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Sy by Raya Dunayevekay L
~ auchor of Rosa Luzeraburg, Womern's Liberation
and Marx’s Philosophy of Revolution. ..
Professor Louis Duprd's: Marx's’ Social Critique of -
Culture* is a-mast original critique of &l -of Marx's”

-~ works by an:independent scholnr wha has_previously”
made. a serious contribution’ to the study:of the young -~

- Marx _with his Philosophical Foundations of  Mars-
ism. He achieves this; not by-extending hiz stedv, nor-

. merely by now: fomusing on. whal Marx in' best known .
- for—~his “Economics.”? Hather, he hos embprked on a to-

tally new-venture, which is_at once disclased in the

Fereword, where he states: “What started a« an attempt
to correct and further explore certain theses [ proposed:

in an_earlier publication eventually led to & wholly new.

assessment | of - Marx's significance .in  the _history  of - .

‘Western consciousness.” (pvii} " 0 v vl

- “The uniqueness of a study of Murx as “the first major
critic of a process of cultural disintegration that’ began
- with the modern age and hea continued unabated to cur

time,” challenges hpt.h Marxists and bourgeois interprot- .

ersof Marx, .. .. . -0 T
CULTURE AND IDECLGUY - -

Duprd grasps moat presciently the impact ‘of Mares |

“eoncept-of ideology as & false consciousness when he

writes, toward the ead, that “the term ideclogy reced. -

ed almest as suddenty. as it -bind visen -to” promitence.

‘Bur the concept reemerges...” {p. 217).-To siresa that it
was not_limited to Marxsts Y™~ orefaced that state- -
ment with: “No aspect of ‘M., ‘ot “has. more pro-- -

foundly affecied the modern rnind than his-critique of
ideology™ (p. 216), . . S

Nevertheless,: nonebcfor‘*—-—and this ' inchudes - Marx

“himaelf-=-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 - philnsophie, economic or political, .

from hia purview. Let me begin with the most specializ-

ed field—that of the “law of motion of capitalism™ to jts - :

. collapse, and not restrict that to Chapter 4, “Economics .
63 Sociocultural Activity,” which is entirely. devoted to
. "Economics,” since it pervades tho whole work. - )
v Thus, in
. cal Process,” Dupred not only deals with "Base and
Supersiructure” but touches on thing as piv-
- otal for that finu! decade of Marx ae his cgl

Marx's law of ascumulaticn of capltal. Marx Insfst-
‘ed that he hud been an ng Waest Europe only
aed -that precopitalist socleties could find anuther.

ath to :ﬁvoiuhon-;'l‘hus. in Chapter 3, "Structural '
ialoctic,” ; Deprd ' tackles - the  whols question . of

" "FThe. Disivetic of Econemic Concepts” es well as
. "The Historical Prlnclple_Rudican:&: Capital”; anml

_Ia Chapter 6, "Tke Uscs of Jdeology,” to which we .
- have niready reierrvd, what elands vut is the rela-

. tionehip of ideology to suparstructure, " oo
_Thgra ia; no. gscaping . from- Duprd’s prevccupstion
“with: *Feonoinies™ 25 both what he considers bis most

-mivntal atmlveis of Marxa concepta and his concern with -

*Marx's Soctal Crtique of Culture, by Loui
Dupfﬁ.(r_"u‘iw‘ﬂa?an: Yals University Press.mi'ﬂsal)' 525.'1!8

- ingly 'ql:.'xgtes Theodore Adortio’s
min:

the second chapter, "Culture as Hiﬁio’ﬂ- g

h tigue of .-
Mikhallovaky who' tried 'to make a- univeréula gf '

. righting the record on the.manner i which. eritics of
" "Marx_have -not:given sufficient, attention to' Marx as‘a:: '

serious. indecd “the firee major critic of a process of cul-

- tural disintegration” in Western consciousness, To fur- -

. ther’ emphasize . that, he keeps returning  to. the point

-: that it simply isn't true that
‘subcrdinete culture to economnics. Furthermere, he sel-- !

' dom says anything,on economics without stresaing it ss-.

