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surely one of the more controversial contributions to contem-

porary political thought. An analysis of this sort, in view

of the comprehénsive nature of Marcuse's theorizing, dgpends
upon an examination of the compatibility of his presupposi-

tions on the nature of man and society with his propositions
on the way man is and ought to be governed.

This analysis offMarcuse's fundamental concepts--his
conception of man and society--will also serve to point out
the major doctrines he voices, the compatibility of his doc-
trines, and the logical necessity of his conclusions. This
study does not purport to judge the moral validity of Herbert
Marcuse's theory; it seeks only to establish whether or not
his theory is logically consistent.

With the publication of his book, One-Dimensional Man:

Studies in the Ideology of Advanced Industrial Soceity in

1964, Herbert Marcuse's reputation as an advocate of revolu-
tionary change has spread primarily among the international
movement commonly referred to as the "New Left" and among
the '"New Mandarins,'" the defenders of the status quo in
Ameriéa and abroad.3 Unfortunately, Marcuse is still today
relatively unknown among the general public, despite his
numerous publications.

A number of books and articles have appeared within

the last few years which have dealt with various aspects of




Marcuse's works, but none up until now have attempted a com-

plete examination of the internal consistency of his politi-

cal theory. TIn this writer's opinion, most of the positions
taken by Marcuse's critics have not been reliable primarily
because they have been based on a limited sample of his works,
or they have merely been personal attacks against the man
himself.4 Marcuse's éritics have generally covered only one
aspect of his theory and have failed to relate what they
have' discussed to his theory as a whole. By doing so, they
have neglected or overstated certain parts of his theory.
His critics have made assertions, but, more often than not,
they have failed to adequately prove their cases.

The exceptions to this generalization are few indeed.
Those articles by Daniel Callahan, Sal Stern, Andrew Hacker,

Stanley Aronowitz, and Maurice Cranston are the exceptions.5

These men have presented informative critiques based on an
examination of Marcuse's major works.

Of the few critics who have commented on the logic of
Marcuse's theory, Andrew Hacker stated in his article, "The
Philoéopher of the New Left," that "Given its assumptions
Marcuse's logic is both consistent and plausible.”6 Herbert
Gold concluded in "California Left: Mao, Marx, et Marcuse!"

that "Assertion follows assertion at a dizzing pace, and

an internal mechanism sometimes flashes up Logic--Fault--




or Wait--Too Fast Too Soon in the mind of the attentive

7

listener/reader."’/ For Peter Sedgewick,

The logic of Marcuse's arguments on science and phi-
losophy is possibly even cruder than that which es-
tablishes, e.g., that "the connection of orthodox
genetics and eugenics, with Malthusianism, and with
theories of race superiority and ultimately with
Nazism are not accidental.'8

And finally, in "Resistance and Technology,' Daniel Callahan

writes that "The vision of Eros and Civilization," Marcuse's

major work on Freud and society as it "ought" to be, '"does
not logically require the political consequences Marcuse
draws in his later writings. For that matter, they seem
incompatible.”9

The man who has generated all of this interest and
concern is a German-born American political philosopher who
gained fame late in life as a leading philosopher--if not
the leading philosopher--of the New Left."!0 Born of Jewish
parentage in 1894, Marcuse attended the University of Berlin
and then went on to receive his Ph.D. in philcosophy at the
University of Feiburg in 1922.11

As a young man in post World War I Germany, Marcuse
was active in Rosa Luxumburg's famed but abortive Sparticus
movement.12 With Max Horkheimer and T. W. Adorno, Marcuse

helped to found the "Frankfurt School" of sociology which

is based on a synthesis of the insights of Marx and Freud,!3



In the early thirties, when Hitler began his rise to

14

power, Marcuse was forced into exile by the Nazies. While

in exile in Geneva, Switzerland, he taught for a short time

at the Social Research Institute,15 and then moved to
America, where he joined the staff at the Institute of

16 He became a

Social Research at Columbia University.
naturalized American citizen and did his part in the war
against Fascism by working as an intelligence analyst in

the Office of Strategic Services. After the war he was em-

ployed by the State Department in the Office of Intelligence
17

as the chief of the central European section.

Marcuse has either been a research fellow or a pro-
fessor at Columbia University, the Russian Research Center
at Harvard, Brandeis University, and is presently teaching
philosophy at the University of California at San Diego.]’8

Because of his age--he is seventy-one--he is currently

teaching under a one year contract which was to be renewable
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at the end of each year. Due to his leftist political phi-
" losophy, he has become ensnared in the ''get tough" policy

of tﬁe California Board of Regents. When Chancellor William
McGill of San Diego State refused to fire Marcuse at the
request of the Board of Regents and such patriotic groups

as the American Legion--but instead extended Marcuse's con-

tract for another year in opposition to the Regents' demands--




his action resulted in a loss of power for the University of

California chancellors. They no longer have the power to

appoint or promote tenured faculty members.19

While at the Institute of Social Research at Columbia,
Marcuse, Max Horkheimer, Franz Neuman, and others formulated
their goals as the development of a " . . . theoretical con-
ception capable of coﬁprehending the economic, political,
and cultural institutions of modern society as a specific
historical structure from which the prospective trends of
development could be derived,"20 They all held the belief
that such a conception required an objective theory of his-
tory capable of measuring the function and aims of social
institutions " . . . against the historical potentialities
of human freedom.'21l

For Marcuse, a dialectical materialist conception of
society is a prerequisite for determining the potentialities
of human freedom and the forces which oppose its realization
at a particular time and place. The materialist proposition
is a critical concept, according to Marcuse, which expresses
a hisﬁorical fact, the materialist quality of society. So-
ciety has a materialist character, an economy which directly
influences all human relations. Historical materialism in-

volves the determinist principle that man's consciousness is

a product of, it is conditioned by, his social existence.
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The materialist proposition is critical in that it

holds that the relations " . . . between consciousness and

social existence is a false one that must be overcome before

the true relation can come to light. The truth of the ma-
terialist thesis is thus to be fulfilled in its negation.'22
The blind dependence of men's consciousness onrthe material
processes that reprodﬁce their society will terminate once
these material processes have been made rational by the con-
scious practice of men,

According to Marcuse, a dialectical logic in the
Hegelian-Marxian tradition expresses the proposition that
the whole determines the truth, " . . . not in the sense
that the whole is prior or superior to its parts, but in the
sense that its structure and function determine every partic-
ular condition and relation,"?23

Marcuse maintains that the dialectic of both Marx and
Hegel took " . . . note of the fact that the negation inher-
ent in reality is 'the moving and creative principle.' Every
fact is more than a mere fact; it is a negation and restriction
of real possibilities.”24 The truth for Marx and Hegel was
to be found only in the negative totality. But Marx's concep- ;
tion of the negative totality which Marcuse accepts is, Marcuse

believes, . . other than that of Hegel's philosophy,



~and this difference indicates the decisive difference' between

Hegel's and Marx's dialectic."??

Marx's subversion of Hegel's dialectical logic, his
detachment of the dialectic from its ontological base re-
mained, as Marcuse sees it, committed to the idea that dia-
lectical logic reveals what actually occurs in reality.26
"The Marxian 'inversion' of Hegel's dialectic remains commit-
ted to history.”27
The negative totality which Hegel postulated was
. @ universal ontological one in which history was
patterned on the metaphysical process of being."28 Hegel's
conceptual structure established the rationality of the sub-
ject and object. He considered the world to be dominated by
the Idea (Geist) which unfolded itself in history. For Hegel,
the world is accessible to reason; in fact, it is dependent
on it.

Because of the dependence of the empirical world on
reason, Marcuse holds that Hegel's philosophy is idealistic,
Hegel " . . . subsumes being under thought."29 For Hegel,

- the given world was bound up with rational thought
and, indeed, ontologically dependent on it, all that contra-
dicted reason or was not rational was posited as something
that had to be overcome. Reason was established as a criti-

cal tribunal."BO



10

In The Phenomenology of the Spirit Hegel, accoraing to

Marcuse, formulated the thesis that the dialectical logic is
g a logic of freedom . . . a logic of liberation, for
the process is that of an alienated world, whose 'substance'
can become subject . . . only through shattering and sur-
passing the conditions which 'contradict' its realization,"3l
But Hegel surpassed tﬁe historical process in that he made

i

it into a metaphysical system in which ultimate *

freégj‘ is only the freedom of the Idea."32 .

When the concept reason was identified as freedom by
philosophy, the creation of a rational world, Marcuse be-
lieves, fell outside of the realm of idealistic philosophies
like that of Hegel. "Hegel‘saw the history of philosophy as
having reached its definitive conclusion at this point,
However, this meant for mankind not a better future but the ~
bad presentrthat this condition perpetuates.'33 Hegel's ~
rationalist protest and critique was restricted to pure
thought and will; it did not extend to the material condition
of man's existence.34 Hegel reconciled the antithesis in
reason and not in reality. This reconciliation of the
antithesis in the world of ideas by Hegel is in direct
opposition to the " . . . true materialism of critical social

theory and the false materialism of bourgeois practice."35

Hegel's philosophy retained an element of truth in that it



remained critical of the false materialism of'bourgeoisie

practice. It was false because it assumed that man could be

free despite his material conditions.

While Hegel postulated the negative totality as a meta-

physical process of being, Marx interpreted the negative

"

totality as . @ historical condition which cannot be

hypothesized as a metaphysical state of affairs.”3® The
Marxian dialectic, in‘Marcuse's view, has a historical char-
acter‘which takes into account the negative aspects of the
existing society and also its absolute negation--communism.
The negative totality which is reality can only be rendered
positive, according to Marcuse's interpretation of Marx's

dialectic,

. . . by liberating the possibilities immanent in it.
This last, the negation of the negation, is accom-

| plished by establishing a new order of things. The
negativity and its negation are two different phases
of the same historical process, straddled by man's
historical action. The '"new'" state is the truth of
the old . . . it can be set free only by an autonomous
act on the part of men, that will cancel the whole of
the existing negative state, 37

The truth transcends the existing historical reality. It

grows out of one historical stage into a qualitatively dif-

ferent one, according to Marcuse, by the action of men. The *

truth is not " . . . a realm apart from the historical reality,
nor a region of eternally valid ideas;"38 it is a " . . . con-

crete event within the same totality."39
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First and foremost a dialectician, Marcuse is seeking
out the contradictions he believes are inherent in the socio-
historical process. ''The driving forces behind the historical

process are not mere conflicts but contradictions because

they constitute the very Logos of history as the history of

40

alienation. The dialectic's first principle is contra-

1

diction; therefore Marcuse's first principle is also contra-
diction. Thinking, for Marcuse, is " . . . essentially the

negation of that which is immediately before us."4l And

" . reason is the negation of the negation.'42

Specific events are comprehensible, according to Marcuse's
dialectical conception, when they are understood as

constituted by the '"general," as the particular
manifestation of a "law" . . . The dialectical notion
of historical laws implies no other "destiny" than
that which men create for themselves under the con-
ditions of unmastered nature and society. The less
the society is rationally organized and directed by
the collective efforts of free men, the more will it
appear as an independent whole governed by inexorable
laws.

