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speak with much greater force in favour of a connection betweer,
Hegelianism and totalitarian ideas, It would, of course. he
absurd to say that Hegel’s doctrine leads to the commendation
of modern totalitarian states, but it would be less absurd thyy
to say the same thing of positivism, A deduction of this king
could be made from Hegelianism by stripping it of many
important features, but from positivism no such deduction could
be made at all: all that can be done is to assert without proof,
as Marcusc does, that positivism means fact-worship, tht*reforci
It 1s conservative, therefore totalitarian. It is true that the
Hegelian tradition played no essential partas a philosophic hasis
of non-Cqmmunist totalitarianism { Marcuse says nothing of the
Qommumst variety in this context); but, when he comes to the
mstance of Giovanni Gentile, Marcuse stmply declares that
?lthough Gentile used Hegel’s name he actual’ly had nothing
In common with him, but was close to being a positivist. Here
we have a confusion of the ‘question of right’ and the ‘question
of facF’, as Marcuse sceks to rebut the possible objection that
Hegt?llanism was, as a matter of fact, used as a justification of
Fascxsm. It is no answer to this objection to say that it was used
improperly,

In short, the whole of Marcuse’s critique of positivism, and
most of his interpretation of Hegel and Marx, are a farrago of
arbitrary statements, both logical and historical. These state-
ments, moreover, are integrally bound up with his positive views
on the global liberation of mankind and his ideas on happiness,
freedom, and revolution

2. Critigue of contemporary civilization
Being tn possession of transcendental norms, or the normative
concept of ‘humanity’ as opposed to empirical human destiny.
Marcuse examines the question why and in what respects our
present civilization fails to correspond with this model. The
basic determinant of the authentic concept of mankind i
‘halppiness’, a notion which includes freedom and which Marcuse
Flalms to find in Marx-—although Marx does not actually use
It and 1t is not clear how it can be deduced from his writings-
;In ad.ditiqn to the empirical fact that human beings seek
haPpmess‘, we must begin by acknowledging that happiness 18
their due. To discover why they fail to assert this claims
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} Marcusc takes as his starting-point Freud's philosophy of civiliza-
- tion. He accepts this to a large extent as far as the interpretation
- of past history is concerned, but calls it in question as regards
¢ the future; Freud, in fact, ohserved that there is no law which

says that human beings are entitled to happiness or certain to
obtain it. Freud’s theory of instinct and the three levels of the
psyche—the id, the ego, and super-ego—explains the conflict
between the ‘pleasure principle’ and the ‘reality principle’
which has governed the whole development of civilization. In
Eros and Civilization and in three lectures analysing and
criticizing Freud’s theory of history, Marcuse considers whether
and how far that conflict is necessary. His arguments may be
summarized as follows.

According to Freud there is an eternal, inevitable clash
between civilized values and the demands of human insdncts.
All civilization has developed as a result of society’s efforts to
repress the instinctive desives of individuals. Eros, or the life-
instinct, was not originally limited Lo sexuality in the reproduc-
tive sense: sexuality was a universal characteristic of the human
organism as a whole. But, in order to engage in productive work,
which in itself gives no pleasure, the human race found it
necessary to confine the range of sexual experience to the genital
sphere and to restrict even this narrowly conceived sexuality to
the minimum. The store of encrgy thus released was devoted
not to pleasure but to the struggle with man’s surroundings. In
the same way the other basic determinant of life, Thanatos or
the death-instinct, was transformed in such a way that its energy,
directed outwards in the form of ageression, could be used to
overcome physical nature and increase the efficiency of labour.
As a result, however, civilization necessarily took on a repressive
?haracter, as instincts were harnessed to tasks that were not

Natural’ to them. Repression and sublimation were conditions
of the development of culture, but at the same time, according
to Freud, repression gave rise 10 a vicious circle. As labour came

- 10 be regarded as good in itself and the ‘pleasure principle’ was

wholly subordinaced to increasing its efficiency, human beings
&8 1ad to fight down their instincts unremittingly for the sake of

f these values, and the sum total of repression increased with the

advance of civilization. Repression was a self-propelling
Mechanism, and the instruments produced by civilization to
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lessen the suffering arising from repression themselves became
organs of repression in a still higher degree. In this way the
advantages and freedoms procured by civilization are paid for
by increasing the loss of freedom, especially by the growing
volume of alienated labour—the only kind of labour that oy,
civilization permits.

