mamsm—-
German philesophy, English political economy and French socialism
—made famous by Lenin’s pamphlet, The Three Sources and the
Three Companent Parts of Marxism, Moscow: Progress Pubhshers,
1969.

The fact that Marxism, Whlch in its golden age, represented the highest
expressxon of Western iatellectual culture, could establish itself only
in what was mtellectua]ly and culturally the most backward part of

. Europe, had notable consequences for its further development.

This point hasbeentdlmgly madé by Leszek Kolakowski in ‘his monu-
mental Main Currents of Marxism. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978,
3 Vols. See also Jsaac Deutscher, Iromes of Hxsrory, Berkeley: Ram-

" parts Press, 1966,

The contrast between Soviet and Western Marxrsm has now become a
commonplace among Marxists themselves This was not so during
Stalin’s lifetime. Maurice Mcrleau—Ponty was perhaps the first not-
able Marxist t0 make the contrast between “Leninism” and what he
called “Occidental Marxism”. See his Les aventures de la dialectique,
Paris:  Gallimard, 1955. From the opposite camp, John Plamenatz
made the contrast, with characteristic vontempt for the Russian in-
tellect. - “Passing from German to Russian Maixism”, he wrote,
“we leave the horses and come to the mules”. (fohn Plamenatz,
German Marxism and Russian Communism, London: Longmans,
Green & Co., 1954, p. 191). _

After the disenchantment with Stalin in the mid-fifties, there was the
rise to prominence of Mao Tse-tung, with his celebrated Little Red
Book. I do not discuss Mao’s ideas at all as the discussion would
take me too far afield to enable me to return quickly to my principal
argument, But'Mao’s case would strengthen, not weaken, my argu-

- ment that there are diverse authoritative versions of Marxism, difficult,-

if not impossible, to reconcile with each other,

1 have been struck by the astonishing continuity of Russian culture as
refiected in'Russian prose literature, The sensibility to which Paster-
nak and Solzhenitsyn appeal is a Russian sensibility, and basically
the ‘saine as the one to which Dostoevskj, ‘Tolstoy and Turgenes
‘appealed.
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- rue Marx?

18. 'Itisno accndent that so any 6f them—~Plekhanov, Lenin, Bulkharin—

-gave siclra central place in their interprétation of Marx to thé famous

‘staterent in the “Preface’” to 4 Contribution to the Critiqie of Politi-

cal Econamy which begins; “In’ the social production of their life,

men enter into definite relatlons that are mdlspensab’ie and mdepen-

: ‘dent of their will”,

19. Nikolai ‘Bukharin, Historical Materialism: A System of Sociology .
Ann Arbor ”.[ne Umversnty of Mnchxgan Press, 1969° (ﬁrst pu‘bllshed

_ - 1921); p. 46

120, Ibid. p. 37

21. It received Tong, hostile reviews from both Lukacs and Gramscr Luka-
cs’s review Thas been republished in New Left Review, XXXIX, 1966
as “Technology and Social Relations” (first published 1925); Gramsci’s
“review is to be found in his S‘elea trons from Pr:son Noteboaks (see n.
38 below). - 5

22, " The case for natural science of soclety” is most strongly made by
Fngels in Anti-Duhring to which, it must not be forgotten,. Marx had

cottributed a chapter. -

23. I would include not only Kautsky and adherents of his brand of ortho-
doxy, but also the Austro-Marxists, a good sample ofiwhose work

22



~may be seen in Tom- Bottomore and Pagrick Goode (eds.), Anstro-
Marxzsm, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978, -The. scholarly . contributions

. of the Austro-Marxists were substantial and; ‘unlike Lukacs, Gramsci

24,

2.
26..

or Sartre, thbey took a positive view of empirical sociology;. see, for
instance, Otto Neurath, Empiricism and Seciology, D ordrecht
(Holld.nd) D. Reidel Publlshmg Co., 1973.

G. Piekhanov, The Development of the Mounist View of Htstory, Moscow
Progress Pubhshers, 1956 (first puLlsxhod 1895), p. 165, italics in
_ original, L
Lenin, “‘Materialism and Emperm-crztac:sm p. 303, italics in original,
_E. P,, Fhompson, The Poverty of . Theory . and Orlier Essavs, London
Mag'lm Press, 1978. ’Ihompson ‘has rnoved away from ;party

S Y“orthodox” Marxism o a Tairdy” mdependent posmon

2

e s

EY

“_}’ 75
30.
3. -

32:

33.
34,
3.
36,

3 7;

1s.

3‘9.

This p051t10n goes back to Stalin’s famous intervention in the debate

" gver thie place of 1anguage It ‘has’ now become a commionplaee -of

sovxet sociology. ‘See, for instamnce, V.G, Afanasyev The Scientific
Managehz’e’nr qf Sbézety, ‘Mbscow: Progress Publishers, 1971.