The truth in the dialectical notion " . . . that society is
more than the mere aggregate of its parts and relations' does
not, Marcuse asserts, necessitate a thorough analysis of all
the public and private institutions and relations in society
in order to comprehend the structure of society.44 Because
the whole defines and determines the parts, a "selective

"n s "

analysis//ls necessary, . . . one which focuses on the
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basic institutions and relations in society."45 This "“selec-

tive analysis,'" Marcuse maintains, must be demonstrated to
be logically and empirically correct.

The notions of the dialectic are, according to Marcuse,
" . . . shaped in accordance with the historical structure of
reality,"46 and they seek to recognize the liberating poten-
tialities in the historical process. Dialectical logic sep-
arates essence and appearance, subject and object, freedom
and necessity into an antagonistic whole which demonstrates
the rationality and unity of the whole which is reality.

As Marcuse sees it, a dialectical materialist inter-
pretation of history " . . . joins theory and practice,
philosophy and political eéonomy . . . capitalism and social-
ism."47 It bridges the '"gap between the laws of thought and
those governing reality,"48 and guides the strategy of the

o

proletariat in the prerevolutionary period and also the revo-
lutionary transformation of society.49
Marcuée's critical theory of society is an unorthodox,
esoteric, interpretation of orthodox Marxism, based on a
syntﬁesis of the monumental theories of Hegel, Marx, and

Freud. In his first major book written in English, Reason

and Revolution, Marcuse's professed purpose was to clarify

Hegel's philosophy by answering the question: "What is the

relationship between Hegelian and Fascist philosophy?"so He
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concluded by quoting Carl Schmitt, noted National theoreti-

1"

cian, . on the day of Hitler's ascent to power, 'Hegel,

so to speak, died,'"?l and he defended Hegel's philosophy

against those who identified it with the rise of Fascism.
"The ideological roots of authoritarianism have their soil
in the 'violent reaction' against Hegel that styled itself
the 'positive philosopihy,'”52 and not in Hegel's philosophy.
The underlying theme of the book is that reason and revolu-
tion are one and the same, and revolutionary movements are
the only means of liberating mankind. Although Marcuse's
professed purpose was to clarify Hegel's philosophy, he
appears to be preoccupied with the task of cleaning off the
tainted tools of the dialectic.

Marcgse has revised (modified) Marx's theory in an
effort to make it more relevant to the affluent social con-
ditions which exist in modern society, The laissez faire
period of free capitalism which Marx analyzed in the nine-
teenth century gave way to the organized capitalism of the
twentieth century. This transformation of free capitalism
into brganized capitalism created structural changes in
society which Marx failed to foresee. Organized capitalism
has changed the mode of production, the political conditions,
and the political consciousness of the working class.53 The

working class is no longer a revolutionary force in organized
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capitalist society today. Because of this, Marx's coﬁcepts

must be modified. But in order to retain its original struc-
ture, Marcuse believes that " . . . the modifications must

be demonstrably related to the theoretical basis . . . to the
dialectical materialist concept of industrial society.”54

The whole determines the truth for Marcuse, and the structure
and function of capitaiist society has changed. Therefore,
Marxian theory must be revised in accord with the contempor-
ary state of capitalism.

Out of Sigmund Freud's theory Marcuse has attempted to
develop the political and sociological substance of the
psychological notion.55 He uses the psychological concepts
which Freud developed to analyze social and political events
in history. He accepts most of Freud's theory, but claims
that it " . . . provides reasons for rejecting Freud's iden-
tification of civilization with repression."56 In other
words, Marcuse uses Freud's theory to prove that his con-
clusions were wrong.

In his analysis and critique of industrial society,
Marcuge states that he is attempting to regain a basic con-
cept of classical political philosophy which he believes has
been neglected in contemporary social inquiry. That is, the
concept that " . . . the end of government is not only the

greatest possible freedom, but also the greatest possible
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happiness of man . . . a life without fear and misery; a life

n57

in peace,
Marcuse believes that the contemporary behavioral trend

in the social sciences is dangerous in that it glorifies what

"is" as what "ought" to be. The scientific method in the

natural sciences and the social sciences fails to go beyond
its own instrumentatidn--it is science for science sake and
nothing more.

When the new scientific method destroyed the idea of
a universe arranged in relation to an ultimate end,
it invalidated at the same time a hierarchical social
system in which the pursuits. and aspirations of .the
individual were predetermined by final causes. The
new science, ''meutral' as it was, ignored an organ-
ized life which degrived the large majority of man-
kind its freedom.?

This view of the neutraiity of contemporary social inquiry
will be examined in some detail in the forthcoming analysis
of Marcusels presuppositions on the nature of man and society.
The task of the radical social theorist, as Marcuse

sees it, is to examine what actually exists in advanced in-
dustrial society in order to ascertain the historical possi-
bilities which exist but have been suppressed by contemporary
society as '"utopian ideals." The historical possibility for
a "liberated man" is a real possibility for Marcuse. -In fact,

in his latest book, An Essay on Liberation, he states that

"What is denounced as 'Utopian' is no longer that which has
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'no place' and cannot have any place in the historical uni-
verse, but rather that which is blocked from coming about

by the power of the established societies,">? According to

] Marcuse, the liberation of man is the utopian vision common
| to the social theories of Hegel, Marx, and Freud.

Hegel's universal conception of humanity recognized

- that individual 1iber¢y can only be attained " . . . within
and through the whole,”60 while Marx's social theory is
humanitarian in that it has as its goal the reduction of
human toil and sacrifice by reorganizing labor in accord with

61

man's individual and social needs. Freud wanted to liber-
i ate man, but he described and overemphasized the oppressive

nature of social life because his critique of civilization

was based on free capitalism which is oppressive and anti-

humanitarian.62

~,

This vision of a liberated wman, Marcuse be-

63

lieves, has been neglected by contemporary social thought.

Marcuse's writings show a deep concern for the human

condition, and have obviously been influenced by his close

contact with the Nazi and the American forms of mass indus-

trial society, and with the Soviet state which turned Marx
and Engel's utopian vision of a humane society into an
Orwellian 1984. An angry man, Marcuse is disillusioned with
what passes for democracy and communism today. His Marxism,

it must be pointed out, is not the Marxism of the Soviet




Union. He is opposed to what may be termed '"Red Fascism"”

just as much as he deplores capitalism. Marcuse believes

that capitalism is inherently evil, but in his critical

theory of society he attempts to prove that the root of man's
problems is not merely economic, it is also psychological

(i.e., the historical repression of Eros, the sex instincts,

1

in civilization).

Unlike the traditional socialist theorists who hold
that qualitative social change requires the liberation of
' the productive forces (i.e., social control and ownership
of the means of production), Marcuse goes a step further in
holding that man's consciousness and behavior must be changed
along with the oppressive institutions. Marcuse sees little
hope, if any, of changing the present situation in which

man finds himself short of revolution. He is realistic in

his assessment of advanced industrial societies; he realizes

that the existing societies are powerful and that they have

the capability of containing qualitative social change--rev-

olutionary change--for the foreseeable future. Revolution

is thé only meaningful alternative for Marcuse, but he accepts
the fact that the present situation in the technically ad-
vanced societies of today is not even in a prerevolutionary

stage. Yet Marcuse continues to offer hope to those without
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hope. He remains loyal " . . . to those who, without hope,

have given and give their lives to the Great Refusal."0%

In short, Marcuse is a reformer; and like most reform-

ers he is concerned that present society be reconstituted
consistent with what he regards to be the principles of a
well-ordered community. Marcuse's reformist impulses, how-

’

ever, are in no way parochial or localized. 1In the tradition

of the classical Marxist, Marcuse conceives of reform efforts
on an international scale, For him, "utopia" is non-national.
It is transnational. Thus his preoccupation with the two
major world powers of our time--the United States and Russia.
Marcuse seems to be obsessed with the fear that Fascism
is on the horizon once again--a new form of Fascism which
will be moré efficient in the conquest of man and nature
than the Fascism of the Third Reich. The powers which de-

feated Fascism in the forties--especially the United States

and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics--Marcuse asserts,
have strengthened and streamlined their social structures,
basically the same social structure which produced Fascism.
As Marcuse describes it in his theory of international re-
lations, the coexistence between the United States and

Russia is a key factor in the world today which serves to

strengthen this historical possibility; the possibility of




a new form of Fascism more pleasent but nevertheless more

repressive than ever before.

Many view Marcuse's leftist political philosophy as a

threat to the established order. Critic Max Geltman epito-
mizes this fear:

Herbert Marcuse would put-you and me in jail; would
stop our publishing wentures, and--if he could a-
chieve it--foreclose our thinking, since he is the
first censor on edarth who would deprive us of our
right to think by a process he describes as ''pre-
censorship.'"6>

Marcuse himself openly admits the subversive nature of his
theory. He has tried to show that contemporary society is
oppressive in all its aspects and that
any change would require a total rejection or

. . . a perpetual confrontation of this society.

And that it is not merely a question of changing

the institutions. but rather, and this is more im-

portant, of totally changing human beings in their

attitudes, their instincts, their goals, and their
values,66

In his writings, Marcuse is attempting to develop man's
s conscience and consciousness, to make him aware of
what is going on, to prepare the precarious ground for the
future alternatives."®7 Marcuse is convinced that the de-
velopment of this consciousness is a necessary prerequisite

for the destruction of the existing oppressive social sys-

tems.
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It is difficult to assess the influence Marcuse has had
on the young radicals of the New Left, but he has obviously
had an impact.” Revolution, or the language of revolution, is

in the air today, and both Marcuse and many young radicals

-are talking revolution.