Marcuse takes note of this theory but modifies it in ap
essential respect, thus rebutting Freud’s pessimistic predictions.
Civilization, he says, has as a matter of fact developed by
repressing instincts, but there is no law of hiology or histor\;-
which requires this to be so forever. The process of repression
was ‘rational’ in the sense that, as long as basic commodities
were scarce, men could only live and improve their condition
by diverting their instinctual energies into ‘unnatural’ channels
s0 as to further material production. But, once technology made
it possible to satisfy human needs without repression, this became
an irrational anachronism. Since unpleasant work can be
reduced to a minimum and there is no threat of a scarcity of
goods, civilization no longer requires us to thwart our instincts:
we can allow them to revert to their proper function, which
is a condition of human happiness. ‘Free time can become the
content of life and work can become the free play of human
capacities. In this way the repressive structure of the instincts
wouid be explosively transformed: the instinctual energies that
would no longer be caught up in ungratifying work would
become free and, as Eros, would strive to universalize libidinous
relationships and develop a libidinous civilization® (Five Lectures,
p. 22}. Production will cease to be regarded as a value in itself
the vicious circle of increasing production and increasing repres-
sion will be broken; the pleasure principle and the intrinsic value
of pleasure will come into their own, and alienated labour will
cease 1o exist.

Marcuse makes it clear, however, that in speaking of ‘libidin-
ous civilization' and the return of instinctual energy to its proper
functions he does not have in mind ‘pansexualism’ or the aboli-
tion of sublimation, whereby, according to Freud, men have
found an illusory satisfaction of their frustrated desires in culturd
creativity. The liberated energy will not manifest itselfin a pLU'C_ly
sexual form but will eroticize all human activitics: these W
all be pleasurable, and pleasure will be recognized as an €7
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in itself. ‘Incentive to work are no longer necessary. For if work
itself becomes the free play of human abilities, then no suffering
is needed to compel men to work’ (ibid., p. 41). In general
there will be no need for social control of the individual,
whether through institutions or in an internalized manner—and
these, according to Marcuse, are both features of totalitarianism.
There will thus no longer be any ‘collectivization’ of the ego:
life will be rational and the individual will ocnce more be fuily
AULONOMOUS.

This ‘Freudian’ aspect of Marcuse’s Utopia presents obscuri-
ties at atl its wvital points. Freud’s theory was that the
repression of instincts was necessary not only to liberate the
energy needed for production but also to make possible the
existence of any social life at all in the specifically human sense.
Instincts are directed towards the satisfaction of purely individual
desires; the death-instinet, according to Freud, can either work
towards self-destruction or be transformed into external aggres-
sion; man ceases to be an enemy to himself, only in so far as
he becomes an enemy to others. The only way to prevent the
death-instinct becoming a permanent source of enmity between
. each human being and all his fellow humans is to force its
- energies into other channels, The libido is likewise asocial, as
its treats other human beings only as possible objects of sexual
satisfaction. In short, the instincts not only have no power, left
to themselves, to create human society or form the hasis of a
community, but their natural effect is to make such a community
impossible. Leaving aside the difficult question how, in that case,
© Societies can ever have come into existence, the situation is,
in Freud’s view, that the society which does exist can only main-
tain itself by numerous taboos, commands, and prohibitions,
which keep the instincts under control at the price of unavoidabie
¢t suffering.

Marcuse does not address himself to this question. He seems
o agree with Freud that the suppression of instincts has been
j. "ccessary ‘up to now’, but holds that it has been an anachronism
f Snce the abolition of scarcity. But, while disputing Freud’s
theory of the eternal conflict between instincts and civilization,
4 ¢ accepts the view that instincts are essentially devoted to
s Satisfying the individual’s ‘pleasure principle’. It is not -clea.l’,
k0 view of this, how the ‘libidinous civilization’ can maintain

