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- Marx’s critique of culture—a new study

o900 L by Raye Diiniyevekay ‘
- auchor of Resa Luxemburg, Women's Liberation
: and Marx's Philosophy of Revolution. = -

Professor Laouis_Dupré's:Marx's’ Social Critique of -

- Culture* is a mast original critique of all of Marx's"
- works by ‘an : independent reholar who has previously -
made. a porious conmbutmn_tn'the-studynf the young o -

"Marx swith his Philosophical Foundations of Bars-
isre. He achieves this,’ net by extending his study, nor

. merely by now: focusing on_whal Marx in’best known -

“fer—his “Economics.”” Rather, e hay embarked on & to- -
tally new venture, which is_at opce diselosed in the - -
Foreword, where he states: “What started ay an attempt

to correct and further explove certain theses [ proposed
in an_earlier publication eventually fed ta s wholly now.

Vestern gonsciousness,”  (p.vii}

assessment ; of - Marzs _ significance. .in  the ~history . of .

Thie uniqueness of a study of l;\‘(m n.s.."i;}i; firot major’

critic of a process of cufturnl disintegration that’ began
. with the modern age and hes continusd unabated to our

time,” chsllenges both Marxists and. bourgeois interpret- .

ers of Marz, . ..,

CULTURE AND IDECLOGY - -

" Dupré grasps, most presciently the impact of Mare's

concept - of ideology 28 & false conscicusness when he

-writes, toward the edd, that “the term ideclogy reced- -

ed almest as suddenly as it -had tisen -to promitience;

But the concept reemerges...”” {p. 217} To stress that it .
Arxista e oreficed that atate- -

‘was:not_lmited to M
ment with: “Ne aspect of :M.... _rork has more pro-

_foundly offected the’' modern mind than- his eritique” of

ideolagy” (p. 216), :..

Nevertheless,” nens - boforiand this. includes. Marx

himself--had ever viewed Marx’s works from -the van-

tage point of culture. Furthermore, far from that van- -

-tage point having been embarked upon by Prof. Duprd
as some sort of speciclized study, it indeed excludes no

major work, be it philosophic, economic or political, .

from his purview, Let mo begin with the most specializ-

~ed field—thatof the “law of motion of capitalism” 1o its -
collapse, and not restrict that v Chapter 4, “Economics

8s Sociocultural Activity,” which iz cntirely. devoted to
. “Economics,” since it pervades the whole work. - ;

-~ 'Thus, in the second chapter, "Culture as Historl- "

:cal Process,” Dupré uot only deals with "Buse and

Superstructure” but touches o thi ﬁ” pive

.oty tique of .
Mikhailovaky who tried ¢to make &- univemula gf '

- otal for that fina] decade ofM&I:'x as his ¢

Marx's law. of secumulaticn of ¢apltal. Marx Insfst-
- et that he hud been an ng ‘P\\,'est Buzope only
and that precopitalist zocleties could find another.

. Bnlb.!o revolution. Thus, ia Chapter 3, "Structural

ialoctic,” - Deprd ' tackles - the  whaols question . of
"Fhe. Dislectic of Economic Concepts” s well as
"The Historical Principle Radicalized: Capital™; ansd
_la Chapter &,

- have nuiready relerred, what elands vui is ihe rela-’

tionzhip of ideolcgy to superstructure, . ¢ .-

Thera i no-. ewaping . from- Duprd's prévctupation -

with: “Economics™ 25 both what he considers. bis most

nivntal aualveix of Marx'a concepts amd his concern with©

2 *Msrx’s Soclal Critique of .Culturs, by i
" Dupre (New Haven: Yalo Univensity Pross, 1957 $25.

2; that it simply isn't true that o |

‘subordinate’ culture to. economics. Furthermcre, he sel :
' dom says anything,on economics without stressing it ss-.