In fact, Herbert Marcuse's radical critique of advanced
industrial societies ié one of the most comprehensive state-
ments supporting the New Left's conception of the oppressive
nature of bureaucratic communism and corporate liberalism,
According to Nathan Glazer, '"The students who sat in, threw
out the deans, and fought with the police have, after all,

been taught by American academics such as C. Wright Mills,

" Herbert Marcuse, Noam Chomsky, and many, many others. All

these explained how the world operated."68

In his works, Marcuse has referred directly to students
and intellectuals as potential revolutionary forces in contem-
porary society. He sees the students as militant minorities
" . . playing the role of the professional members of the
intellegentsia before the French Revolution."69 According to
Marcuse, the radical students are today " . . . articulating
the needs and aspirations of the silent masses."’0 "We all
know," Marcuse holds, "the really revolutionary role which

the students are playing in countries like Vietnam, South

Korea, and so on."’l Marcuse believes it would therefore be
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wrong to neglect their role and the role of the intellectuals

as Marxists did in the past.

The one essential characteristic of the student movement

for Marcuse is that they

. - . apply to reality what has been taught them in
the abstract through the work of the masters who have
developed the great values of Western civilization.
For example, the primacy of natural law, the inalien-

able right to resist tyranny and all illegitimate au-
thority. /2 :

Marcuse has acknowledged and condoned the actions taken by
the German Socialistischer Deutscher Studentenbund (SDS), the
i Paris student radicals, the American student radicals, .and

other radical student groups here and abroad. In turn many

New Leftists have praised Marcuse's critical theory and have
adopted ideas and a revolutionary idiom similar to Marcuse's.’>

Marcuse himself has recognized their camarade when he

wrote '"The coincidence between some of the ideas suggested

| in my essay, and those formulated by the young militants was

to me striking.”74

The dominant tendencies Marcuse describes and projects
into the future are not, he maintains, final in themselves.,

As Marcuse sees it, a number of historical possibilities al-

ways exist. TIn his works Marcuse has pointed out three dom-

inant trends: (1) The containment of qualitative social change

by the advanced industrial societies leading eventually to

comfortable but oppressive welfare states, (2) nuclear




destruction, and (3) the overthrow of the existing regimes

by revolutionary force and the establishment of a humane one-

world socialist society.
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CHAPTER I1I

THE NATURE OF MAN

Man was born free, but is everywhere in bondage.
-~Jean Jacques Rousseau

Herbert Marcuse views contemporary man as a one-dimen-
sional being who has lost the eritical dimension, the power
to negate what "is" in the name of what "ought" to be. His
conception of man as he ought to be is diametrically opposed
to his characterization of twentieth century man as a one-
dimensional being living in an oppressive, one-dimensional
society.

A neo-Freudian, Marcuse views the changes in man's
basic instincts as the changes in the mental apparatus of
man in the development of civilization. Marcuse maintains
that Freud's metapsychology, his pre-history of mankind,
and his late theory of man's biological instincts, his
"biologism," is social theory in its very substance.l He
accepts Freud's metapsychology of instincts, repression, and
the unconscious, but calls into question and firmly rejects,

as suggested in the previous chapter, Freud's proposition



that the development of civilized society necessitates the

; g : . 2
repressive transformation of man's instinctual structure.

Marcuse cannot and will not accept the inevitability of a

1 repressive civilization based on domination which has his-
torically transformed what he considers to be man's basic

nature.

Marcuse's psychélogical theory is basic to his polit-
ical thought. It is a complex metapsychology which cannot
easily be separated from his sociology since it is essentially

an abstract social psychology. Through his social psychology

he attempts to show how technology has turned into a system
of domination and coordination in advanced industrial society.
Marcuse has taken Freud's psychoanalytic theory of re-

pression and attempted to reconcile it with Marx's theory of
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! dialectical materialism and class repression. He has devel-
oped Freud's psychoanalytic notions in an attempt to demon-
strate the union between man's instinctual structure and the
economic structure. For Marcuse the needs generated by the
market are false needs which have a stabilizing, conservative
effeét on man. These false needs and patterns of behavior are
| interjected, Marcuse maintains, into the organism. They lib-
idinally tie man aggressively to the commodity form. They

are the "counter-revolution" anchored in the instinctual struc-
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In developing the political, economical, and sociolog-

ical content of what he has referred to as the "tabooed in-
sights" of Freud's metapsychology, Marcuse postulates the mu-
tability of human nature. According to Marcuse, man has not
one, but two natures: an inherent biological nature and an
acquired sociological nature. These two natures are for
Marcuse in "constant ahd inseparable interaction,"%

Because man's biological nature and his sociological
nature are in constant interaction, this chapter will neces-
sarily anticipate in part Marcuse's social theory, an approach
which is inevitable, since man's second nature, his sociologi-
cal nature, is a product of his society.

Marcuse's theory of mén is full of such Freudian psycho-
logical terms as the reality principle, the pleasure principle,
and the performance principle. Because of the frequency in

which Marcuse uses these terms, definitions will be given here.

The reality principle is the Lebenswelt, the empirical

reality, that which constitutes the real material conditions

at a particular time and place. The pleasure principle is the
primafy mental process characterized by immediate satisfaction,
pleasure, joy (play), receptiveness and the absence of repres-
sion. The pleasure principle corresponds largely (but not en-
tirely) to the unconscious process.5 The performance‘princi-

ple is a secondary mental process which has historically gained
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ascendency over the pleasure principle. According to Marcuse,

the performance principle " . . . materializes in a s stem
P i

of institutioné,”6 and the individual learns the requirements
of these institutions as those of law and order and transmits
them to the next generation.7 It is also the historical form
of the reality principle--a vicious ideology--under which so-
cieties have historicaily been stratified according to the
competitiveness of the economic performance of their members.
The performance principle is characterized by delayed satis-

faction, restraint of pleasure, toil (work), productiveness,

and security.8

It must also- be pointed out here that Marcuse's concep-
tion of the term "nature" is distinguished by the fact that
it refers to what men and things appear to be and also to
what they are capable of becoming--the essence of their Being.
The question which must be kept in mind throughout is: Are
Marcuse's presuppositions on the nature of man and his de-
scription of what man is today compatible with his propositions

on what man can be and ought to be?

In his major work on Freud's psychology, Eros and Civil-

ization, Marcuse reopens the quest for the common origin of
man's basic instincts, Eros (life) and Thanatos (death), whose
dynamic union characterize the life process, for Marcuse and

Freud.’ Marcuse dialectically develops Freud's dualistic
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construction of man's mental apparatus, his " . . . &ynamic
union of opposites of the unconscious and the conscious struc-
tures; of primary and secondary processes; of inherited 'con-
stitutionally fixed' and acquired forces; and of soma-psyche
and the external reality."l0

In accepting Freud's metapsychology, Marcuse finds it
necessary to defend if against the "right-wing'" neo-Freudian
revisionists of the cultural and interpersonal schools of
psychoanalytic theory today. In their radical empirical on-
slaught, these "positivist schools" have debunked the mind by
eliminating " . . . metaphysics, speculations that are unver-
ifiable in accordance with accepted scientific standards."1ll
These schools have resurrected the personality " . . . in the
face of a reality which has all but eliminated the conditions
for the personality and its fulfillment,'12

Marcuse believes that there is such a thing as the Self,
the Person, which does not yet exist, but is in the process

13

of development. The cultural and interpersonal schools have

helped to prevent the development of this "Person" by accept-
ing ;nd condoning the dominant values of the status quo. They
hold the belief that man's basic nature is unchangeable and

deny the "transcending element of Reason' by emphasizing man's
consciousness and cultural factors rather than his unconscious

biological factors.14
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Marcuse's quarrel with Freud over the possibilify of a
non-repressive civilization is actually a lover's quarrel
over the nature of the reality principle, the external real-
ity in which man develops. Marcuse thinks that Freud too
closely identified the established reality principle, the per-
formance principle, under which man has historically develop-
ed, as the reality prihciple per se.15

According to Marcuse, Freud maintained that the conflict
between the pleasure principle and the reality principle is
inevitable. Freud held that "The struggle for existence ne-
cessitates the repressive modification of the instincts (Eros
and Thanatos) chiefly because of the lack of sufficient means
and resources for integral, painless and toiless gratification
of instincthai needs,'"1® The energy which is necessary for
the conqueét of nature (work) can only be withdrawn from the
primary instincts, Eros (sexual) and Thanatos (destructive),
according to Freud.l7 Freud maintained this position while
retaining at the same time the idea that Eros, the "Life" in-
stinct operates under the pleasure principle, " . . . estab-
lishiﬁg and preserving ever greater units of life "8 That
is to say, he held that " . . ., civilization is mainly the

work of Eros,"19

Therefore, according to Marcuse, Freud's dialectic of

civilization " + « the conflict between pleasure principle
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and reality principle"20 which is based on the repressive de-
velopment of man's instincts, Eros and Thanatos, " . would
lose its finality if the performance principle revealed it-
self as only one specific form of the reality principle."21

Marcuse views the recorded history of man as the his-
tory of the repressive development of man's instinctual struc-
ture under an oppressi&e reality principle, the performance
principle, which man has imposed upon man. The performance
principle is not in and of itself the reality principle, it
is only one possible form of the reality principle. Man has
historically developed under the rule of the performance prin-
ciple and he has learned that he cannot satisfy his instinctual
needs and desires because the primary characteristic of nature
is material scarcity. Because of this material scarcity man
must abstain from the immediate satisfaction of his needs and
desires; he must restrain his drive for pleasure. The perform-
ance principle teaches man that he must work and produce in
order to gain the pleasure he desires. Marcuse believes that
this conception of scarcity has always provided the most ef-
fective rationalization for the repression of man.22

The actual historical development of man under the per-
formance principle, its institutions and laws, has hidden the

real truth about the human condition, according to Marcuse.23

"The repressed history of mankind continues to make the history



of man."2% "The roots of repression' which Freud described

are for Marcuse " . . . real roots, and consequently their
eradication remains a real and rational job. What is to be
abolished is not the reality principle; not everything, but
such particular things as business, politics, exploitation,
poverty."25
In order to discéver the truth about the human condi-
tion--the essence of man--Marcuse attempts to get behind the
recorded historical development of mankind by "reading off"
or excluding the " . . . ossification of the performance prin-
ciple from the historical conditions which it has created"
and " . . . from the historical . . . vicissitudes of the in-
stincts the possibility of their non-repressive development."26
Marcuse divides the history of man into two different
dimensions: the phylogenetic-biological dimension which he
maintains was governed by the pleasure principle, and the so-
ciological dimension which is ruled by the performance princi-
ple. The phylogenetic-biological dimension marks the develop-
ment of the animal man in his unconscious struggle for exist-
ence in nature, while the sociological dimension refers to
o - the development of civilized individuals and groups
in the struggle among themselves and with their environment.'2/

The sociological dimension is further divided into separate

categories: ontogenesis and phylogenesis. The former refers
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to " . . . the growth of the repressed individual from early

infancy to his conscious societal existence;" while the lat-

ter refers to

the growth of repressive civilization
from the primal horde to the fully constituted civilized
state,"28

Marcuse's conception of man's biological instincts is
a key to understandingihis theory of man. He defines in-
stincts as the " . . . primary drives of the human organism
which are subject to historical modification."2? Stimuli of
instinctual origin act as constant forces since.they come
from within the organism. Their original libidinal location
remains the same and they " . . . find mental as well as so-
matic representation."30 Biological instincts are those

"

needs . ; . which must be satisfied and for which no ade-

quate substitute can be provided.”31 Marcuse maintains that

e certain cultural needs can 'sink down' into the biol-

ogy of man,”32

where they operate as norms of organic behav-
ior.33 He lists nourishment, clothing, and lodging as the
needs and desires of the human organism which must be satig-
fied.’ But the most important instinct is the "Life Instinct,"
Eros, which is made up of the sexual instincts.34 Marcuse
thus postulates the monism of the sexual instincts.