e
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itself and what forces will keep human soci
Mar.cuse? hold, in opposition to Freud, that 9
gnd inclined to live in harmony with ,othe o
1 E:}l’ll a(l:_cidental aberration of history whicLS ’v:r'l
wi ; ’
accepisliﬁgtg?"etic?g;ﬁcie does not say 50, and inasmuch a4
cxpressly suggests the co cept and classification of instincyg he
that ‘in principle’ ma [?'Lrary' Even if he were right in assert] .
there is no essential } bl?d ey of ooy ng and 1;:]
necds, it is sl o pmll em ahout the satisfaction of maler'at
new c’ivilization in arth-a hdea-r What forces are to mantain tlhal
ooy taation § t“ ;lc. all Instincts have been liberated ang
" unconceméd wit}? tth eir n‘atlve channels. Marcuse scems 1o
Chietly i o Tt ese pl.oblems, as he is interested in soclety
individual satisfactio; ;?:Ztelélr}nt:st(:lbb?rricrllto agpet, be. o
ndividus : . elieve that as all questj
pmhiatfiri:)alise:;sete;lcel have been solved, moral commgr?ggtfnnc?
e Ao are o (?crllger rc_alevant. .Thus when Jerry Rubin
il pmerican b pgl)le Iueoioglst, says in his book that machines
bl Whenevero ad t}'le work and leave people free 1(3
Sopuate v primitivan wh_erever they like, he is expressing
Moo o hrimi A: amIc\ifI _]UVCI]ISIC way, the true essence of
of e s U icv;,» to Marcuse's qualifications of the nation
meaning W'l’lat o d‘?ri oo vague to convey any tangible
et by o o1 br:' ¢ eroticization of the whole man signify,
ogm s v é)f‘ COD&; 50.rpt10n In sensual pleasures? The utc_lpia}i
L Freudiaﬁ ([;rll't’ nor can we see how Marcuse imagines
the T dia l:s.su 1nl:§t{on would remain in force after all
According to Fraud ;oglgz tit about had ceased to operate,
s only o e u m?atlollq,exp.ressedin cultural creativity,
e civi]izatiorll d'i;, ersatz satls_factlon of mstinctual appetité‘s
be and | oon Cfistizpt gcrmlt us to gratify. This thcory can
4o S0 He o © aqqll.]zrt;e, l;lut Marcuse does not attempt to
past beery s O ; j that cultural creativity has in the
everthetese m 12 t}f fescrlbed by Freud, but that it will
forNsIuch ol on in € tuture although there will be no need
arcuse’ inversi :
nointelligibie‘;ﬁilz m\-c;smn of Freud's theory seems to have
Marcuse. of courfe S((?:l{)t ‘er thanareturn to pre-social existence.
is not eleay hore: oes not spell out this conclusion, but it
¢ can avoid it without contradiction. His
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arx at this point is extremnely dubious. Marx
he perfect society of the future would be so
1 each individual would treat his own powers and
Lilities as direct social forces, thus removing the conflict
cen individual aspirations and communal needs, But Marx,

cance on M
pwught that
pstituted that

etw!
5 the other hand, did not hold Freud’s view as to the nature
 instincts. One cannot without contradiction maintain that

d inevitably enemies of one another, and

L en are instinctively an
berated so that they can live

Wiet that their instincts must be it
¥ together in peace and harmony.
‘ 9. ‘One-dimensional man’

wever, also criticizes modern civilization, especially
in terms that do not necessarily invalve
f history but revert to the theme of his

Freud’s philosophy o

#. Hegelian studies, 1.¢. the transcendental norms of rafionality as
.%}’-they affect the problem of human liberation. One-Dimensional
R -

2 Man is a study of this kind.

The prevailing civilization, he argues, 1s one-dimensional
in all its aspects: science, art, philosophy, everyday thinking,
political systems, economics, and technology. The lost ‘second
dimension’ is the negative and critical principle-—the habit of
contrasting the world as it 1s with the true world revealed by
the normative concepts of philosophy, which enable us to under-
stand the true naturc of freedom, beauty, rcason, the joy of

