The Unknown Herbert Marcuse

Nineteen ninety-eight is the hundreth anniversary of Herbert Marcuse’s
birth. After decades of teaching and writing for relatively limited, mostly
academic audiences, in the 1960s he became a figure of international
renowrn, and some of his books became best-sellers. But it seems that he
had just fifteen minutes of fame; his work is now out of fashion and vir-
wally unread by students, activists, and academics, save for the narrow
circle of those wha work and teach in the tradition of the Critical Theory
of the Frankfurt School. Nevertheless, due to one of those mysterious
conjunctions of history and thought, Marcuse was one of the figures from
which Russell Jacoby derived his model of the “public” intellectual. A
philosopher who never ceased to remind his readers that he was an
“orthadox Marxist,” he borrowed freely from the phenomenological tra-
dition, especially its Heideggerian spin, from sociology, mainly Max
Weber’s, and, most famously, from the metatheories of Sigmund Freud
regarding the relation of the individual to society.!

His conception of theoretical and political “orthodoxy™ was in the
direct line from Marx to Rosa Luxemburg and, except for a brief period
immediately after World War 11, did not extend to the Leninist wadition.
His political position was consonant with. the small anti-Leninist commu-
nist movement that broke from the German and Dutch Communist
Parties in the 1920s known as “councilists,” so named because their con-
ception of the new society was based on workers’ councils.? In this
respect, Marcuse once remarked that the best critique of his wark came
from one of the movement's anti-Leninist founders, Paul Mattick, whose
virtually unknown book Critigue of Marcuse (1971) takes Marcuse to task
for failing to pay sufficient attention to the contradictions of the processes
of capital accumulation, and for ignoring the implications of capirtalism’s
crisis tendencies. Marcuse was always opposed to the revolutionary goal
of seizing “state power” and, in this respect, was closer to his critic,
Mattick, than to many of his admirers. His conception of a new society
was one in which the producers controlled production and popular organs
such as councils exercised power over public life. And he scorned notions
of revolutionary “dictatorship™ even as a transitional measure.

Even as many complained that Marcuse’s prose was difficult to read,
his writing and his political interventions animated the generation of 1968
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like no other sacial theorist’s. He was celebrated and widely read by New
Left activists throughout the advanced capitalist world, but alsg in coun-
tries like Mexico and Brazil where student movements challenged the sta-
tus quo. Vilified by communists and social democrats alike for the liber-
tarianism of his Marxism and its lack of programmatic specifications,
students and others in the ance massive independent Left somehow knew
that he meant for them to flesh out the solutions for which he could only
suggest problems. Perhaps more importantly, together with Henri Lefeb-
vre and the Situationists in France, and C. Wright Mills and Paul Good-
man in the Unijted States, he held up a mirror to their lives by articulating
the banality and boredom endemic to late capitalist everyday life. While he
was closely identified with Critical Theory—the version of Marxism ass-
sociated with the so-called Frankfurt School—unlike the two other promi-
nent figures in the movement, Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer, the
abject of his investigation and reflection was praxis, a perspective eventu-
ally renounced on empiricalfhistorical grounds by the others.

Marcuse was a student of Soviet ideology and a severe critic of Stal-
inism—indeed his Sowier Marxism {1953) may be the most insightful
study of the subject—but he never took the road chosen by some of his
contemporaries, whose anti-Stalinism often led them to veer rightward
toward liberalism and beyond. Both Marcuse and the group of Americans
known as the New York Intellectuals began from political premises
informed by their judgment of the Soviet Union as the leader of an
authoritarian power bloc within the system of world domination. There
the similarity ends. He wrote in some of the leading journals of anti-
Stalinist liberalism, including Partisan Rewieen, the most influential among
them, but he never associated with these ex-radicals who, after World
War II, traveled together ta the center, at different paces. For unlike
Daniel Bell and others whose anti-Sralinism ended in despair and, even-
tually, in the ambivalence of neoconservatism (an ambivalence that led
Bell, for example, to disdain the chance that, in a period of unparalled
capitalist prosperity, anything was possible save more of the present),
Marcuse exemplified Gramsci's dictum: pessimism of the intellect, opti-
mism of the spirit. More ta the point, while his hopes were utopian, unlike
the party Marxists and those whose radicalism gave way to a grudging or
blinkered reconciliation with the liberal democratic capitalist order, his
specification of the conditions of advanced capitalist societies was brutally
concrete and his commitment to ending capitalist dorination unwavering.

Marcuse’s remains a “name,” but one that is distinetdy of the past. To
the extent that rhe Frankfurt School still enjoys some cache, attention
focuses an Adoarno for reasons that are entirely understandable. Adorno’s
waork on literature and on aesthetic theory remains compelling, and he is,
arguably, the best theorist of twentieth-century music. And, the plain fact
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is that the term Gramsci applied to Marxism in a period of political terror,
“the philosophy of praxis,” has fallen on bad times, even disrepute, since
the collapse of the Berlin Wall and the consequential political disasters for
state socialist regimes that ruled “under the banner of Marxism.”?

A second factor that has produced indifference is the ascendancy, in
academic circles, of diverse post-Marxist discourses, roughly correspond-
ing to the crack-up of the ideological hegemony of the communist move-
ment. On the one side, some, including a number of erstwhile Marcuse
admirers, have seized on Jirgen Habermas to provide permission to aban-
don what C. Wright Mills once called the “labor metaphysic”* in favor of
a much less precise search for the possibility of perfect communication in
a mythic “civil society.” For class struggle they have substituted commze-
nicattve action. Qn the other side, there remain the melange of literary crit-
ics and philosophers who followed Michel Foucault, Jacques Derrida, and
Jean-Francois Lyotard into the territory characterized as poststructural-
ism, which, among other moves, renounced all possible master discourses,
especially Marxism, and marked the project of emancipation as hope-
lessly essentialist.