- &’ social - phenomenon.” Therein precisely - lies: also .the * ©

“ weakness becauss it leads to very nearly so subordinst-- "

arx meant Lo comipletely

ing human activity- to "'social’ 88 o make the two ap~-
ar synonyinous.” I- therefore . will . start with' the very: -

" lirst' chapter, where Duprd. is strongest and: most’ con- -
- vincing, as-he tackles the question of fetishismi of com-

modities) D 0T ST T A
ALIENATION OR CLASS STRUGGLES? -

' His subtitle for the section on Capital is “Alienation -
as. Economie Contradiction.” Duprd holds (correctly in'©

"this wriler’s view) that alienation and fetishism ere not |
‘at-sll synonymous, that fel

- re::ﬂ_y related (to the process of production where the
reifi

of commoditiea is Gi-:

cation of el aspects of man’a’ productiveactivity™ -

" occurs, He alse denies o direct relationship of fetishism-
.u3-Marx develops it in Capital:to his oonoeg;:f the fe-

tish &3 he prosonted it in his 1842 Neteboo! e
wad summarizing Charles Debrosses's famous 1785 work,
Ueber den Dienst der Fetisckiimem:r.' Duprd ‘approv-
erter . to Walter genja-
“The fetish charecter of commaodities is not a fact:

- of conscivusness, but dialectic in the eminent state ti:mt'

produces consciousnesa.”: - I BT s
Al the same time, however, Duptd shows an’affinity -

:to what the Frapkfurt School later did by extending the :-

question of fetishism ‘to: the whole, cultural feld. His

ambiguity continues though he is well aware of the fact, !
as he himself put it, that thereby we have left the area :
of Marxist hermeneutics for what is in' fact'« critique of-

‘Marx” {p.50}. Nowhere is this more jarring than on-the”
‘question of praxis. . Mo wonder that in’a.*Provisional

onclusion™ to that chapter, Duprd suddenly questions’;
why Marx concentrates -‘primarily’ on’: the™ capitalist
mode of production and its exclusive erientation toward:
the producticn of exchange value™. {p. 65}. He points to:
the determining factor of “ithe negotivity of praxis, in at-:

_icnation, in the total dialectic of society, and indeed.of

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

. the greelest weakness of the whole work. - -

Dupré fails: to gee that it is because of the ﬁfio.}ity_dfl'-

_ the mode of production and the relations between capi- -

tal and. iabor ot the point of produciion Gui Meix G-
nat desling only with “economic laws.” It i3 there that .

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

actions of resistance in the factory and extols the wark-
ers' struggle for .the: shortening . of. the working day.
Duprd pays no ottention whatever to the 80 pages Marx " -
devotss to the -chapter. in’ Capital on !'The Working
Duy.” Whilé Western ideologists have dismissed that as -

- m soh story, it is precisely there that Marx credited the

workers' with - cresting' the " ground *for 2 philorophy -

. greater than what the Declaration of Independence. ox-?

pounded; *In place of the pormpous catalogue of the ‘in..
slienable rights of man. comes the modest Magna: Char- -
ta of ‘a legally limited working-day, whicli-shall make-
clear ‘when the time which the worker sells is ended’
and when his own begine™ {Capital, Vol. I, Kerr edi.:
‘iﬂﬁ. D‘:‘s“,: R . - E LT e R A
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-Al! tl-us is 3 l.ssmx from Duiré aaxht. had nﬂt.hmg tc-
i de with “culiure,”. Marx, on tha other. hund, ad early s
- the Commnmnt Manifesto, referred to it ay “class cul:i:
L v‘But to see thei; one: kas to.not separsis “colture
;;nn ‘more than philosophy from . revolnt:ou. So -all-pres-
“entwas that {concept: of molut!on to
called the’ whole’ strugsle

'MARX’S LABOR THEORY OF VALUE
< Dupre": prefem. hen: he comea to'that: “Econormm
chnpter “to:imnke ; the:

aﬂowmg Hegel to (ahc lns noau" inte: the il of eeor,
-., nomics; - 'The onncept‘ rof- value sgemns’ tc:ﬂme o buea re-

frofound Lu understm:dlug why "
possib le” to argue; with ‘Merx on iy L nonaie.
. u.nds.askln hnwyoucannrguewithsn ec.o_n-'-
é.;:iat Mms-x when he {6 forever “transforming -

- 'him{c nmﬁve into: hlstotie reacen kel

. xt.etr.pt on, lm! art: tn’ consider’ Merx an’ .economic’ Geter-
: mm.m?.. we: #ee him here failing into 'what I conaider -
the' Engelsien: trap,-that is to say,- quntmg Engelsan’if
thnt. wore a stawment of Marz.