.- 2 social ‘phenomenon,” Thérein :precisely : lies: also .the *

. -His subtitle for'the section on Capital

"The Uscs of Ideology,” to which we

. Tighting_the record on the manner i vihtch. eritics of
" Marx _have -not-given sufficient; attention to Marx as‘a:."

serious. imdeed “the firse major critic of a process of cul- -

“tural disintegration” in Western consciousness. To fur-

ther emphasize that, he’ keeps: retuning - to:the point
wx meant to completel

weakness because it leade to verv pearly so subordinst-

. ing human- activity to."social™ os to make the two 'sp--
“pear synonyinous, T iherefore. will start ' with' the very -

irst' chapter,  where- Duprd. iz -strongest and mest: con-

< vincing, os-he tackles the queastion of fetishism of com

modities. . oo S e e
ALITENATION OR CLASS STRUGGLES? -+ :
ia “Alienation .
as’Economie Contradiction.” Duprd holds {correctly in'

“this writer’s. view) that alienstion and fetishism ere not |,
‘at-all synonymous, that fetishism of commodities i di-- -
“ rectly related ito the process of production where the:
. Mreification of sl aspects of man's productive activity” -
" oceurs, He also denies a direct relationship of fetishism-
.us Marx develops it in Capital to his conoeg;:f the fo-~

tish g8 he presented it in his® 1842 Notebooks, when he - -
wea summarizing Charles Debrosses's famous 1765 work, ™
Ueher den Dienst der Fettsck%oettcr. Duprd ‘approv-

* ingly q#gtes Theodore Adomno’s letter to’ Walter. Benja-
i

"The fetish character of commodities.is not a:fact

- of conacivusness, but dialectic in the eminent state that’

produces consciousnesa,”: - Il Gt
At the same time, however, Duptd showa an’affinity

-:to what the Frankfurt School later did by.extending the -

question“of fetishism ‘to; the _whole eultural feld.. His
ambiguity continues though he is well aware of the fact,

“as he himsell put it, that thereby *we have left the area :

of Marxist hermeneutics for what is in fact’a critique of:

- Marx” tp.50) MNowhere is this more jarring than on-the”
-question of praxds. Mo wonder theat in*a. “Provisional

onclusion™ to that chapter, Duprd suddenly questicns -
why Marx  concentrates -“primarily on’ the' capitalist -
mode of preductivn and ite exclusive orientation toward -
the producticn of exchange value™ {p, 65}. He points to':
the determining factor of “ihe negativity of praxis, in sl

_ienstion, in the total dislectic of society, and indeed. of :

all histery” (p. 57), which.is ‘exactly where Duprd’s am-
biguity stands oul most sharply. It is only now that we
can turn to that Chapter 4 on *Ecoromics” and, with it, -

. the greelest weakness of the whole work: -

Dupré fails: to gee that it is because of the |;|;iurit5' of -

_ the mode of production and the relations between capi-

tal and. iabor ai the point of pruduction” iimi Meia -
nat denling only with economtc lawa It is there that

_ Marx hears the “stifled voice”™ of the worker, follows his °

actions of resistance in the factory ard extols the wark-
ers’ struggle for .the; shortening . of . the working : day.
Duprd pays no ottention whatever to the S0 pag{svs Marx
devotss to the -chapter. in’ Capital on '"The Working
Day.” While Weétern ideologists have dismissed that as -

- @ sob story, it is precisely there that Marx credited the *

workers with - eresting: the " ground for - a : philorophy - -

- greater than what the Declaration of Independen:e‘gx-'f

urtded: “In place of the pompous catulogue of the 'in.:
gﬁeﬁabla'rightg of tnan’. comes the modest Magna Char-
ta of ‘a legally -limited working-day, whick -shall make:
clear *when the time which the worker sells s ended’

“and when his own begine™ (Capltal, Vol. I, Kerv edi.

tion. @, 2300

5267




‘ent was that eonoepv of rnvolutmn to!

cailed “the” whole” struggle: not.h:.ng a'hort of [ % cml AT
*"The treation of & nérmal’ wm-kmg Jday iz, thersfore, th
product of a proteacted civil war,/more; or Jéan Jisam:
bled; betwaen the capitsdist clase’ king
Cnpltal NoL'L; “editi

aﬂowmg Hegel to (ahc lns noau" mm the 5 e!d of seoi-
-., nomics; - 'The onncept‘ rof- value sgemns’ tc:ﬂme o buea re-

most.»frofound Lu understm:dlug why

possib le” to argue; wlt.h Merx o tly

Ghpe] nm__g__

o ,grounds.asklnghnwyoucannrguewithsn coon. -

“omist” Yike Mars 'when he I farever trunsfammg' :
“hiztoxie mnﬁve into-historic Te:ouon.” g
2 The; velrz * first, pentence’ of, the - Economicy

ile the tendency in thenddern

Htal ‘age:
o emancpate itself from- nny o.hcr furictizny of the: cul— -

 fural‘ process;: Marx's | th

. xt.etr.pt on, lm! art: tn’ consider’ Merx an’ .economic’ Geter-

: mm.m:. we:

the' Engelsien: trap,-that is to say,- quntmg Engels:
thnt. wore a stawment of Marz.