It is true that some in this camp attempted a radical renewal from
within a Nietzchian/Derridian framework and based their hopes on the
vitality of the “new” social movements of sex, gender, and ecology. But
notions of structured social relations were jettisoned or collapsed into dis-
course or, following Foucault, discursive formations. While some gave lip
service 1o the mantra of “class, race, and gender,” class was, for practical
purposes, left by the wayside along with historical materialisim, which in
turn is condemned as an a priori and metaphysical ideology. Imagine their
surprise when Derrida wrote of the “spectre” of Marx, and when Gilles
Deleuze, who although anti-Hegelian was neither poststructuralist nor
post-Marxist, was found to have almost finished a book about Marx
before his death in 1997. One wonders whether Derrida’s book on Marx
will, in academic literary circles, receive the attention lavished on the rest
of his work or whether it will provoke the embarrassed silence that has
attended the political writings of Deleuze and Guattari. Nor have Fou-
cault’s numerous acolytes explored the implications of his comment of
1983: “If I had known about the Frankfurt School in time, I would have
saved a great deal of work. I would not have said a certain amount of non-
sense and would not have taken so many false trails trying not to get lost,
when the Frankfurt School cleared the way.”*

Another reason for Marcuse’s declining influence is that the post-
communist era has witnessed not merely the virtual disappearance of
movements and ideologies that, despite their reformist practice, declared
systemic opposition to capitalism, but the catastrophic decline of trade
unions, the feminist movement, and the integration of environmentalism
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into social demacracy as its loyal “left wing,” especially in Germany, Italy,
and France. Witness, too, the pelitical diminution of the grear Italian
Communist Party, which, shortly following the collapse of the Soviet
Union, changed not only its name to the Democratic Party of the Left but
watered down its program to get votes. The party gets more votes but has
less intellecrual and spiritual influence in Italian society. No longer com-
mitted to socialist transformation, it has abandoned the traditional dis-
tinction between immediate demands and the socialist goal and has,
instead, merged with. democratic republicanism. Following the pattern of
European social democracy it became a “party of government,” a term
that signals the Left is prepared to manage the capitalist state and to
respect liberal democracy as a permanent and irrevocable achievement.
First proposed by Eduard Bernstein in 1899, the parties of the European
communists have universally followed this example. Lacking the frame-
work once provided by Sovier state socialism and by revolutionary Lenin-
ism, let alone the Luxemburgist conceprion of workers’ self-management,
their long-term practical resemblance to postwar social democracy has
now been inscribed in their doctrines as well.

In sum, it may have turned out that Marcuse’s political philosophy
was enscenced in conditions that are now surpassed, especially the regu-
lation era of world capitalism and its companions, consumer society and
the welfare state. Whereas Marcuse announced that capitalism had solved
maost material needs for those he called “the underlying populations™ of
advanced capitalist societies, the reappearance of manufactured scarcity,
with a vengeance, has resuscitated not only free market ideology but also
the nostalgia for a return to what cannot be resuscitated, the welfare stare.
Hence the resurgence of social-democratic parties which, paradoxically,
seem to have lost their reformist voice. In a period of rapid disaggregation
of nation-states and the emergence of three major global economic power
blocs to partially replace them, is Critical Theory obsolete?

What Marcuse himself had posited—the disappearance of the political
dialectic, if not systemic contradictions in advanced capitalist societies—
may be the chief reason his philosophy no longer resonates with. the Left
and its intellecmal minions, which mainly have disdained any politics save
thase of reform. (Today this politics generally takes the form of rearguard
actions in defense of past gains. Or, in its degraded manifestation, for
many, this politics consists of the internecine warfare of academic depart-
ments and disciplines.} For the question he posed at the end of World War
II and reiterated with searing force in the early 1960s is whether we may
still speak of a viable movement of political opposition. Or, as Paul Pic-
cone once asked, is what passes for oppositional pelitics merely so many
forms of “artificial” negativity?$
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Some of the American generation of 1968 have rediscovered liberal
democracy, the virtues of incremental reform, as a political ideal. They
have urged those still loval to the “new” social movements, especially
those fighting for freedom, sexual and otherwise, to abandon their frivo-
lity and return to the fold of plain—read white male—class justice.
Between the second demise of intellectual radicalism {the first, embodied
in the New York Intellectuals, followed World War IT), and the disap-
pearance of the rhetoric, if not the practice, of the opposition, what Mar-
cuse has to say may be viewed as irrelevant by those who have reconciled
themselves to the “given” and who only seek to improve or fine-tune it. If
his words sound strange to a new generation trained to adapt to the pre-
vailing social order and its rechnological apparatus, those who have not
surrendered might sdll find his work compelling.

There is, of course, one more reason for his relative obscurity: the
tendency by what remains of radical politics to focus on single issues,
identity domains, and intra-institutional combat. This observation should
not be interpreted as an attack on the inevitable, and generally healthy,
dictum thar all pelitics is local. The sites are not in question, nor is the
imperative to, as one writer has urged, “dig where you stand.”” But the
distance many activists and intellectuals alike have taken from “theory”—
to find the categories that enable us to grasp the dynamic of the warld
system, the links between the contradictions of capital accumulation, cul-
ture, and politics—vitiates radical possibility. Sometimes this refusal takes
the form of blatant anti-intellectnalism. Since Marcuse was a consummate
intellectual, he is readily identified with the enemy. This is a factor, but
not the main response to the project of which he was a most eloquent tri-
bune. Instead, I suspect that some who choose to remain politically
engaged, but only at the level of immediacy, have abandoned hope that
the intention of theory, to find the basis for global solidarity, is possible.
But, if we are condemned to work in our backyards without forging ideo-
logical and political links with others, and if we have foregone the search
for solidarity and for historical alternatives, is this not a backhanded ver-
sion of the social-democratic compromise of the postwar era? Does this
not expose the newer movements to nationalist incorporation, just as the
trade unions were brought to heel in the 194057

Marcuse’s Collected Essays
The publication of the first of a projected six-volume collection of Mar-

cuse’s mostly uncollected essays is an opportunity for a new generation of
readers, and some of his older interlocutors as well, to make acquaintance
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with his writings.® These pieces, written in the decade between the late
1930s and 1949, are almost all “occasional.” They were composed for
specific purpases, some of which had to do with Marcuse’s role as an ana-
lyst for the Office of Strategic Services during the war, concerning the
nature of the Nazi ecanomic and political system and its mentality, and for
the State Department in the immediate postwar years where he began his
studies of the Cold War. The volume also contains, among other articles,
“Some Social Implications of Modern Technology,” the precursor to One
Dimensional Man, and a remarkable sum»ia of his aesthetic theory, “Some
Remarks on Aragon,” where the theme of the subversive nature of roman-
tic love is evaked, later to be expanded in his Eros and Croilization (1955)
and his final book The Aestheric Dimenston, In addition, the reader will find
two essays, coauthored with Franz Neumann, on theories of social
change, which may be the mast cogent and concise history of modern
political theory available.

Also reproduced here are letrers to Max Horkheimer where Marcuse,
futilely, as it turns out, seeks a permanent position in the relocated Insti-
tute for Social Research, and a brief correspondence with his former
teacher Martin Heidegger, in which Marcuse reflects on Heidegger’s
refusal to renounce his association and complicity with the Nazi regime.
To Marcuse’s reminder that “you never renounced any of the actions or
ideologies of the regime,” wondering how his mentor could be silent in the
wake of a regime that murdered millions of Jews, Heidegger replies that
after 1934 he “recognized his error” in regarding Nazism as a means to
“spiritual renewal”™ but admittedly refrained from taking issue with the
regime. Then there is this astounding comment on Nazi murders:

to the charge of “dubious validity that you express about a regime that mur-
dered millions of Jews, that made terror into an everyday phenomenon, and
that rurned everything that pertains ro the ideas of spirit, freedom and truth
into its bloody opposite” I can merely add that if instead of “Jews” you had
written “East Germans™ {i.e., Germans of Eastern territories] then the same
holds true for ane of the allies. (266)

Of course, the “ally” in question was the Soviet Union.