The mutability of man's instincts is established by

Marcuse's view of the instincts as " . . . subject to
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historical change." This definition conveniently serves the
g N

purpose of linking his conception of the phylogenetic-biolog-

ical dimension with the sociological dimension of man's exis-

J tence. For Marcuse, man exists in two different dimensions
which are represented by two different mental processes and
principles: the unconscious and the conscious, the pleasure
principle and the reaiity principle. Even though the changes
in the instincts are the changes in the mental apparatus of
| man in the historical development of civilization, Marcuse
maintains that there was a mythical time, a state of nature,
in which the animal man operated under the pleasure principle,
satisfying his basic needs and desires; a state in which the
original instinctual needs were acqui'red.35

In this mythological "aboriginal golden past" which

Marcuse postulates, the animal man was a bundle of drives

e ——

whose only mental process was an unconscious one governed by

the pleasure principle.36 The animal man derived his in-

! stinctual energies from the Id which resides in the uncon-
scious. The 1libidinal instincts, which are the only instincts,

are séxual.37 "They are neither affected by time nor trou-

bled by contradictions.'38 According to Marcuse, the in-

stincts are beyond good and evil and they have an inner bar-

rier which "contains" their driving power.3? Under the rule

of the pleasure principle the animal man strove for nothing
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desire on the part of the animal man to escape from pain and

thus choose his own death.

Marcuse pictures the animal man's existence as a meta-

psychological utopia where needs and desires were gratified,
and the animal man was free from pain and the anxiety of death.
The needs of the animal man were very simple; he desired noth-
ing more than the company of his fellow beings, sex, food,
clothing, shelter, and leisure. The animal man lived in har-
mony with nature.

What, then, happened in the history of events to change
this animal man from a bundle of drives operating in harmony
with nature into a conscious being at odds with his environ-
ment? What cataclysmic occurrence changed biological man
from a creature free from repression into a slave chained to
the institutions of society?

Recorded history fails to go back to the beginning of
man; thus men have created such myths as Adam and Eve,
Prometheus and Pandora, and Orpheus and Narcissus to explain
the mysteries of Creation. Marcuse also creates a myth: a
device for telescoping in, getting behind, and explaining
what happened before the written history of man,

Marcuse's myth breaks the dynamic and inseparable re-

lationship between man's biological development and his socio-

historical development. He shows the distinction between
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man's biological nature, and his sociological nature,‘which
is a product of man's socio-historical development.

Marcuse reconstructs the animal man's biological nature,
and creates a myth about the beginning of civilization and
"ecivilized" man. Marcuse realizes the difficulty involved
in the logical consistency and scientific verification of
this myth,46 but he ne&ertheless does construct a myth about
the beginning of civilized man. He uses this my thical his-
tory to illustrate his conception of man's inherent nature.

The following is a retelling of Marcuse's myth:

In the beginning was the primal horde. The primal
father ruled over the women, his sons, and daughters, and
enforced the reality principle. His rule was rational and
just to the extent that it insured the continued reproduction
of the group. Acting as the severe representative of Eros,
the primal father enforced the first "communal" (social) re-
lations by separating the child from the mother and thus in-
hibiting the death instinct (the Nirvana impulse), which is
a desire to return to the quiescence of the womb. This action
forcea the child to identify with his brothers .47

Material scarcity prevailed, and the primal father
forced his sons to work, an activity which diverted the sex-

ual energies of the sons into the conquest of nature. Thus

\
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the primal father created the "preconditions for the "disci-
P P "

plined labor force' of the future."%8

The sons both loved and feared their father. They iden-
tified with him, and desired the powers and pleasures he pos-
sessed, especially his mistress, their mother. The father for-
bid the sons to have sexual relations with their mother. If
this taboo was violatéd, it would result in castration, exile,
or death. Thus the mother represented both pleasure and death
for the sons; she embodied "Eros and Thanatos in immediate,
natural union,'49

As time went on the rule of the father changed from the
rational restriction of pleasure into a despotic rule in the
sole interest of the father. The king-father gratified his own
pleasures at the expense of the group. He restricted and re-
quired his'sons to do the undesirable work in order to satisfy
his own pleasures. The father possessed the desired women (the
supreme pleasure) and restrained his sons' sexual satisfactions.

The fate of the sons was a hard one under the rule of
the despotic father. Those who displeased him were exiled
from ﬁhe primal horde. The banished sons were torn between
the love for their father and the desire for their mother.
This plight was the epitome of the extreme Oedipus situation,

The sons' ambivalence was marked by fear and hatred. "This



aggressive impulse against the father was a derivative of

the death instinct.

In the end the exiled sons joined together and return-

ed to kill and devour the primal father. They sought the
freedom to satisfy their own needs and pleasures. By their
act they liberated themselves from the oppressive rule of
their father who hadidominated over the horde in his own in-
terest. This rebellion against the father, however, was ac-
companied by feelings of guilt. The sons had rebelled against
their father's authority, and destroyed the rule which had
up until then preserved the life of the group.50

The sons fought among themselves for the powers their
father had possessed. While they fought, many of the powers
which the father had previously possessed passed to the women
of the clan. A matriarchal society was established which
was marked by a low degree of repression and by erotic free-
doms hitherto unknown. The pleasure principle and the reality
principle were reconciled in this society. Scarcity continued
to prevail, but the goods were evenly distributed among the
members of the group.

When the brothers realized that the only way they could
satisfy their desires for the powers and pleasure their father
had previously possessed, together they overthrew the matri-

archal society and established the brother clan to rule over
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the group. The sons re-created the rule of the primal father
by an agreement among themselves., They enforced the taboos

of their father. They were counter-revolutionary, betraying

the promise of their deed--the promise of liberation.

The sense of guilt which marked the beginning of civili-
| zation was a dual sense of guilt: the guilt felt by the sons
and the group as a whole for the killing of the primal father
and the guilt which resulted from the betrayal of their promise
of liberation. Civilization thus began with self repression
and with feelings of guilt (anxiety) over the failure to estab-
lish freedom.

In the brother clan the performance principle gained

ascendancy over the pleasure principle, and man delayed the

immediate satisfaction of his instinctual needs for security
in the future. Under the performance principle, man's basic
nature was transformed,

The reason of the reality principle was a reason of
domination under the performance principle. Man's sexual
energies were diverted into work, and he learned that he had
to deiay his immediate satisfactions in order to achieve
"pleasures'" in the future. Productivity became the highest
value of the brother clan; productivity at the expense of

man's basic nature.
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Marcuse's mythical explanation éf the beginning of civ-
ilization is the base upon which he builds his conception of
man. It shows the replacement of the pleasure principle by
the performance principle in the development of the individual
and the genus. This supplantation is the most traumatic event
man ever faces; it first occurred in the primal horde when
the primal father enforced the reality principle; it is rep-
resented on the individual level at birth when the child's
parents and other figures of authority restrain the child's
free gratification of pleasure. Before birth the child's
needs and desires are completely satisfied by his mother.

On contact with reality, the individual soon learns that he
cannot completely satisfy his drive for pleasure.

Like Freud, Marcuse believes that a part of the id

" . which is equipped with the organs for the reception

-

of and the protection from stimuli gradually develop(s) into

the ego."SI

The ego is the reality tester for the id in the
external world. The function of reason is developed by man
when he comes into contact with reality " . . . the ego has
the task of representing the external world for the id, and
so of saving it; for the id, blindly striving to gratify its

instincts in complete disregard of the superior strength of

outside forces, could not otherwise escape annihilation."?2
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The ego initially perceives reality as hostile, but in
order to protect the id from destruction and thus gain pleas-
ure, It confo%ms to the existing demands of the reality prin-
ciple (e.g., society's norms and laws). Its conformity re-
sults in the development of another mental "entity," the

superego.

The superego " '. . . originates from the long dependenc
P y

of the infant on his parents; the parental influence remains
the core of the superego.”s3 The restrictions of the societal
and cultural norms are introjected into the ego and become
its conscience. Certain cultural needs sink down into the
very biology of man and take root to form the second nature
of man by transforming the very orgaﬁic structure of man.54

" . . . A society constantly re-creates, this side of
consciousness, an ideology, patterns of behavior and aspira-
tions, as part of the 'nature' of its people . . ."?2 These
ingrown patterns in man are the introjected morality which
represent the dominant reality principle, the performance
principle.

Individual psychology, according to Marcuse, is in its
very essence group psychology. The prehistoric feelings of

guilt derived from the group killing of the primal father

and from the failure to liberate man links all men together.56



The instincts are subdued, not by nature, but by man

himself. The reality principle is not repressive; repression
comes from wiéhout by other men and is supported from with-
in. From the brother clan to present day industrial society
man has struggled against freedom.

Marcuse asks, '"When will we realize that there was no
god that failed, beca;se there was no god, and that failure
was ours, and theirs?"?’ The failure to create a humane
society rests on man's shoulders. The first crime was no
crime at all because it was committed against an oppressive
tyrant, the primal father, who suppressed the true aspirations
of humanity. The saviors, the brothers, brought liberty for
a short period of time, but they reinstated an oppressive
rule, a counter-révoiution, in the image of the primal father's
domination. They thus unconsciously set up the king-father
as a god who was imitated, worshipped, and obeyed.