#ee him here failing into what I t.onsideltr'"'-:

. g L ©2
eritical atiitudy to, Morgan; En

L Marx’
he desn'ibed only’ orally

y o
-aingled:

pts—w
ye
‘out'a; great de

arehad T
mnmﬂmnthemgdm“ .

“braak with :espitilipt {society.( Marz's Pro

methenn: view
" of new human relations' kad profectad et andy. th necd
to:gverthrow cgpltul.sm 7o Cestabll h

‘riewr human _rolationa’ Gint comny

transee]
“which is. nevyertheless 'n nmarytpmup itici,” does
th mmsepumnveﬂumnmsm bemmngfggn

- Pyof, _Dupré hes suth s profound
" ManusCripts  and ‘o mich . streases ;the r
. totally o] i parely econnnuc‘ ;

o [mnw aw, Duprd jcould have. fallen: iuto, the .rap“l -
bel:cve it resulis: from ‘a0t gre gglm; with the: !ant. Pt D
uprd’e ’p " H

der.of 4" whole new’co

) ete.ry Fenson, 1o

stisice, conpordint '\mthm Msrxa lateat 5

{9.9“) Not,hmg could be’ further’ from; the /truth; o8’ can’
“fpen : frona- the | actucl | transcri Hon  of Knrl» Marx’s.

'*‘thncle calNotebou!m, which difclo

‘hetween-Mnarx's multilinear view' f. hum&n rela

Engelz‘ unilinesr view, 3
‘ngals

ela’,

ng suifering from some.gort o ‘world hltr&orlc de-
‘fent uf . the fernale .sex™” ever, since. thewicte:y of
petriliresl “over mairilineal - socicty:: sh ly’cun-
trasts - to“Marx’s mu.!udhnmsianal view'of all’ hu
‘man. devclnn-em. PR i )




‘categories ‘Were: y:Marz's tranaformation, of
dialectic:of thiought-to: the dizlectic:chai emerg ut: of

. the-actia Ixiu-axas of  tho masses, ot" thet historie’ aventa s

. ibat: "dnd; reshaped s history,” ond Y zlew:lopac! into
- the' dialectic”of .revolution: ilsalf-=not
tmn, AT f:rat4nogahon
© Marz ‘ealled “ravolution-in T
WHATlS ELCNOME
T8 I'i‘ TD REV()LUTIGN?
deeh

Ima ‘of thuugk;t.
tiry, political

he;” himseld; rejecta’ tha
he ngverﬁlml_m oantmu o :xg

through: P -he develops .the. unique:view: of- Marx
A9"a scrial, c:mc ‘of culture without iny any way’ tryihg to
hide Marr'a’ rsdmn'o ~bourgegis_ culture :ani ho' show:
that: Mnnz, “the” grest mtxc exposed’ the ‘spurious claima
of a_culture which had ‘erected: itself into an’ .independ
. J.\gw : ehumamxefl.d netursiized

vi

: Ry himsely;does’ not -

. miprehend iy : 5 t express <in”the -
‘ category. of, proxi “certainly: a. great; deal. more -
han, pmbt;uce cspecmll ud.intellectuals consider. prac- °

ticg: smerelyithe - prectu:e ois theory, rather. than". -

grasping tl_mta-theol:; |t£elf‘_emergas out;of: prexis-—and -
an amwr{tboth ‘iien@alCand  mentAl Put™
nd: s ;we: have triedrto - sth_Ihmunlan,
this réview, MEarx saw. WwOIKers. “&ctivity: not only: as ac-.
tion, not- only aa practice, but:as:Reason, Duprd
pléa with it, and dpm tend to conclude that: "Mnarx res-
- cued productive’ labor’ from ‘its cultural isolation. In his”
- eancept of proxig- he: attempted io reintegrate all facets’”
of ture,. the theoreuca.l and aesthetlc Bg. well as the
- practical”. (p. 280 :
But ‘since revolubon is. not axactly ) preuccupatmn of -
" Frof.- Duprd, his view of Marx’s. Economics is renent.en.
quite : ambiguously—for, without revoluticn, “Marzism”
i not Mars's Marxism; :Niverthelesa; Morxista: as. well
as non-Marzists. will- find it & serious rtudy 10 gTa; Sple

. with as o chnllengms mu:rpretauor. by an mdepen
scholar,