Two points: Heidegger’s statement of the “dubious validity” of Mar-
cuse’s remark concerning Nazi terror has been a refrain of the European
Right since the war and is a fairly solid indication of his enduring sympa-
thies. And, here is Heidegger’s equation of some Soviet atrocities against
Germans, that undoubtedly oceurred in conquered territories, with the
Holocaust. Moreover, in the same paragraph Heidegger repeats the well
known contention that the “bloody terror of the Nazis in point of fact had
been kept secret from the German peaple.” This was a major bane of con-
tention among postwar intellectuals, especially between those who would
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hold the whole of the German peaple responsible for the terror and those,
like D'wight Macdonald, who argued that the terror was an aspect of a war
spirit for which human life had become expendable and of a new system
of technological and bureaucratic power that routinely hides information
fram the people and deprives them of sovereignty, but also of responsibil-
ity. Chances are, according to this point of view, most did not know of the
Holocaust, and the rank and file perpetrators of the Nazi crimes, down to
the technicians who operated the ovens, could, with some justice, claim
they were merely following orders. Hannah Arendt was to call this out-
come the “banality of evil.” However, in their silence those capable of
escaping banality, especially the intellectuals, bear some responsiblity for
what transpired. In a letter dated 12 May 1948, using Heidegger’s own
categories—logos, dasein, and so forth—Marcuse decisively convicts him
of betraying his own philosophy and remaining ensconced in the zeitgeist
of 1933, and he ends their correspondence.

From Scholarship to Critical Theory

He began as a scholar, a designation Marcuse never ceased to mock
because, in his eyes, scholarship without a zelos, lacking what I shall call an
ontohistorical purpose, became, in his words, scholarshit. In contrast to
Adorno and Horkheimer, Marcuse was a philosopher of praxis; he was
forever searching for the openings for revolution and believed that theory
was intimately linked to action. Having written his doctoral thesis on aes-
thetics in 1922, three years after participating in the ill-fated Spartacus
revolt of 1919 against the social democratic retreat from the (German rev-
olution, he went on to study with Martin Heidegger in Freiburg. His
habiliration, an advanced degree required of all who seek permanent uni-
versity positions, was a Heideggerian reading of Hegel’s ontology; it was
submirted in 1933 1o Heidegger, already on his way to joining forces with
the Nazis. Despite interventions by others of his committee, it was not
accepted and remained unpublished until well after the war.

Shortly following Hitler’s rise to power, the Institute for Social
Research, the academic embodiment of Critical Theory with which he
was affiliated, temporarily removed to Paris on. its way to New York. After
a brief stay in the Institute’s Geneva branch in 1934, Marcuse left for the
United States and helped set up its new center at Columbia University.
Until the war, he was the institute’s philosophy specialist, and during the
1930s he wrote a brilliant study of authority which was published in 1936
as part of the celebrated sociological work directed by Horkheimer and
Erich Fromrm, Studies in Authority and the Family. His first major work in
English, Reason and Rewvolution: Hegel and the Rise of Social Theory,
appeared in 1941. In the 1960 preface Marcuse writes,
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This book was written in the hope that it would make a small contribution to
the revival, not of Hegel, but of a meatal faculty which 15 in danger of being
obliterated: the power of negative thinking. As Hegel defines it: “Thinking is,
indeed, essentially the negarion of what is immediately before us.” . . . Today,
the dialectical mode of thought is alien to the whole established universe of
discourse and action. [t seems to belong te the past and to be reburted by the
achievements of technological civilization. {vii}

Four years later he was to publish his most famous book, One Dunensional
Man, which resumes the themes that had occupied his thinking since the
early 1930s.

From World War II, when he served various U.S. government bodies,
especially the newly formed Office of Straregic Services {OS8S8), as an ana-
lyst, to his last years ending with his death in 1979, his writings, teaching,
and public expressions were directed to achieving human emancipation,
first from the Nazi terror and then from one-dimensional society and
thought, which he believed had permeated advanced capitalist societies as a
consequence of the inversion of reason from its critical function.? Several of
the essays included in the present collection were written as reports to the
directors of the OSS, They deal with. the culniral and ideological aspects of
Nazism, but also forge a highly original theory of fascism that differs rather
sharply from some aspects of Horkheimer’s, especially the idea that fascism
is chiefly an authoritarian state form in which the state takes the role of
capitalist. And Marcuse disputes the prevailing communist view that, in the
words of George Dimitrov, general secretary of the Communist Interna-
tional, it is “the open terroristic dictatorship of the most reactionary sec-
tions of finance capiral.”!¢ Nor does he hold that fascism is chiefly a form
of racist ideology and terrorist political practice in which the state occupies
the central position. Rather, he argues, convincingly I think, that it is a new
structural relationship between economic and social power and the indi-
vidual in which the state has lost its autonomy and thus its mediating role.

In the years immediately following the war, Marcuse occupies a sin-
gular political and intellectual position. His anti-Stalinism pervades the
pages of his articles and his study of Soviet ideology of this period, Soviet
Marxissm (1953). Yet despite the fact that he worked for the state depart-
ment until 1951, he remains loyal to the premises of Critical Theory and
to orthodex Marxism: there is no question of joining in the celebration. In
fact, however pessimistic is his assessment of the practical chance that the
working class may shake its torpor and act as a catalyst for revolution, in
this period he sharpens his critique of capiralist politics and culture and of
the Cold War. However, in contrast to the anti-Stalinist Trotskyists, Mar-
cuse remains, throughout this period, an unrelenting critic of both state
socialism and voluntarism, expressed in Lenin’s declaration that “politics
takes precedence over economics.”
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Marcuse’s most salient contribution to Critical Theory was to have
shown the subsumption of reason under advanced capitalism to what he
describes as “technological rationality,” and to have demonstrated its pro-
found implications for praxis. The project of developing the theory of
technological rationality may be traced to his essay “Some Sacial Impli-
cations of Modern Technology” (1941}, about which I shall have more to
say below. From his early study “The Foundations of Historical Material-
ism” (1932), a pioneering commentary on Marx’s Economic and Philo-
sophical Manuseripts of 1844, which had recently been published as vol-
ume 3 of the Collecied Works, his thinking never wavered from the task of
discerning the agents of historical transformation, which, in his view, were
always located in social groups standing in a definite relation to the social
structure. As we shall see, Marcuse found it increasingly difficult to main-
tain the standard Marxist hope in working-class agency, its trade unions
and its political parties.