L8R, ;
" Btine, condordint ; '\mthm Marx’n; lates

MA.RX AND ENGELS .AREN‘T ON
~On the second” page of that “Economics” -cl-..apter 'he B
~declares: . *..Ever’ since 'he '(l\da.rx) ‘had: read i
 Engela’ 'Outling "'of . Politica) ; Economy {1844}, he" had’
-known that. an econninic system,” once estnblmhad ‘CAH.
"ot be sim, tﬂiy ‘dislodged. by & better o™ (pi- 168), It is
fruethat young: Marx as’a: p.'ulumpﬁx;;ran verly

' i¢ ' Manuscripts—w
he desn'ibed anly’ orally io* it g year—had T -
-aingled ‘out a; grent-denl: nivie’ ﬂmnthemgdm“ .

“hreak with : espitilist ! society: Mars's Pro

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

‘riewr human ralationa’ tint ‘comatt

transee]

“which is. nevyertheless 'n nmarytpmup itici,” does

th mmsepumnveﬂumnmsm bemmngfggn

- Pyof, _Dupré hes suth s profound

‘ManusCripts :and "6 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. ey
uprd’e ’p "
der.of 4" whole new’co

claim; Yet Mafr's  recently.
mlomcal notebooks’ 8P, 10 support’ it Bl ¥ “ia
_every, ronson. o’ els’ Hlesst, in’ mab-<
de\felopmeiit"-. :
{9.9“) Not,hmg coulr.l be’ fun‘het fmm.the tn:th‘ ‘OB CAN::

Engels' nmhhenr view PO , T

s Engels’ nexr’ {dentification 'of: Lowis:Henvy

gan as & Nmaterialist? differs’ shai lyfmm Marx's .
eritical atiitudy to, Morgan; Engela’. view. of women'

ng suifering from some.gort o ‘world historic 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
‘maxn. devclnn-em. sl el £ _




tmn, AT f:rat4nogahon
Mary called . “ravolation:in
WHATIS: BOONOME
LAY TLTO REV()LUTIGN?
h.mse 6ol h;s

PRTERE ﬂm'lma ‘of thuugk;t.
& changéd lmi" tiry, political

imseld, rejectn that aa Marc'a'y b
xianpifest i this) nmhxgmty K

through: Pms !"m evt:.
: asawmal-c:i e

expowd
'h had \erec‘-ed itself into an: mdepend- :
i meality, | ehumamzed. annturalued«

vi
: > himseli:does’ Tt -
. miprehend iy : 5 t express <in”the -
‘ category. of, proxi cortainl - great- deal . more -
han practice; cspecmll asnmte!lectua.ls nsider. prac-
tice: be'Smerely the -practice™ ois theory,! rather. than .-
| grasping tl_mta-theol:; |tselfxemergas out;of: prexis-—and -
an acuwr{fbc.th ‘irien@alFand  mentAl Put™
nd: a8 ;we: have' triedrto - sth_Ihmunlan,
this ‘réview, Marx saw . workers, “&ctivity: not only: as ac-.
tion, not- only aa practice,: but:as:Reason, Duprd
pleéa with it,’and dpm tend to conclude that: "Marx res-
. cued productive’ labor' from 'its cultural isolation. In his®
- eancept of proxig- he: attemptoed to reintegrate all facets -
of ture,. the theoretmn.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. ZTconomics is presented
quite : ambiguously—for, without revoluticn, “Marxism’”.
i not Mars's Marxism; :Nevertheless; Morxista: as. well
as non-Marzists. will- find it a serious rtudy 10 gTa; Sple

. with as o chnllengms mberpmtauor. by an mdepen
scholar,