“ Marcuse, ho
% that of America,

living, and so on.
The philosophical conflict between dialectical and ‘formal’

thinking goes back to Plato and Aristotle: the former extolled
the importance of normative CONCepts with which to compare
the objects of experience, while the latter developed ‘sterile’
formal logic and thus ‘separated truth from reality’. What we
need now, according to Marcuse. is to return to the ontological
concept of truth as being not merely a characteristic of
propositions, but reality itself: not empirical, directly accessible
reality, but of a higher order, that which we perceive 10
universals. The intuition of universals leads us into a world
which, though non-empirical, exists in its own way and ought
to exist. ‘In the equation Reason = Truth = Reality ... Reason
is the subversive power, the “power of the negative” that
establishes, as theoretical and practical Reason, the truth for
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men and things —-that is, the conditions in which men and
things become what they reallv are’ {One-Dimensiongl Ya
p. 123). The truth of concepts is grasped by ‘intuition’ v;'hicr;
is ‘the result of methodic intellectual mediation’ ip. [Qéh Th;
truth is normative in character, and in it Logos ané. E ;
coincide. This is beyond the scope of formal logic, which t;:loli
us nothing about the ‘essence of things’ and restriéts the scn-s
of the word ‘is” to purely empirical statements. But \xfhén-‘:e
make statements like ‘virtue is knowledge’ or ‘man is frc-e' ‘i(}
these propositions are to be truc, then the copula “is” s[afesﬁ an
f‘ought”, a desideratum. It judges conditions in which virtue
1s not knowledge’, etc. (p. 133). Thus the word “is’ has
_twofold meaning, an empirical and a normative, and this duality
is the subject of all genuine philosophy. Or again, one may
spegk qf _‘cssential’ and ‘apparent’ truths: dialectic ,consists i31
maintaining the tension between what is essential, or what ought
to b'e3 and what appears (i.e. facts); accordingly, dialectic is
a critique of actual conditions and a lever of social liberation
.In formal logic this tension is banished and ‘thought is
1nd1ﬁerent towards its objects’ (p. 136), and this is why true
philosophy developed beyond it. Dialectic cannot in prihciple
.be for.n?alized, as it is thought determined by reality itself. It
1s a eritique of direct experience, which perceives things in their
acc1denta! shape and docs not penctrate to the deeper reality.
The Arlstote_han mode of thought, which confines knowiedge
to c%lrect experience and to the formal rules of reasoning, is the
basis of all modern science, which deliberately ignc;rcs the
normative ‘essence’ of things and relegates the question of *what
ought to be’ to the realm of subjective preference. This science
and ’the technology based on it have created a world in which
man's rule over nature goes hand in hand with enslavement to
society. Science and technology of this kind have indeed raised

ll_vmg standards, but they have brought oppression and destruc-
tion 1in their wake.

_SClenUﬁc-technical rationality and manipulation are welded together
Into new forms of. social control. Can one rest content with the
?Si?:;ﬁu:;;[g]? this ur}scienntific outcome is the result of a -“*P‘?Ciffc
o Cameatmnbof science? 1 Fhmk {ha.t the general direction 1P
no practical 0 be applied was inherent in pure science even where

Al purposes were mtended ... The quantification of natur®

Herbert Marcuse: Marxism as a lotalitarian Ulopia 409

b which led to its explication in terms of mathematical structures,
b separated reality from all inherent ends and, consequently, separated
f the truc from the good, scicnce from ethics ... The precarious
B ontological link between Logos and Eros is broken, and scientific
b cationality emerges as essentially necutral ... Outside this rationality,
I one lives In a world of values, and values separated out {from the
- objective reality becomes subjective. {One-Dimensional Man, pp. 146-7.)

i Thus, Marcuse continues, the ideas of goodness, beauty, and
_ justice are deprived of universal validity and relegated to the

. sphere of personal taste. Science tries to concern itself only with

f what is measurable and can be put to technical use; it no longer
B asks what things are, only how they work, and proclaims itself

E indifferent to the purpose they are used for. In the scientific
g world-picture things have lost ali ontological consistency, and
& even matter has somchow disappeared. Socially, the function
- of science is basically conservative, as it affords no ground for
B social protest. ‘Science, by virtue of ils own method and concepts,

¥ has projected and promoted a universe in which the domination
® of nature has remained linked to the domination of man’ (ibid.,
¥ p.166). What is required is a new, qualitative, normative science
. which ‘would arrive at essentially different concepts of nature
- and establish essentially different facts’ (1bid. }.