Yet he constantly reiterated that human liberation, of which the aboli-
tion of capitalism was the first step, was unthinkable unless theory could
specify material conditions for its realization, including those of culwure,
and identify and assess social forces capable of making change. He was
keenly interested in the labor movement, not in the spirit of romantic
nostalgia bur because, in his thought, its fate was a barometer of political
prospects. So, in the light of what Critical Theory believed to be the fate-
ful “incorporation” of the proletariat by the apparatuses of advanced cap-
italism, Marcuse acknowledged that liberation was, for the time being,
relegated to utopian hope, but he declared that his was a “concrete”
utopia whose chance of realization was contingent on whether it was
rooted in the very apparatus that constrained it

It is relatively easy, in retrospect, to account for the unforeseen civil
rights, student, antiwar, and feminist movemenis of the 1960s. We can
now discern that the 1950s were years of seething discontent, In the first
place, blacks took serious Roosevelt’s wartime promises to mediate the
blatant inequalities of the postreconstruction erda. When succeeding gov-
ernments failed to deliver, the black church, returning veterans, and other
arganized forces began to mobilize, producing in time a mass insurgency
that assumed the face of a mavement of mainly southern black students.
We trace other sources of discontent to middle-class discomfort with. the
American celebration that accompanied U.S. postwar hegemony. We dis-
cern an “existential crisis” of a relatively affluent, middle-class, young
generation that recognized, despire the surfeit of goads and artificial plea-
sures, that everyday life in late capiralism remains empty, even horing.
Students rebelled against the technicalization of their own education and
demanded a voice in university curriculum and pedagogy.

Little of this was apparent at the time. The Beats and other literary
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movements notwithstanding, radical thought seemed cranky and hope-
lessly ourt of synch with the times. Yet even as ex-radical Daniel Bell was
confidently pronouncing the death of radicalism, the writings of the few
intellectual radicals wete eagerly read and assimilated by a new generation
poised to rebel against the consensus, the peace movement had amassed a
broad cross section of the liberal middle class, and reform movements
were rearing their heads in the universities and urban neighborhoods.

Perhaps the most influential books in the late 1950s and early 1960s
among dissident students, intellectuals, and political acrivists were
C. Wright Mills’s Power Elite and Paul Goodman’s Growing Up Absurd.
Published in 1956 as the deep freeze of the postwar era was melting
around the edges, Mills’s study of the commanding heights of U.8. sociery
provided for a largely inchoate new radicalism the terms with which to
carry an a critique. Departing from the conventional Marxist category of
a “ruling” class of industrial and commercial capital, Mills argued that
sacial power comprised the elites of three institutional orders: the corpo-
rations, the military, and the political directorate. In turn, drawing from
earlier depression-era studies of trusts and monopaolies, Mills found that
they were interlocked; except for the military, which flowed outward but
did not accept civilian leadership, members of ane order routinely served
in one or both of the other two. Thus, for example, Dwight Eisenhower, a
solid member of the military high command, became, as a civilian, a
member of innumerable corporate boards and president of the United
Stares. Similarly, the leading corperate lawyer John Foster Dulles was
Eisenhower’s secretary of state. And a succession of secretaries of the
treasury from Roasevelt’s Henry Morgenthau and Eisenhower’s C. Douglas
Dillon to Clinton’s Robert Rubin, and various secretaries of state and
defense have traditionally moved back and forth between financial and
industrial corporations and the government. Mills made the ineffable vis-
ible. He codified and verified what every critic of liberal democracy sus-
pected but could not articulate in concrete terms: that the notion of “one
man, one vote” was only a, not the, political reality. The more salient
reality was that a mostly unaccountable small group of rich and powerful
men from corporaticns, the military, and the political elite made most of
the decisions that affected the lives of ordinary people.

Fublished in 1959, Goodman’s rant was directed against images of
the 1950s as a decade in which people were, in the words of satirist [ra
Wallach, “deliriously happy.” While Mills focused on the system of eco-
nomic and political power, Goodman examined two of the crucial institu-
tians of social reproduction, family and schools. Goodman's ideas, some
of which recall themes of John Dewey’s educational philosephy, others
derived from the anarchist school experiments of the earlier years of the
twentieth century, and still others from that peculiar combination of
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Reichian and conventional Freudian concepts that underlay his own pay-
chology, remain contraversial and salient to a new radical movement. He
canfirmed the feelings of many children that, norwithstanding the postwar
prosperity, theirs were lives of nearly unrelieved psychological and social
bondage. Whereas Marcuse argued that the authoritarian father was the
condition for youthful rebellion, for Goodman as for Wilhelm Reich,
patriarchial authority stifled children’s creativity and individuality.!! And
schools were mostly a continuation of this authority. Indeed, schools were
not only a waste of their intellectual energies, but in addition to being
places of intellectual conformity they were constituted to impose conven-
tienal morality, sexual and otherwise. Goodman’s cry for freedom, that
schools should be places where students could explore their own needs
and inclinations, tried to shift the center of the educational ground from
curriclum and teachers to the kids.

Before politicians and school autherities openly proclaimed it as offi-
cial policy, the identification of education with training remained an unac-
knowledged practice. Goadman labeled such conflation “miseducation.”
Growing Up Absurd might have been dismissed by many educators as
utopian looney tunes and attacked by conservatives as dangerous to the
prevailing order, but kids, especially young adults, found it a justification
for dissent and for hope that a different future could be forged in the pre-
sent. In the 1960s and 1970s, every educational reformer invoked the slo-
gans derived from the libertarian program of (Goodman and educator A.
S. Neill of “child-centered” education, of individual development and
choice. Needless to say, in the Anglo-American context, the anarchist
content was watered down in translation. For Goodman argued that state
education was inherently authoritarian. Nor was Goodman’s sexual liber-
tarianism taken up by educational reformers. On the contrary. Mindful of
the puritanical zeitgeist, even progressives were cautious. In the first place,
most of them favored the cancept of a progressive public bureaucracy to
foster the interests of those traditonally excluded from educational oppor-
tunity. In the service of widening access to working-class and minority
students, they put aside their own critique of state institutions such as
schools. And, as for sexuality, the furthest they were willing to trave] was
to undertake timid programs of sex “education,” in which sexuality was
made procedural and, more egregiously, framed as the discourse of a
social problem to be overcome by the judicious use of contraceprives or,
warse, by abstinence.