Scarcity has been a fact in man's history, but Marcuse
believes that scarcity did not predestine that the satisfaction
of hqman needs had to be constantly restrained and delayed.

If goods had been distributed evenly among the members of the
group, man's prehistoric needs could have been satisfied with
a minimum of repression. Today, with modern technology, man

no longer has to delay the satisfaction of his basic needs.

Scarcity is a fact perpetuated by the haves upon the have



nots. The unequal distribution of resources creates the

scarcity prevalent in the world today.

Marcuse ‘distinguishes between two types of repression:

"surplus repression" and "repression." Surplus repression

s

is "the restriction necessitated by social domination." Re-

pression is "the modification of the instincts necessary for

the perpetuation of the human race in civilization."58 In
the development of man surplus repression and repression have
been intertwined, but, according to Marcuse, surplus repression
has dominated man's existence.

Surplus repression results in the domination of man
over man. The primal father was the first to use brute force
to reorientate the libidinal energies of man into the social

energies needed for work and the gradual conquest of nature.

| Marcuse maintains that the use of force marks the greater
part of man's history, but subsequently force was replaced
' " . . . by a more rational utilization of power."?? The new
, rationality which replaced brute force was more effective
because it was more pleasent and tolerable, but, needless to
say, it remained what it was before, '"the rationality of
| domination,"60
For Marcuse, domination differs from the rational use

of authority. Domination is "exercised bv a articular grou
¥ VA P g P

or individual in order to sustain and enhance itself in a
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privileged position,"61

while rational authority is authority
which is founded on "knowledge and necessity;" its ultimate
aim is the "protection and preservation of life."®2 Rational

authority is "

confined to the administration of func-
tions and arrangements necessary for the advancement of the
whole."®3 Rational authority is, for Marcuse, "inherent in
any societal division of 1abor,"64 and "hierarchical relation-
ships are not unfree per se."©

Marcuse believes that the rational exercise of authority
has been the exception in the socio-historical development of
man. Domination is the norm which has prevented man from
being what he can be--a free agent determining his own exist-
ence in union with his fellow beings,

The reality principle which man adjusts to mentally and
physically is an oppressive reality which transforms his basic
nature. Man develops the function of reason under the perform-
ance principle, but the reason of this reality into which he is
born is an irrational, oppressive reason.

By nature man is a rational being who requires freedom.
But he is born into an unfree society. His conscious mental
apparatus is effectively subordinated to the performance prin-
ciple; he accepts the dominant rationality of the system, He

accepts the reason of contemporary society because he has been

bought off by an abundance of goods. He values material things
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Man's unconscious desires are rejected and diverted by
the rationality of the work-a-day world. Today an oppressive
consumer economy has created a second nature which ties man
"libidinally" and aggressively to the commodi ty form. ©9 Man
recognizes himself in his commodities. He lives in "an
euphoria of unhappiness' characterized by false needs and
false aspirations. He'identifies his needs with the needs

of society.

Man's libidinal energies, which are generated by the id,
are organized into the genital organs, leaving the rest of
the libidinal energies free for work. Man expends his sexual
energies working for future pleasure. His free time today is
not his own. It is organized for him by his society. He is
propagandized into believing that he really does need and
desire a color television, a second car, and a swimming pool
like the neighbor's next door.

Marcuse defines man as one-dimensional today because
man has lost the critical dimension, the ability to negate
the oppressive society in which he lives. Man accepts the
ratioﬁality of the whole, which is in its essence irrational.
Rational, for Marcuse, cannot be that which builds or produces
to destroy; which creates the means of destroying thé world

in the name of peace; or that which produces agricultural

products and stores them while people all over the world starve,






and desires, a state in which man is filled with love 'and

occupied by play. It is an Adamite conception of utopia

in a fully automated society.

Man in this future state will have conquered necessity
and, unlike men today, will not be anxiety-ridden over his
own death. "Men would experience death primarily as a techni-
cal limit of human freedom whose surpassing would become the
recognized goal of the individual and social endeavor to an
increasing extent, death would partake of freedom, and indi-
viduals would be impowered to determine their own deaths."71
In this state man would accept death as a natural biological
event which is not the beginning of a life after death, but
the termination of a life well lived.

Marcuse's archetypes of the future are Orpheus and
Narcissus. The images of Orpheus and Narcissus are the
images of the self-actualizing man fulfilling himself in joy,
play, beauty, and creativity. Orpheus and Narcissus embody :
"The voice which does not command but sings; the gesture which
offers and receives; the deed which is peace and ends the labor
of conquest; the liberation from time which unites man with
god, man with nature.'72 They reconcile Eros and Thanatos and °
symbolize, not man at work, but man at continual play in harmony
with nature. Play would be entirely subject to the pleasure

principle, as opposed to the necessary and the useful,’3



The impulses which determine play would be the pre-

genital ones: 'play expresses objectless auto-eroticism

and gratifies Ehose component instincts which are already
directed toward the objective world."’* The unnatural con-
centration of the libidinal energies in man's sexual organs
and the death instinct would be transformed into Eros by the
release of surplus repression. All human activity would be
libidinalized and man's body would be polymorphous perverse.
Eros as the "life instinct" would encompass larger and larger
units of life and would turn the necessary work for the per-~
petuation of the species into play.

This release of sexual energies would lead to the full
enjoyment of man's body and mind in a receptive environment.
Because mankwould have liberated himself from surplus repres-
sion, he would conquer the repressive past of mankind and
would continually make his own history. The free gratification
of man's instincts would entail the absence of anxiety and
the dual sense of guilt,

Marcuse dreams of a state in which man would be free;

a state where man would realize his true essence. This reali-
zation would entail not only freedom, but knowledge and cog-
nition. Man would once again realize that the individual is

in essence the social entity, that man is a social animal.

At this stage of development, when the individual interest



coincides with the interest of the whole, the true history

of mankind would begin.
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to the Marxian theory his own neo-Freudian interpretation of

the dialectic between man and civilization. The result is a
peculiar class analysis of contemporary society which .he calls
his critical theory of society.

In his critical theory of society Marcuse performs a
threefold task: (1) analyzes and criticizes the development
of advanced industriai society (2) sets fofth propositions
on what society can be and ought to be, and (3) demonstrates
the means by which the ''good life" might be attained. Marcuse
believes that the empirical world in which we live must first
be comprehended, then transformed by subversive practices if

necessary " . . . in order to become that which it actually

is, "l

As Marcusg sees it, the role of the social theorist to-
day is " . . . to analyze the existing societies in light of
their own functions and capabilities (if any) which lead be-
yond the existing state of affairs."? He thinks that social
theory must break through the manipulated consciousness of
men, comprehend and express the new potentialities of a qual-
itative existence. Social theory is, for Marcuse, the basis
for closing the gap between theory and practice.

In his critical theory, Marcuse attempts to detect and

trace to their origin the tendencies that link the liberal

past with its totalitarian liquidation in culture, that is to
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rulers and the ruled who have opposing goals and worl& views,
Order in these technological societies, Marcuse writes, is
maintained at the expense of both the rulers and the ruled.

The masters cannot be free so long as they enslave the ser-
vants; the ruled identify so much with the system that they

do not even realize that they are enslaved. The ruling class--
politicians, managers;land generals--will not relinquish its
cherished positions cof power and authority without a fight,

and the ruled do not yet have the class consciousness necessary
to join together to overthrow their rulers.

Marcuse holds that both democracy and socialism as repre-
sented in the United States and Russia are sick political
systems which enslave men to the prevailing order. Marcuse
defines a sick society as a society in which the " . . . basic
institutions and relations, its structure, are such that they
do not permit the use of the available material and intellec-
tual resources for the optimal development and satisfaction
of individual needs."32 Political disorders are reflected in
personal disorders; a sick society produces sick individuals.
Marcuse views deviants in society, particularly political
deviants of the left, as progressive because he believes they
reflect the contradictions inherent in society.

In tracing the development of society into its totalitar-

ian form in technically advanced society, Marcuse distinguishes
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between culture, the background, and civilization, the ground.
The institutions and relations of a society should, Marcuse

affirms, more or less embody the socially accepted cultural

values. Marcuse defines culture as " . . . the complex of
moral, intellectual, aesthetic goals (values) which a society
considers the purpose of the organization, division, and direc-
tion of its labor--'the good' that is supposed to be achieved
by the way of life it has established.'"33

Civilization appears as the "realm of necessity" which
PI y

Marcuse contends has always consisted of "socially necessary
work and behavior, where man is not really himself and in his

own element, but is subject to heteronomy, to external con-

ditions and needs."3%
{ The social institutions which have historically been
used to attain or approximate cultural goals have been based
on cruelty and violence. According to Marcuse, the forces
of violence and cruelty and the institutions which embody
these forces have been an integral part of culture.

There is, Marcuse maintains, a great disparagement be-

tween what society proclaims as its values and what society

actually practices as its values. For example, the United
States professes great technological achievements for the
benefit of all: it produces millions of luxurious cars each

year which take thousands of lives each week; it harvests and







Contemporary advanced industrial society has dragged

down the higher dimension of human fulfillment, culture, and

proclaimed that it has been realized in the existing social

institutions and relations. Culture has been translated in-
to opefational ideas today. It is bought and sold in advanced
industrial society like any other commodity on the market.
This obliteration of .the two-dimensional culture, critical

cul ture, . takes place not through the denial and re-

jection of the 'cultural values,' but through their wholesale
incorporation into the established order."38 This assimilation
is, for Marcuse, historically premature; " . . . it establishes
cultural equality while preserving domination."3?

The tension between culture and civilization, which for
Marcuse is a real tension, has been seemingly cancelled by the
integration of cultural values into society. ‘Society has
flattened out the real historical tension between what society
"ought'" to be and what it actually "is,'" between the potential-
ity and the actuality, the future and the present.ao This
tension appears to be solved, but in fact it is only method-
foally reduced,il

The reduction of cultural tension has occurred, Marcuse
says, in the two major advanced industrial societies, the
United States and Russia. These two societies have developed

in a one world historical continuum. They are both the
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outgrowth of the same technical base. '"Modern machinery is
susceptible to capitalist as well as socialist utilization.

This amounts to saying that mature capitalism and socialism

J have the same technical base and that the historical decision
| as to how this base is to be used is a political decision.”42
For Marcuse, the technical base of industrial society
is neutral. It is the baéis for private enterprise in the
West as well as nationalized enterprise in the East. The

decision as to how the base is to be utilized is a political

one which can go in the opposite or in the same direction as

the developing productive apparatus.43 This political decision

can either enslave man, turn him into another commodity on
the production line, or it can liberate man, free him from

exploitation, misery, and injustice.