.;38'.' The eirphasis-on totallty”'a%‘agatmst the-“base-superstructure” distine-

tion is charadieristic gl50'of the tnorthodox and somewhat personal
" Marxism oft Jsan-Paul: - Sartre, The Crzﬂque of Dzalectwal Reasan,
Tsondon: New' Left Books; 1976, ' o

- Kolakowski suths-up the position.thus: “As the. whole is always prior
ito its pamts; so the determination of parts by the whole is more funda-
‘tmental than that of some parts by others” (Mam Carrems of Marxzsm,
“vel. 3, p. 268). ;

Jean-Paul Sartre,. The Ploblem of Method London Methuen & .Co:., 1963.
Karl Marx,. Capaml MOSGOW Progress Publishers, 1972, vol 1 p. 352,

s W 2

Lukacs joined issue wlth Engels over the latter’s, concept of tha daalectlcs
-of nature. See his History and Class Consciousness, lLondon: Merlin
Press, 1971 (first published. 1923), especlally the Preface .to the New
Edition (1967), p. xix ff.

Ibid. p. 6.

Ibid., p. 10..

Korsch, -Marxism and .Phllosophv pp. 77-78.

‘Ibid., 89-126. It may be noted that Materialism and Empirio-critizism
appgared in a German translation ounly in 1927, and was probably
not acceseible to either Lukacs or Korsch in 1923.
Kolakowski has written, “It was undoubtedly thanks to his imprison-
_ment that Gramsci was able to remain a member of the Commumst
party” (Main Currem.s- of Marxism, vol. 3, p. 226),

Aantonio Gramsci Selectzons from_Prison Notebooks, London: Lawrence
& Wishart, 1971, pp. 456-57. ' ; ;

It is-now becoming increasingly apparent even to Marxnsts and Marxist
sympathisers that there is-a tension, perhaps  ah inherent tension,
between materialism: and -dialectic. See- Merleau-Ponty, Les aventures
de la dialectique. For Lenin, of course, there was no  problem in

23



40."

41.

42,

43,

‘combining dialectic with materialism; Marx and - Engels had empha-
sized the dialectical side of dialectical materialism,  but - one might
- just as well emphasize its materialist side. See Lemn Materialism
‘and Empirio-criticisin, p. 309 ff. .

Gramsci castigates Plekhanov, “who, in reality, despite his assertion to
the contrary, relapses into vulgar materialism” (Selections ' From
Prison Notebooks p. 387, but does not, so far as I am’ aware, take
issue with Lenin on his materialism.

See Louis Althusser, For Marx, Harmondsworth: Penguin Books,
1969. For a trenchant critique, see Leszek Kolakowski, ““Althusser’s
Marx”, The Socialist Register, 1971, pp. 111-28. See also Raymond
Aron, “Althusser ou la lecture pseudo-structuraliste de Marx” in
Marxismes imaginaires, pp. 193-354.

For an account of French Marxism in its social and intellectual setting,
seg George Lichtheim, Marxism in Modern France, New York:
Columbia University Press, 1966; for a lively contrast between French
and English Marxism, see E.P. Thompson, “The Pecul.arities of the
English” in The Poverty of Theory and Other Essays. '
Georg Lukacs, “Whet is Orthodox Markism?” in History and Class
Consciousness. But as against this, one may reasonably ask, as
Bottomore has done, “More generally, what is the sense. of saying

- that Marxist orthodoxy consists in accepting. Marx’s method, if at the

44.

45.
46.

s

24

same time it should be the case that this method produces nothing
but false propositions”? (T.B. Bottomore, Sociology as Social Criti-
cism, New York: Puntheon Books, 1974, p. 105). ‘

This is how Lukacs confronted the -argument that facts seemed to go
against the Marxist doctrine: “If, in Hegel’s terms, becoming now
appears as the truth of Being, and process as the truth . about . things,
then this mearis that the developing tendencies of history constitute a
kigher reality than the empirical ‘facts’ > (sttory and Class Consci-
ousness, p. 181, italics in original). . .

‘Thid., p. I.
This is not to say that Lenin hesitated to strike when the opportune

moment came or that he did not produce arguments ‘in support -of
such action, 1t must not be.forgotten that Lenin spelled out the
active role of the vangnard party in What is fp  be Done? before be
wrote Materialism and Empirio-criticism. My.point is a more limited
one, namely, that there is a yawning gap between Lenin’s polmcal
~activism and his theory of knowledge, the presupposttlons anhd
1mpltcatmns of his materialist phﬂomphy, Whlch in fact became the
establist.ed doctrine of the Soviet schools This pomt has bebn noted
by others before. Llchtheun, for instance, wrote, “Though Lenin’s
practice was voluntaristic, his philosophy implied a' belief in immutable
laws impervious to human volition” (Marxism in Modern France,
p. 95, n. 25, italics in ceiginal). The only thing that T -would like to
add is that Lenin’s philosophy did not merely zmply this, but hammer—
ed the point with singular tenac1ty



52.

34.
55.

v

Fifth Congress of the Communis¢ International; Abridged Report,
published by the Communist Party of Great Britain, p. 17.

The phrase is from Korsch, Marxism, and Philosophy, p. 42.

Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness, p. 163.

Ibid., p. 197 .
Ibid; p. 51. Those with even a superficial acquaintance of the literature
cannot fail to note in this an echo of Marx who wrote in The Holy
Family, “It is not a guestion of what this or that proletarian, or even
the whole proletariat, at the moment regards as its aim. It is a’
question of what the proletariat is, and what, in accordance with ‘this
being, it will historically be compelled to do”. (K Marx and F. Fngels,
The Holy Family, Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1975, p. 44, italics in
original).

‘Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness, p, 42.

Ibid., p. 41, capitals ‘and itafics in original.
Gramsci, Selections From Prison Notebooks, p. 16,
Tbid., p. 133. - -