In this most open of all advanced industrial societies, notwithstanding
the sexualized emanations of popular culture, sex still lives an under-
ground existence. In a rebuke to the judgment, promulgated most recently
by Foucault, that sex is no longer subversive because it has been co-apted
by the dominant culture, after a period of what Marcuse termed “repres-
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sive desublimation,” teenagers are again punished for practicing it. The
view of children as sexual beings is no longer vilified as the ravings of psy-
choanalytic pornographers, but the fact has now become the occasion for
a new repressive era in schooling. Schools now admit that their object is o
foster the child’s adaptation to conventicnal merality, and they are pre-
pared to expel or severely discipline those wha refuse to toe the line. In
some parts of the United States, a regime expulsion and other severe
punishments for what is termed “inappropriate behavior” (read sex and
fighting) have become accepted routines of school life. For their indiscre-
tions, young single mothers are pressed into forced labor if they stay on
public assistarice. Once protected by the press and now routinely exposed
as adulterers, politicians may fall, and a whole new category of law
enforcement, the sex pelice, has been brought into being, counring among
its cadre parents, teachers, politicians, administrators, cops, and judges.

For the intellectual Left and many activists, Herbert Marcuse’s Owne
Dimensional Man was the defining treatise of the late 1960s. Whether they
read it or not, those who identified with the “movement” took its descrip-
tiens of the flattening of everyday existence as a personal testament. Even
as millions took to the streets protesting the war, racial, sex, and gender
discrimination, and the destruction of the physical and social environ-
ment by commercial and military interests, Marcuse’s pitiless analysis and
gloomy prognistication of the possibility for radical social change became
a material force because, in Lenin’s words, it “gripped the masses,” at
least of intellectuals and activists. The irony was lost on neither Marcuse
nor his readers. Composed from marterials culled from contemporary
journalism, fram Mills's descriptions of how corporate and military power
is wielded in the United Srates and in the world, and fram Marcuse’s own
earlier work on technology and ideology reprinted in Kellner’s collection,
the bogk became a reference far precisely those wham Marcuse had pro-
claimed hopelessly integrated by consumerism and by liberalism into the
prevailing order.

Marcuse’s orthodoxy consisted in this: he said he “presupposed”
Marx’s critique of political economy, especially Capital's immanent cri-
tique of categories such as the free market, the theory according to which,
in a free market, supply, demand, and profits were generally in equilib-
riurty, the bourgeois supposition that profit inhered in the risk of invest-
ment and so forth. The task of Critical Theory was to “extend” the Marx-
ist analysis to crucial spheres that arose in the twentieth century as a
consequence of the passage of capitalism from its competitive phase to
that of what he describes, following the denotation of his day, the
“monopoly” stage. Concretely, with the Frankfurt School, following
Georg Lukacs, Marcuse located the source of hourgeois ideological hege-
mony in commodity fetishism but, through his critique of rationality, con-
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cluded that if “commodification™ is the necessary condirion of domination
in advanced capitalism, it is no longer sufficient. Marcuse radicalizes Hei-
degger’s critique of technology; for him it becomes the sufficient condition
for domination.!?

In time Marcuse came to terms with the social movements of the
1960s and took pride in his own role, even if unintended, in fostering
them. But the burden of his thesis was that the revolutionary opposition
had not only been defeated in the interwar period and by the domination
by the two great power blocs of world politics, society and its components,
but that human beings had been unalterably transformed by advanced
capitalism. His metaphor that technological society produced a somatic
change that ultimately affected the genes underlined the gravity of his
judgment. The explosive thesis of One Dimensional Man was to have freed
ideology-critique from the mental realm and to have endowed it with onto-
histotical status. Technological rationality, which is inherent in nineteenth-
century utilitarianism but also in twentieth-century natural science and
sacial theory, has penetrated every fiber of social being; not only has nega-
tion become literally unthinkable, but liberal capitalism, no less than fas-
cism, fixes limits so that alternatives that are not imstrumental to systemic
reproduction are silenced, not merely relegated to the paranoid margins.

However, in some ways “Some Social Implications of Modern Tech-
nology™ {1941), reprinted in the present volume, is the most succinct
and illuminating introduction to Marcuse’s thought on technology. For
him the question concerning technology is not entirely answered, as Hei-
degger claims, by making the distinction between the Greek meaning of
the term techne as the activity of “uncovering” ot disclosing nature, and
holding nature in “reserve” for human ends. Marcuse distinguishes
between technology and technics. According to Marcuse, “technology is a
social process” whereas technics is a “partial factor” that can “promote
totalitarianism as well as liberty” (44). In the name of efficiency and
pragress technology’s imperatives subsume individuals and other social
processes:

Under the impact of the apparatus, individualistic rationality has been trans-
formed into technological ratienality. [t is by no means confined to the sub-
jects and objects of large scale enterprises but characterizes the pervasive
modes of thought and even the manifold forms of protest and rebellion.
This rationality establishes standards of judgement and fosters attitudes
which make men ready to accept and even introcept the dictates of the appa-
ratus. (44}

The leading theme of the essay, one that is reiterated throughout the rest

of his work for the next twenty-five years, is that technology, indeed, as
Heidegger claimed, “enframes” social relations but leaves little, if any
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room for difference. As Lewis Mumford argued in his earlier study, Tech-
nics and Civilization (1936), intelligence has been transferred to the
machine process which, in turn, sets its limits. Technology’s criterion of
efficiency, as defined by capital’s requirements, enframes human acrivity
through the mechanism of introjecticn, which here appears as “intro-
cept(ion).” In short, it becomes increasingly difficult for us to separate
aurselves from the machine since we have identified with it, a theme reijt-
erated within a different framework by, among others, Donna Haraway.
Marcuse alters the well-known formulation that social reproduction
requires the individual to adapt, and to internalize, the normative order,
Technology is not introjected by means of the mechanisms by which
beliefs and values are assimilated. Reproduction no longer requires “ide-
olagy” in the traditional sense if rationality itself is identical to technology
and the imperarive of efficiency, which demands only that our activity be
subject to rario, to rmeasurement.

Technology as Social Domination

Critical Theory is unified by its appropriation of Weber's concept of
insttumental rationality as domination, and Marcuse’s early paper on
technology provided one of the key texts. What Horkheimer called the
“end” or “eclipse” of reason and its transformation into an instrument of
capital’s domination over labor became, during the interwar period, Crit-
ical Theoty’s sufficient explanation of how the leading capitalist powers
have, against all predictions, managed to stave off collapse in the wake of
wars, economic crises, and revolutions in the periphery as well as the
center of the world system. For Critical Theory domination entails the
social and psychological subordination of the underlying popularion to
¢lass power by the reconfiguration of art into the culture industry; the
emergence of consumer society at least in the most developed capiralist
countries; the suppression of any conception of the rarional except the
“given” reality; and the replacement of religion by science. Whereas sci-
ence initially cornceived itself as a critique of religion’s domination over
human knowledge, as it is integrated into production and becomes the
central productive force, the scientific establishment is seen and sees itself
as identical with the system of power. As science extends its purview, the
dominaticn of nature leads to the domination of human nature. This
human domination is exemplified in the distortons capitalism has effected
in the universal quest for happiress.