The material base of advanced industrial society is,
for Marcuse, a technological base. The machine, the primary
productive force, has changed the productive relations in
; advanced industrial society. " . . . The machine is no longer
a means of production in the hands of the worker or the group
of workers."4%4 1n Marcuse's opinion, the development of
! automation " . . . is a 'crucial factor' in a development
which seems to have outmoded the whole concept of the means of
production as Marx defined it."453 Today, in semi-automated

\
industry and moreFo in fully automated society, the machine
|
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is more than a productive force; it is used as an instrument

of social organization and domination.

Although Marcuse values the machine as the basis for

- the liberation of man in the future, he sees it as the oppres-
sor of man today. In the manipulation of the machine man
performs and begins to think and act like a machine. The

machine "

has become an element in the whole system of
organization which determines the worker's behavior, not

even just in the factory, but outside it, in every realm of

146

, activity. In the factory, as Marcuse puts it, man "is in
: the swing of things." This phrase, according to Marcuse,
E - "admirably expresses the change in mechanized enslavement:
! things swing rather than oppress, and they swing the human
; instrument--not only in its body, but also its mind and even
: its soul.,"47
The shift from physical to psychological strain by the
use of the speed-up method in the factory is an inhumane act.
| In fact, Marcuse says, "it is probably even more inhumane than
the heavy physical labor which used tc be the rule."48 while
at wofk the individual is cut off from his fellow workers,
isolated in the semi-automated factories. Political apathy
accompanied by the integration of the worker into the system

is a direct result of this isolation in the factory. The

worker is more passive today. He '"reacts" to stimuli like



a machine rather than respond to his surroundings like a

49

human being.

Marcuse'explains the apathy and integration of the work-
er in advanced industrial society by the use of such terms
as "reification" and "alienation." Reification refers to the
"veil of commodity production," the separation of physical
from intellectual worE, and the enslavement of man by the
machine. "Technology has become the great vehicle of reifi-
cation."?0

Marcuse places a special emphasis upon the scientific
mode of thought, technological rationality, which he believes
to be dominant in advanced industrial society. Pure science,
at least potentially applied science, leaves the essential
structure of the empirical reality unchanged. Science is
valued today by most people as the answer to all their prob-
lems, but the scientific method remains dependent on a specific

Lebenswelt (empirical reality).

This technological rationality is dominant today. Its
truths are subordinate to the standards of the existing so-
ciety; adjustment and compliance, Reason has found its rest-
ing place in advanced industrial society in the continued per- L
fection of the systems of standardized control, production,

51

and consumption. Science and techniks (the techniques of

the existing systems of domination) which are instrumental



in the continued functioning of society as it exists today,

dictate their own ends; they are either true or false. 1If
they perpetuaie standardized control, production, and con-
sumption they are adopted. "As the laws of mechanism of
technological rationality spread over the whole society they
develop a set of truth values of their own which hold good
for the functioning of the apparatus, and for that alone."22

The technological controls exercised by society over
men and things " . . . appear to be the very embodiment of
reason for the benefit of all social groups and interests to
such an extent that all contradictions seem irrational and
all counteraction impossible.”53 Because of this technological
rationality imposed upon the workers, the system is accepted
as it is and the real possibilities for creating a humane
society do not even enter the minds of the workers. Critical
thought is negated by technological reason.

Marcuse claims that alienation is entirely objective
today. It has reached a new stage of development in which
the individual is totally encompassed by his alienated existence.

Alienation is intensified as it becomes transparently
irrational; it becomes unproductive as it sustains
repressive productivity, and where the established
society delivers the goods that raise the standard
of living, alienation reaches a point at which even
the consciousness of alienation is largely repressed:

individuals identify themselves with their Being-for-
others, their image.34



Those who retain the critical power of reason today--

critical thinkers--attempt to communicate the oppressive
nature and power of the whole to the oppressed masses in
theory and in practice. The struggle for radical social
change by the students, the young middle-class intellectuals,

and the ghetto population, outline, for Marcuse, " . . . the

limits of the established societies, of their power of con-

nd5

tainment, But at the same time each step towards radical

social change, extra-parlimentarian actions and uncivil dis-
obedience, tends to isolate the rebels from the masses and
increases the " . . ., mobilization of institutional violence
against the opposition, thus further diminishing the prospects
for radical change."56

The individual is today stripped of his individuality
by the rationality under which he lives. He relinquishes his
liberty to an oppressive reason. Rational behavior is today
" identical with the matter-of-factness which teaches
reasonable submissiveness and thus guarantees getting along

in the prevailing order."?’

Marcuse believes that man is
today a one-dimensional being living in a one-dimensional
society. He has lost the critical power of reason and accepts

society as it is. Society is therefore no more than what man

has made it, an oppressive, irrational system which contains






By their failure to use socialist violence against the

capitalist countries, the socialist countries have perpetuated

the growth and productivity of capitalism and have suspended

the contradictions which exist in capitalist society. This
renunciation of violence has in effect strengthened capitalis-
tic exploitation in the world. 62 Indeed, the sociélist coun-
tries have acted as a stabilizing force cast in the role of
the enemy from without whose threat the capitalist countries
continually use to rationalize a war economy based on exploita-
tion and inequality. Marcuse maintains that " ., . . if it
were not for communism, it would be impossible to explain the
political and economic unification of the capitalist world--
a unification which, so to speak, embodies the old Marxist
spectre of the universal cartel,"®3

Of course, the classic form of imperialism no longer
exists today, but, Marcuse claims, a new form of imperialism,
neo-colonialism, has taken its place in dividing up the world.
The integration of the capitalist world is a response_to the
increased strength of the socialist block and to the fact that
" . . . organized monopoly competition makes it possible to
extract exceptional profits and surplus value, so that large-
scale industry, monopolistically organized, can afford to pay
higher real wages--not only for a short while but over a long

pe}'iod."64



The primary differences between the free capitalist

system which Marx analyzed and the organized capitalist system

of today are: a growth in productivity, a rise in the stand-

ard of living for the working class, and the concentration of
economic and political power.65 These developments have re-
sulted in a change in the life style of the Marxian vehicle
of revolution, the proletariat, A large part of the working
class under these changed conditions acquired, so Marcuse
maintains, " . . . a vested interest in the society whose
'absolute negation' (it was) supposed to represent.”66
Although the socialist countries claim to be socialistic,
by their acceptance of many of the values and aspirations of
the West, especially the American standard of living, they
in fact are not. The proletariat in many of the socialist
countries has been co-opted by an abundance of material goods,
manipulated by a bureaucratic administration, and is no longer
a revolutionary force in the world today.
The productivity of the West has kept the socialist
countries on the defensive. They'have had to rationalize
and justify the repressive, totalitarian form of centralization
in order to create the heavy industry needed to compete with
the West. They use their Marxist ideology as an instrument

of domination.
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Marcuse believes that a thorough theoretical modification

of Marxian theory is necessary today in order to comprehend

the contemporary world situation. Such a modification must

be based on the historical alternatives inherent in the orig-
inal Marxian conception, the dialectical materialist concept
of industrial society. Without such an alteration based on

the dialectical materialist concept, Marcuse believes that

T RETREETRETR RTINS~

the Marxian notion of the working class as a revolutionary
force is a meaningless term when applied to the technically
advanced capitalist and socialist countries of today.
According to Marcuse, Marx anticipated in part many of\%
the basic trends and tendencies in contemporary industrialv
society, but he failed to dréw the correct conclusions from
his analysis. Marcuse goes on to say that Marx's analysis of
the inherent contradictions in capitalist society captured
on a theoretical plane many of the economic and political

features of contemporary capitalist society. But the contra-

dictions did not, as Marx foresaw, explode and destroy the
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capitalist system. Instead,

the "era of imperialism'" has seen an intercon-
tinental regrouping, and also an intercontinental sta-
bilization of the Western world--in spite of or be-
cause of a "'permanent war economy." While the social-
ist revolution was prepared and begun under the guid-
ance of rigidly Marxist conceptions, the subsequent
construction of socialism in the communist orbit ex-

hibits hardly any of the substance of the Marxian
idea,67 '
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of the labor aristocracy, according to Marcuse, does not cap-

ture the situation in which the vast majority of the working
class has been integrated into the system of industrialized
society.7l

Marcuse's explanation of this transformation of the
proletariat from the subject to an object in the révolutionary
process is a key factor in his analysis of contemporary so-
ciety. He believes that an external and an internal proletar-
iat exist in the world today.

The internal proletariat is divided into blue collar
workers and white collar workers in-advanced industrial so-
cieties. They have been integrated into the system by a rise
in the standard of living and by the changes in their working
conditions.’3 The increase in the number and importance of
the white collar workers, the "new working class" (i.e., tech-
nicians, engineers, and speciaiists), and the decline in the
need and importance of the blue collar workers has divided
the working class.74 '

Members of the working class which bear the brunt of
exploitation play a smaller role in the productive process
while the instrumentalist intelligentsia, the "new working

class," which is in a position to change the existing mode

and relations of production, has " . . . neither the interest
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 threatened, " . . . for the slaves are everywhere and count-

less, and they indeed have nothing to lose but their chains.'’?

How does Marcuse see the new society if, indeed, the

chains of oppression were broken?

The new society, according to Marcuse, would be a free,
transnational, socialist society with an aesthetic form. It
would be a society of abundance, since "only an order of abun-
dance is compatible with freedom."80 Not only would it be a
society of abundance, it would also be light, beautiful, and

playful because these qualities are for Marctise essential

81

elements of freedom. Freedom is when  the ihdividual's free

" . . living without toil, with-

n82

time is his own time; it is
out anxiety: the play of human faculties.

Such a society presupposes throughout, Marcuse maintains,
the success of a world-wide revolution and " . . . the achieve-
ments of the existing societies, especially their scientific
and technical achievements."®3 Science and technology would
no longer serve as instruments of domination and exploitation;
they would be organized and redirécted for the purposes of
eliminating global poverty and toil. The empirical reality
would be transformed into a work of art., "Technique would
tend to become art and art would tend to form reality.”84

The aesthetic imaginations of men a;d women no longer

capable " ., ., . of tolerating any repression other than that
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would be cancelled through its realization and quantity would
turn into quality once the control of production came into
the hands of the immediate consumer.?0
All laws in this society would be
self-given by the individuals: "to give free-
dom is the universal law" of the "aesthetic state"';
in a truly free civilization, '"the will of the whole"
fulfills itself only "through the nature of the in-
dividual." Order is freedom only if it is founded
on and sustained by the free gratification of the
individual 9!
It is difficult to go into further detail in describing
the new society, since Marcuse believes that it would not be
created by the historical-animal man of today, but be the

" . . . conscious, rational subject that has mastered and

appropriated the object world as the arena of his realization.'"92
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CHAPTER 1V
CONCLUSIONS ON REVOLUTION

Without a revolutionary theory, there can be no rev-
olutionary movement.