This deformed science, leading to the enslavement of man,
finds its philosophical expression in positivism, and particularly
' analytical philosophy and operationalism. These doctrines reject
- all concepts that do not bear a ‘functional’ sense or make it
L possible to foresee and influcnce events. Yet such concepts are
the most important of all, as they enable us to transcend the
world as it is. Worse still, positivism preaches tolerance of all
- values and thus displays its own reactionary character, as it
B countenances no restrictions of any kind in regard to social
practice and value-judgements.

Given the predominance of this functional attitude to
thought, it follows that society must be composed of one-
dimensional beings. It becomes a victim of false consciousness,
and the fact that most people accept the system does not make
it any more rational. A society of this kind (by which Marcuse
means chiefly America) can absorb all forms of opposition
t Wwithout injury to itsclf, as it has emptied the opposition of its
 Critical content, ltis capable of satistying a host of human needs,
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but these needs are themselves bogus: they are foisted o

individuals by interested exploiters, and they serve to perpetuafn,

injustice, poverty, and aggression. ‘“Most of the prevailing needt
to relax, to have fun, to behave and consume in accérdan -‘S
with the advertisements, to love and hate what others love a1L§
hate, belong to this category of false needs’ (p. 5). As to whizh
needs are ‘true’ and which are false, no one cz;n decide th;

except the individuals concerned, and that only when they arls
rescued from manipulation and external pressurc. Bu-tl thz
modern ecgr.lomic system is devised to muldiply artificial needs
in a COI:ldlthﬂ of freedom which is itself an instrument olf
domination. “The range of choice open to the individual 'i's not
the decisive factor in determining the degree of human ﬁ‘t‘(‘dom

but what can be chosen and what is chosen by the individual

p- 7)-

' In this world people and things are reduced, without excep-
tion, to a functional role, deprived of ‘substance’ and autonorri
Art s .likewise mnvolved in the universal degradation of
fzopformlsm, not because it abandons cultural values but because
1t includes them in the existing order. Higher Europcan cﬁltu;e
was once basically feudal and nen-technical, moving in spheres
independent of commerce and industry. The civilization of the
ﬁ%ture must recover that independence by creating a second
d1m61}510n of thoughts and feelings, upholding the spirit of
negation, and restoring universal Eros to its throne. (At this
point Marcuse for once gives a practical instance of \\fhat he
means by ‘libidinous civilization’, pointing out that it is much
more comfortable to make love in a meadow than in an
automobile on a Manhattan street.) The new civilization must
alse be opposed to liberty as we know it, for ‘inasmuch as the
greatcr liberty ir.lvo!ves a contraction rather than extension and
hevelopment of instinctual needs, it works for rather than against
the status quo of general repression” (p. 74). i

4. The revolution against freedom

Is there a way out of the system which multiplies bogus needs
and _offers the means of satisfying them, and which Dinds the
{E‘;l{:lﬁdi&&nder a spell of false c?nsciousness? Yes, says Marcuse,
e f 'e Emust. completely U:anscend’ existing society and

or a ‘qualitative change’; we must destroy the wvery
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tructure’ of reality so that people can develop their needs in
freedom; we must have a new technology (not simply a new
application of the present one} and recapture the unity of art
and science, science and ethics; we must set free our imagina-
tions and harness science to the liberation of mankind.

But who is to do all this when a majority of the people, and
especially of the working class, are absorbed by the system and
are not interested in the ‘global transcendence’ of the existing
order? The answer, according to One-Dimensional Man, is that
qunderneath the conservative popular base is the substratum of
the outcasts and outsiders, the exploited and persecuted of other
races and other colours, the unemployed and the unemployable.
They exist outside the democratic process ... The fact that they
start refusing to play the game may be the fact which marks
the beginning of the end of a period’ {pp. 256-7).