The dawn and youth of capiralism were marked by the ruthless
exploitation of labor. It was also a period of mass workers’ movements,
which, beyand seeking ameliorative measures to relieve suffering, recog-
nized the need to fight for a new society in which the producers would
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have decisive power over social life. But, in the shadow of the rise of
workers’ movements, especially the socialist revolutions of the post—World
War I period, capital revealed its capacity to “learn”™ from history. Tech-
nolagy, once regarded as merely a teol of industrial production, became a
crucial cultural, as well as economic, weapon of capital’s systemic repro-
duction. In time, science and scientifically based technaology took an all
the trappings of a new religion and became one of the crucial instruments
of domination. Now we are admonished to “believe™ in science as the
moral equivalent of salvation. Medicine, for example, promises, and
sometmes delivers, a “magic bullet” to cure diseases, whether in the form
of developing vaccines and other medications or, in recent years, by
means of genetic alteration. Equipped with new biotechnology, science
brings back the once despised doctrine of eugenics and envisions human
perfection, but it also guarantees a world of mass surveillance. In this
sense, science is the vehicle for the abliteration of the boundaries berween
private and public, thereby depriving the individual of the last vestiges of
protection.

Ar the practical level, capital mobilizes scientifically based technology
and is able to deliver many of the “goods™ revolutionaries always believed
must await a communist future. The conflation of one of the main ele-
ments of happiness—freedom from want—with technelogy in advanced
societies limits the horizon of possibility by “abolishing™ or, more accu-
rately, marginalizing and exporting material scarcity to the developing
world. At the same time, as Marcuse points out, individuality no longer
means self-development but the relentless pursuit of personal interests. As
we shall see, this for him becomes vital for understanding the natwre of
fascism.

What divides Marcuse from the Frankfurt School is their different
perspectives an the possibilities for politics. For Adornao, praxis, that Greek
term for a reflective political practice, was all burt foreclosed not only by
the integration of the putative agents of historical transformaticn, the
working classes of the most advanced industrial societies, into the system
of power, bur also by the intellectual hegemaony of its most persuasive ide-
alogy, positivism. Capitalism had, in his view, secured its domination noet
by terror alone, although state repression was ane of its time-honored
tools. It had completely subsumed any passibility of critical thought so that
the grear category of emancipation, negation, had been driven from the
vocabulary, thereby depriving us of the means by which to think behind
the “given” social and political reality. The capacity of the capitalist order
to close the gap between representation and reality, ro find the means to
heal the rift berween consciousness and sociery, left only avant-garde art
and the homeless mind to oppose it. Thus Horkheimer and Adorno
stopped at critique because for them genuine opposition existed only in
theory; the empirical/historical opposition had effectively disappeared.
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Of course, Marcuse recognized this loss and its cansequences. But his
intellectual pessimism was tempered by what the philosopher Ernst Bloch
termed the “principle” of hope, a principle because it is the a priori con-
dition for intervention into the social world; without hope intellectual pes-
simism degenerates into quietism and thereby becomes an agent for the
naturalization of the given society. In the words French Marxist sociclogist
and philasopher Henri Lefebvre used to describe the May 1968 events in
Paris, Marcuse believed that “events belie forecasts.”'? As Adorno and
Horkheimer carefully distariced themselves from the student movement,
suspecting it was little more than a return to barbarism in revolutionary
garb, or worse, grist for strengthening the social machine, during the
years of protest Marcuse, already seventy years old, rarely refused an
invitation to speak at a demonstration or lend his name to a petition or an
appeal.

His activism helped convince the UC-San Diego administration to
force him to retire in 1975. But Marcuse only ceased to teach classes for
credit; throughout the 1970s he participated in study groups, engaged in
informal discussions with students and colleagues, and continued to write
and speak to large audiences. One study group, conducted in the late
1970s with a few graduate students in literature, was on the writings of
Walter Benjamin. Marcuse found himself at odds with Benjamin®s “Work
of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” but also with his fellow
students. For him the idea that the mechanical reproducrion and dissem-
ination of “great” arr could lead to its democratization was ludicrous. He
also never came to terms with film and other forms of popular, especially
visual, culure, regarding them as instances of the antiaesthetic. But, influ-
enced by his wife Erica Sherover and other women who were close to him,
toward the end of his life he came to understand the radical implications
of contemporary feminism and also the salience of new social movements.
Subject to adulation burt also to rebuke, he opened himself to criticism
because, despite his intellecrual gloom, he believed in the redemptive
power of love.

Fascism and the Individual

Marcuse’s theory of fascism entails a theory of the modern state. [n this
view, at its best, the liberal capitalist state is a “mediator™ between the
individual and the enormous economic power accumulated by the modern
carpararion. Through the judicial system, legislation, political parties that
are broadly representative of social groups, and, in some countries, formal
constitutional rights, the state provides individuals with. the means to vin-
dicate their grievances. “The rule of law has, to an ever increasing extent,

Stanley Aronawitz



become the medium through which the state operated as a system of
national administration™ (71). But, far from agreeing that nationa!l social-
ism is characterized by the emergence of a totalitarian state that, against
the will of corporations as much as society as a whole, plays the decisive
role in capital accumulation and rules, exclusively, by terror, Marcuse
argues the absolutely ariginal thesis that under national socialism the state
loses its autonomy and, therefore, its ability to mediate through its politi-
cal and juridical functions:

National Socialism has done away with the essential fearures which charac-
terized the modern state. It tends to abolish any separation between state and
society by transferring political functions to the social groups actually in
pawer. In other words, National Socialism tends toward direct and immedi-
ate self government by the prevailing social groups aver the rest of the pop-
ulation. (67)

In a remarkably parallel thesis to that of Mills, but written a decade earlier
and published nowhere, he claims that society is ruled by a triumverate of
big capital, the army, and the party whose collective will is mediated by,
and concentrated in, the leader who symbolized the drive toward homo-
geneity and harmony among the various elements of saciery, Yet, contrary
to the usual views, Marcuse argues that however much the individual is
deprived of the mediating rele of a now totally instrumentalized and sub-
ordinated public bureaucracy, individualism is not, thereby, destroyed.
Fascism “manipulates the masses by unleashing the most brutal and self-
ish instincts of the individual. The National Sacialist state is not the rever-
sal but the consummation of competitive individualism. The regime
teleases all thase forces of brutal self-interest which the democratic coun-
tries have tried to curb and tried to combine with the interest of freedom”
(80). Social groups are replaced by the crond.