--V. I. Lenin

Herbert Marcuse is a radical social critic--one of the
few critics today who calls into question the cherished ideas
many of us hold. His indictment of advanced industrial so-
cieties is harsh. It is an attack against what we in the
advanced industrial societies blindly defend and even sacri-
fice our lives for--social systems which we believe to be
egalitarian., The thrust of Marcuse's argument is twofold:
(1) democracy today has turned into its opposite; it is an
oppressive system of domination in which the masses freely
elect their masters, a system in which constitutional free-
doms perpetuate the rule by the few in the interest of the
few, and (2) communism as practiced today in its various
forms is also an oppressive system of domination and coordina-

tion which exhibits few of the original socialist ideals; it

is a system in which the machinery of the state has been
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the generals, politicians, managers, and their lackeys (engi-

neers, technicians, and plant superintendents).4 According

to Marcuse, a very small minority, not more than a dozen
people, make the life and death decisions which effect us all
However, Marcuse does not inform us how he arrived at this
number or who these twelve men are. He holds thatlthe people
do not govern; they do not participate in the important deci-
sions. The people only participate in secondary decisions
which little effect their lives.5 Any important decisions
such as whether or not to wage war in Vietnam, invade
Czechoslovakia, or send a man to the moon are not made by

the people, but always by a very small minority in the inter-
est of the generals, managers, and politicians. Once the
important decisions have been made the support of the popula-
tion is solicited by vested interests through the mass media
and other socializing institutions (i.e., churches, schools,
and the armed forces).

Like C. Wright Mills, Marcuse fails to prove that the
generals, politicians and managers do in effect rule.6 He
states that he is unable empirically to validate this knowl-
edge because of the changes which have occurred in the pro-
ductive process in the advanced industrial societies, For
Marcuse, the changes in the productive process have trans-

formed the means of domination. Today a "technological veil"







in the advanced industrial societies should be capable of

verification. 1In fact, in his article, "Notes on the Problem
of Historical Laws," Marcuse himself stated that his theory,
his selective analysis, must be demonstrated to be empirically
correct.8

Marcuse believes that the rulers have effectively organ-
ized the technological base of society, the machine, as an
instrument by which they control the needs and desires of
the people. The machine today determines the behavior of the
workers in the factory as well as outside of it. It influences
the lives of all who come within its -contact,- in work and in
play. But the machine is not in itself an instrument of dom-
ination. Marcuse makes it very clear that the machine is the
prerequisite for freedom, since only an order of abundance and
the freedom from work which the machine can provide in a fully
automated society is compatible with a state of freedom. '"Not
technology, not technique, not the machine are the instruments
of repression, but the presence in them of the masters who
determine their number, their life span, their power, their
place in life, and the need for them."?

Marcuse sees that the way in which the rulers have or-
ganized technology and the technological advances of contem-

porary society has led to a system of total administration

and domination. By controlling the technological base the






‘and coordination and serves to further non-freedom.

- One might in theory construct a state in which a mul-
titude of different pressures, interests and author-
ities balance each other out and result in a truly
general and rational interest. However, such a con-
struct badly fits a society in which powers are and
remain unequal and even increase their unequal weight
when they run their own course.ll

The masses are "marshalled" into a system of democratic plur-
alism and countervailing powers which, Marcuse maintains, is
harmonious with the prevailing totalitarian systems of pro-

duction and distribution,

In representative democracies like the United States,
Marcuse claims that the elected masters only obey the demands
of the masses. But this harmony between the rulers and the
ruled is, according to Marcuse, preestablished and predeter-
mined by the rulers and the institutions which they defend.
Marcuse believes that the

. . . free election of masters does not abolish the
masters or the slaves. Free choice among a wide varie-
ty of goods and services does not signify freedom if
these goods and services sustain social controls over

a life of toil and fear . . . And the spontaneous re-
production of superimposed needs does not establish

autonomy; it only testifies to the efficiency of the
controls,12

The people are indoctrinated by the conditions under which
they live and think and by the manufactured public opinions
of the vested interests; the needs of society appear as their

own needs; their choices within the existing system appear as
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freedom. ''Voluntary servitude" is reproduced in the individ-
ual because the achievements of advanced industrial society,
the happiness and fun which result from more goods and ser-
vices, justify such servitude.l3 The masses are free to pur-
chase what they please; they are free to make democratic
choices every so often for the masters who will best rule in
their own interests. But the interests are always the same:
they always represent the existing system of domination.

The semi-democratic process . . ., produces and sus-

tains a popular majority whose opinion .is generated

by the dominant interest in the status quo. As long

as this condition prevails . . . the general will is

always wrong--wrong in as much as it objectively coun-

teracts the possible transformation of society into
more humane ways of life.l4

Marcuse maintains that the conditions of tolerance in
the representative democracies are '"loaded," determined by
institutional inequality, by the class structure of contempo-
rary society. Freedom of speech, freedom of the press, free-
dom of opinion, and the other conmstitutional freedoms have
turned into instruments of repression which are used by the
rulers to perpetuate the unnecessary inhumane struggle for
existence. These freedoms, once liberating forces, no longer
serve the purpose of liberation in the technically advanced
societies. Instead, they enslave men to the prevailing order.l5
The universal tolerance practiced by the Western democracies

" . . becomes questionable when its rationale no longer
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prevails, when tolerance is administered to manipulated and
indoctrinated individuals who parrot, as their own, the

opinions of their masters, for whom heteronomy has become

autonomy . " 16

Those who abide by the rules of the game add legitimacy
to the oppressive systems of total administration.' The free-
doms which are practiced today are deceptive devices that
serve to perpetuate servitude and discrimination " . . . by
testifying to the existence of democratic liberties which, in
reality, have changed their content and lost their effective-
ness."l7  These freedoms, ‘Marcuse believes, afe the instruments
for absolving and perpetuating servitude, not only in the in-
dustrial societies but on a world-wide basis. As a dialec-
tician, Marcuse views the existence of these freedoms as a
prerequisite for once again capturing their critical function
in the existing systems.18

It must be recognized that Marcuse has identified a
real problem: advanced industrial\societies are not egalitar-k
ian as they profess to be, despite, as in the United States,
their representative form. His characterization of advanced
industrial societies and twentieth century man as one-dimen- -

sional contains a great deal of validity, in spite of his

tendency at times to exaggerate.,



Like all social theorists who rely on historical data,

Marcuse selects his material and neglects those facts and

information which might contradict his conclusions. He focuses

on the worst aspects of man and society in the belief that
such examples (i.e., wars, mass destruction, exploitation,
intolerance, conspicuous consumption, etc.) exemplify the
nature of man and society today. This emphasis on the worst
features of man and society leaves Marcuse vulnerable to the
accusation that he himself is one-dimensional in his criticism,
Despite accusations to the contrary, Marcuse is not one-dimen-
sional. He not only condemns man and societyAfor what they
are today, he also deals with historical possibilities--what
man and society can be and odght to be, what they are capable
of becoming.

Man today, as Marcuse holds, is not free. He is not a
free agent determining his own existence and developing his
full potentialities. Even though man believes he is free,
he is in fact a prisoner. As in Kafka's The Trial, if he
steps out of line, if he moves out of the mold society has
set for him, his trial ends and his imprisonment begins.

Those who conform to the prevailing order, because it is
easier to do so rather than to oppose the.injustices which

exist, are able to acquire the benefits--material goods as
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well as social status--by their conformity. We are free to

choose what has already been chosen for us.

Marcuse is opposed to the manipulation and coordination
of individuals, to the socialization process of the existing
systems which he considers to be immoral. This creates a
logical problem for Marcuse, for in his critical tﬁeory he
has denounced the societies in which we live as totalitarian
in that they control and predetermine men's lives. He believes
the political needs of society have become the needs of the
individual. Yet Marcuse turns right around and advocates
the same thing for his utopian society. That is to say,- the
manipulation and coordination (socialization) of the population
is justifiable and even desirable so long as it adheres to
Marcuse's moral standards.

According to Marcuse, three basic alternatives (histor-
ical possibilities) exist today: (1) the continuation of the
existing systems of domination leading eventually to comfort-
able but oppressive Welfare States, (2) nuclear destruction
which would be so devastating that man would almost literally
have to begin all over,19 and (3) the revolutionary overthrow
of the existing regimes and the creation of a utopian society
with an aesthetic Form. As a revolutionary Marxist, Marcuse,

of course, opts for the third alternative.



Marcuse maintains a paradoxical position: he is both

a cynic and an idealist. He is a philosopher of despair--

things can only get worse--and at the same time he offers

a ray of hope. He believes that utopia is no longer '"no-

where,"

that it is realizable today. Man's continued conquest
of nature has paid off; the prerequisites of freedom now exist.
For Marcuse, utopia cannot be built by the existing
societies, by the social institutions and relations which
perpetuate servitude; nor can utopia be built by one-dimen-=
sional men who reproduce this servitude them;elves. Marcuse
is convinced that the existing societies must be destroyed,
but that their scientific and technical achievements be mobi-
lized and redirected, ”liberéted," for the purpose of elimi-
nating global poverty and creating a humane society, an enviorn-
ment in ﬁhich man can live in freedom with his fellow men.
But if utopia cannot be built by one-dimensional men
in the existing societies, from where will it come? The con-
struction of such a society cannot be built tomorrow, for
tomorrow is not yet here. In other words, it must be built
here and now, in this society by men who live in this society
today. Utopia, if it is to be built at all, must come out

of the existing societies.