Here Marcuse draws a striking parallel to the early days of capitalism
when the ideology and, to some extent, the practices of the free market
reduced the state to what Adam Smith termed a Night Watchman. But
even as private corporate power grows by geometric proportions, the
“sacial division of labor and the technelogical process had equalized indi-
viduals and their liberation seemed to call for a union of men acting in sol-
idarity of a common interest which superceded the interest of individual
self-preservation. Such a union is the oppaosite of the National Socialist
mass” (81). In opposition to this wradition, the Nazis organize the masses
guided by the “principle of atomization” within production as much as
within civil society. Like advanced capirtalist societies today, fascism is
guided by what ane Nazi edict terms ““that mental and physical condition
that enables him the highest efficiency and thus guarantees the greatest
advance for the racial community™” (82).
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It is not difficult to observe the same tendencies in the United States
today. Capital has spared no effort o configure technology sa that pro-
duction units are smaller, spatially divided frem each other, and the indi-
vidual worker more isolated. On the threat of discharge or capiral flight,
the individual worker is pressured to be more efficient and to work longer
hours. Moreover, the weakened labor movement, the promotion of fierce
competitive individualism, and the “unleashing” of an ethos of self-
preservation over solidarity have together produced conditions in which
the mediations between the individual and capital have disappeared in
most workplaces. The more labor becomes temporary and contingent, the
more the individual seeks “security” through identification with the com-
pany. In these times, the state has retreated from its mediating role. Any
employer wishing to break a union organizing drive need only fire a few
activists to show the rest the price of resistance. The union can file unfair
labor practices charges with the Labor Relations Board, but the employer
has many avenues of delay. Meanwhile, the campaign peters out and
workers learn that raising their voices leads only to retribution. As every
organizer knows, the rule of law has given way to the almost unfettered
rule of capital.

Now, I don’t wish to be interpreted as saying that America has
entered a fascist era. In recent U.8, history, even as legislatures have
became less responsive to the populat will and have revealed their own
subordination to corporate interests, it is still possible, through the judicial
system, for individuals, let alone state gavernments, to sue tobacco com-
panies and other manufacturers of unhealthy goods, to enter small claims
against recalcitrant merchanrts, and to obtain cash settlements in cases of
race and sex discrimination. And, although sericusly weakened, health,
labor, and other laws and institutions such as labor unions dedicated to
insuring their enforcement still afford some redress. But these protections
depend on maintaining the separation between the state and sociery,
where a public bureaucracy retains sufficient autonomy to act against the
most wanton impulses of capital, the reckless and irresponsible use of
police power, and hare crimes perpertrated by citizens against each other.

In the 1990s we have witnessed growing public heteronomy: the stare
and its institutions are pressed into the direct service of capital when, for
instance, the American president becomes little more than a trade repre-
sentative, In a period of intensifying international economic instability,
when capital massively withdraws from Asia, Eastern Europe, and Latin
America, the president and his treasury secretary are dispatched to con-
ferences with the world’s financial leaders to deliver a single message:
dan’t try to interfere with the free flow of capital by introducing measures
to regulate currencies, restrain large-scale capital flight, and so forth. At
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the same time, at home, antittust enforcement, one of the more con-
tentious features of the regulation era, is assiduously ignored by the
adminstration, even though it is stll legally charged with responsibility. As
a result, during the 1990s mergers and acquisitions reached a new histor-
ical high. Hundreds of thousands of production workers, technical and
professional employees, and middle managers are laid off, and many have
little or no severance pay, find themselves without health insurance, and, if
aver fifty, often retire without pension from their careers.

While it is still possible for a victim of police brutality to get his day in
court, elecred officials such as the New York City mayor flagrantly defend,
in the name of public safety, the right of the police to terrorize blacks and
other minaorities. And many cities have become exemplars of the garrison
state. In public schools, kids are forcibly restrained from leaving the build-
ing during school hours, even if they have free periods. Armed police
roam the halls to make sure kids are in class and, an occasion, administer
carporal punishment to offenders, even when the law prohibits such
behavior.

In February 1947, five years after he published “State and Individual
under National Socialism,” Marcuse wrote what Kellner has calied “33
Theses.” When I mentioned to Peter Marcuse, the literary executor of his
father’s papers, that I was writing this essay and would address these the-
ses, he replied that they were a bit “dated.” It is not difficult to come to
this conclusion if statements such as thesis one are taken at face value:

After military defeat of Hitler-Fascism (which was a premature and isolated
form of capitalist reorganization) the world is dividing into a neofascist and a
Soviet camp. What still remains of democratic-liberal forms will be crushed
between the two camps or absorbed by them. The states in which the old rul-
ing class survived the war economically and politically will became fascicized
in the foreseeable future, while the others will enter the Soviet camp. (217)

On the surface, this prediction appears te have murned out to be wrong on
two counts: liberal democracy remains the state form in all advanced cap-
italist societies and, within severe limits, has extended to the ex-commu-
nist states such as Russia, Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic and
to developing countries which were formerly military or one-party dicta-
torships such as Argentina, Mexico, and Brazil. Moreover, although
China and Vietnam experienced communist-led nationalist revolutions
and Cuba underwent a parallel revolutionary process, to this day liberal-
demacrartic forms have not been instituted, burt their social systems are not
forged in the Soviet model, except insofar as they are party dictatorships.
However, state awnership of key production and distribution industries is
disintegrating in favor of massive private cwnership and capital invest-
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ment. And with this shift, the working class experiences an unprecedented
level of exploitation.

Bur consider how Marcuse’s conception differs from the accepted
views of fascism. Of course, U.S. saciety is not marked by a pregram of
systematic terror against racialized minorities, although, as we have seen,
the number of incidents of police violations of the rights of black men has
escalated in proportion as poverty and unemployment deepens in the
cities. But in other respects—such as the intensification of individualism,
the decline of the labor movement and ather social groups, and the emer-
gence of a cultural environment of puritanical antisexualicy—U.S. saciety
has all the earmarks of a growing authoritarianism. At the same time, as it
observes the rituals of parliamentary democradc processes, have not the
mediating functons of the state gradually receded? Are not the impera-
tives of global and regional capital taken as priorities by public bureau-
cracies o the detrriment of the social wage? Does the “general welfare”
regulate state functions, or is the state systermatically constrained to cut
back education, to cut income supports to the poor and the aged, and to
reduce health care to the aged and to the pooer to bare minimum levels?
And, finally, to what extent does the individual have recourse to institu-
tions of justice? To what extent are social groups disintegrating and being
replaced by atomized individuals who fiercely assert their own competitive
interests?

The second theme of the theses is by now familiar: “outside the
Soviet camp there is no workers’ movement ‘capable of revolution'
(218). Assessing the communist movement, he finds the Trotskyists too
weak and, in any case, hopelessly divided. And as for the communist par-
ties, while they are capable of revolution, their subardination to a Seviet
politics that is committed to détente on the basis of a balance of terror
with the capitalist powers makes them hostile to revolution (thesis five,
218). Besides, he argues, “The societal tendency of state socialism is anti-
revolutionary. The direct producers do not control production {and with
it their destiny) any more than they do in the system of liberal-democratic
capitalism™ (219). Prefiguring what became painfully apparent in the
1960s, he writes that “the communist parties are becoming more social
demaocratic themselves,” signaling that social democracy has “monopo-
lized” the workers' movement after the war.

Finally, fighting defeat with hope, Marcuse outlines a revolutionary
socialist program: the socialization of the means of production and their
administration by the immediate producers; the abolition of wage labor;
and, after taking control, shorter working hours. Nearly thirty years after
the decisive suppression of the soviets (workers’ councils) in Germany
and Hungary by the counterrevoludon and in the newly created Soviet
Union in the period of “war communism™ by the revolution itself, Mar-
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cuse insists on the councilist program. But he does not end there. The last
four theses are a critique of the Soviet experience as a prelude to what he
argues is the imperative of fleshing out a new revolutionary theory. In
these paragraphs, Marcuse focuses on the “problem of preventing a state-
socialist bureaucracy” (226) where workers exchange one set of masters
for another. Marcuse argues that bureaucracy is “an economic” problem
rooted in “the technological structure of the production apparatus®™ (226).
It took another twenty years before labor process theorists caught on to
this issue. Alfred Sohn-Rethel formulated the question in terms of the
division of intellectual and manual labor; the bureaucracy as a managerial
class monopolizes technical and organizational knowledge and, as Harry
Braverman argues, relentlessly “deskills” manual labor, rendering the pos-
sibility of workers’ control less likely. 4

So whereas under capitalism the disaggregarion of the public bureau-
cracy is an authoritarian measure because it leaves the individual helpless
hefore the superior forces of corporations and of the market, the industrial
bureaucracy is inimical to workers’ interests under socialism as much as
under capitalism. For Marcuse, the trade unions are the bhest workers’
defensive organizaticn under capitalism; but they are hostile to socialism.
Thus he argues that “the political workers party remains the subject of
revolution,” in contrast to Marx’s view that as soan as conditions are pre-
sent, the workers' “knowledge of [their] own interests” are sufficent for
revolutionary action. But, according to Marcuse, the Leninist vanguard is
made necessary because monopoly capiral has found the means to “level”
the proletariat and deprive it of the collective knowledge by which to lead
itself. Despite his critique of the communist parties, they remained the
anly possible source of revolutionary theory and practice. Needless o
say, in his moment of despair, Marcuse was driven to an uncharacteristic
endorsement, one that he lived to renounce.

In these essays, one can view the dialectic at work as beth method of
analysis and description of social reality. For this reason alone they have
more than purely historical interest. If some of his political judgments
are, indeed, of their time and, in the post-Soviet era, surpassed, what
remains is a highly provocative and creative Marxism in which the sim-
plicities of inherited views are constantly challenged. Marcuse’s acute
understanding of the relative autonomy of technological domination, his
insistence on the salience of theory as both a tool of practice and a site of
oppasition in a time of conformity, and his unsurpassed explorations into
the culture and politics of authoritarianism and of its outcome, fascism,
are as fresh today as they were a half century ago.
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Notes

1. For Heidegger's influence see Herbert Marcuse, Hegel’s Ontology and the
Theory of Historiciry, trans. Seyla Benhabib (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1987); Mar-
cuse's “Industrialization and Capitalism in the Work of Max Weber” (in Nega-
tigns: Essays in Critical Theory [Boston: Beacon, 1968]) is a brilliant critique, but
also an appreciation; for Freud's influence see Herbert Marcuse, Eres and Cii-
lization (New York: Vintage, 1962 [1955]).

2. The best single source on the council communists is Neaw Essays, 5 vols.
{Westport, Conn.: Greenwood, 1972). This is a compendium of the varigus
journals published by Internatianal Council Correspondence from 1934 until its
incarporatian by the Institute for Social Research in 1943, In these volumes are
articles by Mactick, Anton Pannekoek, the Dutch astronomer and the leading
philosopher of the group, Karl Karsch, and their associates. They contain pet-
haps the most forthright critique of Leninist Marxism available in English and
accounts of workers’ resistance during the depression.

3. Under the Banner of Marxism was the theoretical journal of the Communist
International.

4. C. Wright Mills, “A Letter to the New Left,” in Pawer, Politics, and Pegple,
ed. Ieving Louls Horowitz (New York: Oxford, 1963).

5. Qud. in Rolf Wiggershaus, The Frankfurt School: Its Histary, Theories, and
Political Significance, trans. Michael Robinson (Cambridge: MIT Press, 19943, 4.

6. Paul Piccone, the long-time editor of the quarterly Telos, first used this
phrase as an evaluation of the demise of the New Left in the early 1970s. It
quickly became a mantra of the group surrounding the journal.

7. The phrase was coined by Swedish historian Géran Palm in The Flight
from Work, trans. Patrick Smith (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977},

8. Herbert Marcuse, Technology, War, and Fascism: The Collected Papers of
Herbery Marcuse, vol. 1, ed. Douglas Kellner (Londaon and New York: Routledge,
1998). Page numbers hereafter cited in the text.

9. Norman O. Brown was a colleague of Marcuse’s at O8S, and they might
have had overlapping responsihilities at the agency Later in the mid-1950s
Brown's Life agamnse Death and Marcuse's Eras and Croilization examine fascist
psychological structures fram a Freudian viewpoint.

10. Gearge Dimitrav, The United Front against Faseism (New York: Interna-
tional Publishers, 1936). This pamphlet was Dimitrov’s speech before the sev-
enth world congress of the International and declared its shift from the so-called
third period of revalutionary oppasition ta a new period in which the “unity,” in
the first place, of the sacialist and labor partes wauld also embrace, secand,
“progressive” sections of the bourgeoisie.

11. For a concise treatment of Reich's theary of sexuality see especially The
Funcrion of the Orgasm (New York: Qrgone, 1946).

12. For Lukacs’s classic statermnent of the political and cultural conequernces
of cammadity fetishism see “Reification and the Consciousness of the Prole-
tariat,” in History and Class Consciousness (London: Merlin, 1971).

13. The phrase opens Lefebvre's analysis of the May 1968 events in Paris.
Henri Lefebvre, The Explasion (New York: Manthly Review, 1970).

14. Harry Braverman, Labor and Menopoly Capiral (New York: Monthly
Review, 1974},
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