Marcuse's conception of society as it ought to be--the
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LA

"good life'--is beyond definition and determination,






systems in which the masses " . . . parrot, as their own,

the opinions of their masters 1723

Marcuse is a man of ideas who, like Lenin, Trotsky,

Che, and Mao, holds an action-oriented philosophy. Dedicated

to the instigation of a world-wide revolution, Marcuse is
convinced that theory must be translated into practice. 1In
his works he is striving to develop the moral conscience and
revolutionary consciousness of the masses in order to stir
them to radical action. He believes that in the affluent
societies of today a highly developed consciousness and imag-
ination generates a vital need for radical social change.24
Political radicalism is, for Marcuse, moral radicalism.
Political radicalism today attests to the emergence of a new
morality which preconditions man for freedom. It activates
b the elementary, organic foundation of morality in the
human being."22 1In other words, revolutionary praxis hastens
the organic "disposition' which is rooted in the erotic drive
to counter aggressiveness, the desirg, the biological need,
" . . . to create and preserve ever greater units of 1life."26
The revolutionary consciousness of the masses--the ex-
ternal and internal proletariat--can be developed, according
to Marcuse, by demonstrating the inherent contradictions which

exist in contemporary societies, revealing the oppressive

nature of the societies in which we live, and pointing out



the unrealized potentials which exist but have been long

suppressed as "unrealistic ideals."

Marcuse dreams of a moral transformation of man--a

"new sensibility'--which will arise from revolutionary prac-

tice, the struggle against the violence and exploitation of

the contemporary systems.27 This belief in the moral trans-

formation of man is similar to the Christian notion of the

rebirth of man through baptism. For Marcuse, the rebirth

of man is achieved, not by baptism, but by revolutionary praxis.
Like Marx, Marcuse holds the idea that the consciousness

of man is formed by the economic conditions under which he

lives. He maintains that those individuals who come under

the sway of the oppressive technological rationality which

is dominant today are more manipulated, more suppressed, than

those who remain on the fringes of society. That is to say,

the social outcasts, unemployed, racial minorities, and the

external proletariat are more prone towards revolutionary

action than the integrated elements.of society. The students

and intellectuals are also revolutionary-oriented, in fact,

they are in the forefront of the avant-garde today because

they are exposed to new ideas and because they have had no

experience in the '"faked and bloody" pclitics of the Establish-

ment.28 Because of their positions in so;iety, these groups

are more likely to be two-dimensional, critical of the systems



in which they live. But, according to Marcuse, " . . . none

of these forces is the alternative."?? The agent of the revo-

lution is still the working class--the external and the in-

ternal proletariat. Marcuse writes, "In spite of everything
that has been said, I still cannot imagine a revolution with-
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out the working class. This is so because of the proletar-

iat's position in the productive process, its numbers, and
the exploitation it continues to endure.31
This brings us to one of Marcuse's most important points
as a revolutionary theorist: when men live as paupers they
are more revolutionary-oriented than when they live as afflu-
ent members of rich, materialistic societies.32 Whereas the
integrated working class of today--the "labor aristocracy'--
is materially comfortable and feels it has nothing to gain by
revolution, the paupers have everything to gain and nothing
to lose by destroying the system. For this reason, Marcuse
places great emphasis on the exploited masses in the Third
World as the revolutionary force of the future. This insight
has been demonstrated in history: from the Russian Revolution
to the Cuban Revolution it has been the rural proletariat a-
long with the students and intellectuals, and not the affluent
urban proletariat, which has carried on the successful revo-

-

lutionary struggles of this century,



The advanced industrial societies which perpetuate

intolerable conditions all over the world must, Marcuse

affirms, be attacked from within and from without. Marcuse

envisions a world-wide revolution, a revolt of the masses
(the slaves), which will sweep the world. This revolutionary
struggle will be a military one, an unconventional guerrilla

33 Marcuse remains silent on

war in the backward countries.
the strategy of the revolution in the metropolitan areas.

Like Castro, Mao, and Ho, Marcuse advocates many Viet-
nams, He believes that the creation of manyAVietnams would
put pressure on the exploitative capitalist gﬁd communist
countries, force thém to spread their resources thin, and cut
off their markets and the nafural resources needed for contin-
ued production.

Marcuse believes that an economic crises must precede

34 But, unlike

revolution in the advanced industrial societies.
Marx, Marcuse's theory does not explain how this economic
crises is to come about. What he implies is that conditions
must get worse prior to the revolution. This puts Marcuse

in an extremely delicate position: as a professed humanist,
he is concerned with man's lot, but as a practical revolution-
ary, he must advocate the worsening of conditions for the

masses, here in the technically advanced countries where the

proletariat has turned into a '"labor aristocracy," as well as
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Marcuse, lead to the radicalization of the underprivileged,

40

exploited masses.,
Such a radicalization process has already begun to occur
in the advanced industrial societies among racial minorities
(the Blacks) and the students (the New Left). These forces
are loosely organized and often act spontaneously and even
anarchisticly, outlining the limits of containment in the
established societies.41 Their revolt is an anti-authoritarian
rebellion against the form, the obscene morality, affluence,
and values of corrupt, degenerate societies. They have initi-
ated the Great Refusal, the "permanent challenge," the '"per-
manent education'" of the masses.
. . they have again raised the specter (and this
time a specter which haunts not only the bourgeois
but all exploitative bureaucracies): the specter of
a revolution which subordinates the development of
productive forces and higher standards of living to
the requirements of creating solidarity for the human
species; for abolishing poverty and misery beyond all
national frontiers and spheres of interest, for the
attainment of peace.42
Marcuse, like the New Left in Germany and the American
New Left, is an advocate of extra-parliamentary activity--
violent confrontations with those in positions of power and
authority and their armed bands. This type of action, Marcuse
feels, may radicalize others in that it exposes the latent

fascist tendencies of the systems in which we live. Recent

events tend to confirm this observation. The demonstrations
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at the Democratic convention in Chicago, the strike at San

Francisco State College, and the fight for the People's Park

in Berkeley radicalized people who were mere observers exposed

to the brutal actions--the overreactions--of the police and
the politicians.

Marcuse is also fully aware that such violen£ confronta-
tions with those in power may have the tendency to increase
repression and alienate the population from the rebels. In
an oppressive system of total administration and coordination
this, Marcuse believes, is a risk that must be taken. Indeed,
M all militant opposition takes the risk of increasing
repression. This has never been a reason to stop the oppoéi-
tion,"43

Marcuse and the New Left appear to be in a bind: if

they act the support they gain is relatively insignificant
compared to the Right Wing reaction their tactics produce;

if they don't act they add legitimacy to the existing system.
However, this is what Marcuse wants--a worsening of conditions,
economic crisis, the loss of legitimacy, the neutralization

of large segments of the population, and finally, the over-
throw of the existing systems by revolutionary forces dedi-
cated to his critical theory of society. g

According to Marcuse, there is violence and then there

is violence. There are forms of violence--arbitrary violence,
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- cruelty, and indiscriminate terror--which no revolution can

condone because they " . . . negate the very ends for which

the revolution is a means."#* Marcuse defends the use of

| revolutionary violence on the same grounds as did Rousseau:
revolutionary violence is counterviolence which is initiated

i against the legalized violence of the established societies.
It is justifiable in that it has as its goal the creation of
a higher form of freedom.%3 The premeditated violence con-
doned and perpetuated in war and in peace by the existing so-
cieties is indiscriminate, cruel, and arbitrary violence which
has been institutionalized because it is functional and prof-
itable. Since thevvested interests which defend and perpet-
uate these violent institutions will never voluntarily abdicate,

revolutionary violence, so Marcuse maintains, is justifiable.

|

! Like other political theorists who have their roots in
i the European tradition (Karl Marx, Mikhail Bakunin, Georges

} Sorel), Marcuse is ends-orientated. That is to say, he be-

| lieves that the ends——freedom--justify the means--revolution-
ary violence and the establishmeng of an educational transi-

tional dictatorship. But the ends justify the means only

E if they demonstrably serve human progress in freedom.
This legitimate end, the only legitimate end, demands the

creation of conditions which would facilitate and expedite

its realization."46
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Marcuse, unlike Georges Sorel, does not justify violence
per se, in spite of Kurt Glazer's accusation to the contrary.47
Marcuse does not break the link between violence and reason,
but attempts to historically calculate the violence perpetu-
ated by the existing systems and the benefits a successful
revolution will bring.

Although Marcuse professes to be a democrat and condemns
the existing democracies as totalitarian systems, he himself
advocates the establishment of an anti-democratic state, an
educational dictatorship, as a means of attaining what he
considers to be true democracy. But Marcuse, it must be
pointed out, unlike the neo-Machiavellians (Vilfredo Pareto,
Gaetano Mosca, Robert Michels), believes that democracy is
desirable and possible. Marcuse's belief in the ability of
men to govern themselves once they have been liberated is de-
rived from his conception of the innate goodness of man. There-
fore, we may conclude that, although Marcuse is anti-democratic
in advocating a transitional dictato;ship, he is, in the long
run, democratic, for he believes that the people should govern
and can govern themselves,

‘Marcuse thinks that an educational dictatorship is nec-
essary today in order to force men to be free. In defense of

this position Marcuse favorably quotes the "liberalist" anti-

democrat, John Stuart Mills, who considered women to be unfit












be a dictatorship. But, he maintains, " . . . once the chain

of the past governments is broken, the majority would be in
a state of flux, and released from the past management, free
to judge the new government in terms of the new common inter-
est."® Marcuse's conception of the common interest is much
like Rousseau's idea of the "General Will." Individual in-
terests would not be balanced--compromised--with the general
will, but men would be free with others. The individual will
would be the general will; the individual would find freedom
in the group, and the group would find freedom in the individ-
ual's freedom. |

Marcuse's critical theory is logically consistent given
his presuppositions concernihg the innate goodness of man and
society, his description of man and society today, and his
proposition on what man and society can be and ought to be.
Although his theory is internally consistent, he does, however,
create for himself a number of critical problems and enigmatic
questions.

One such logical problem is created through the use of
a myth by which he symbolically demonstrates the historical
development of man and society under an oppressive reality
principle, the performance principle. Marcuse admits that
his myth is scientifically unverifiable and logically incon-

sistent, and yet he persists in using this myth and in the end









World."6l Unfortunately for Marcuse and probably for us,

the proposition that the revolution would be a liberating

one carried out by non-repressive forces existing in the

contemporary societies is, he informs us, " . . . no more--
no less--than a hope."62

This hope is characteristic of Marcuse's work, for he
does believe in the innate goodness of man, but at the same
time he is fully aware of the atrocities men perpetrate
against their fellow men, For this, he is pessimistic. But
in the end, he remains committed to the oppressed and the for-
gotten masses, giving hope to the hopeless.

Marcuse puts his faith in the hope that the forces of
revolution today will not sustain the continuity of domination,
in the desire that this revolution will not follow the path

of the previous revolutions; that it will not turn into just

another Animal Farm where the '"Pigs" once again rule.
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