It appears, then, that the lumpenproletariat of the racial
minorities of the United States is the section of humanity
ordained above all others to restore the unity of Eros and Logos,
to create the new qualitative science and technology, and to
free mankind from the tyranny of formal logic, positivism, and
empiricism. However, Marcuse explains elsewhere that we can
also count on other forces, namely students and the peoples of
economically and technically backward countries. The alliance
of these three groups is the chief hope for the liberation of
humanity. Student movements of revolt are “a decisive factor
of transformation’, though in themselves insufficient to bring it
about {see “The Problems of Violence and the Radical Opposi-
tion’, in Fize Lectures). Revolutionary forces must use violence,
because they represent a higher justice and because the presernt
system is itself one of institutionalized violence. It is absurd to
talk of confining resistance within legal limits, for no system,
not even the freest, can sanction the use of violence against itself.
Violence is justified, however, when the aim is liberation. It is,
moreover, an important and encouraging sign that the students’
political revolt is combined with a movement towards sexual
liberation.

Violence is incvitable because the present system aftticts the
majority with a false consciousness from which only a few can
liberate themselves. Capitalism has devised such mcans of
assimilating all forms of culture and thought that it can disarm
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its critics by turning their criticism into an element of the systerp.
what is needed, therefore, is criticism by vielence uhlmh
cannot be thus digested. Freedom of speech and as’semblc-
tolcrarfce, and democratic institutions, are all means of e}.-,
petuating the spiritual dominance of capitalist values. It f‘oHI())\I?-
that thos? endowed with a true and unmystified Consciousne\-s
must strive for liberation from democratic freedoms §
tolerance, sand
Marcuse has no hesitation in drawing this conclusion, which
he expresseslperhaps with most clarity in his essay on ‘Re};ressiv
Tolerance’ {in 4 Critigue of Pure Tolerance by Robert Paul \-L\‘;olf(;‘
a}nd thers, 1969). In the past, he argues, tolerance was
l1bf:ratlng ideal, but today it is an instrument of oppreisiéna
as it strengthens a society which, with the assent of the ma';';rit .
builds nuclear arsenals, pursues imperialist policics, and an 01:\1!
Tolcrapce of this kind is a tyranny of the majo;ity a -ainst.
liberationist ideals; moreover, it tolerates doctrines and rgnove-
ments that ought not to be tolerated, as they are wrong and
evil. E:uery particular fact and institution must be judged from
.the point of view of the ‘whole’ to which they belorig and since
in this case the ‘whole’ is the capitalist‘ Svsten;j which is
ipherfintly _evil, freedom and tolerance within the jsvstcrﬁ aré
llkew1§c evil iI'l themselves. Therefore a true, deeper’tolerance
‘must involve intolerance towards false ideas and movements.
The rolerance which enlarged the range and content of frecdom
was always partisan— intolerant toward the protagonists of the
repressive status quo’ (p. g9g). When it is anuestion of
establishing a new society (which, as it helongs to the future,
cannot be described or defined except as the contrary of the
present one), indiscriminate tolerance cannot be permirtted. True
tolerance ‘cannot protect false words and wrong deeds which
demonstrgte that they contradict and counteract the possibilities
of hbera.tlon' (p. r02]. 'Society cannot be indiscriminate where
the pacification of existence, where freedom and happiness
them-selxl'es are at stake: here, certain things cannot be said,
certamn 1deas cannot be expressed, certain policies cannot be
proposed, certain behaviour cannot be permitted without
making tolerance an instrument for the continuation of servitude’
{ibid.). Freedom of speech is good, not because there is no such
thing as objective truth, but because such truth exists and can
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" pe discovered; hence freedom of speech cannot be justified if
it is shown to be perpetuating untruth. Such freedom assumes
that all desirable changes can be effected through rational
discussion within the ‘system’; but in fact everything that can
be achieved in this way serves to corroborate the svstem. ‘A
free society is indeed unrealistically and undefinably different
from the existing ones. Under these circumstances, whatever
improvement may occur “in the normal course of events™ and
without subversion is likely to be an improvement in the

direction determined by the particular interests which control
the whole’ (p. 107). Freedom to express various opinions is bound
to mean that the opimons expressed will reflect establishment
interests, because of the establishment’s power to form opinion.
True, the mass media describe the atrocities of the modern
world, but they do so in an impassive, impartial manner. “If
objectivity has anything to do with truth, and if truth is more
than a matter of logic and science, then this kind of objectivity
is false, and this kind of tolerance inhuman’ (p. 112). To
combat indoetrination and develop the forces of liberation ‘may
require apparently undemocratic means. They would include
the withdrawal of toleration of speech and assembly from groups
and movements which promote aggressive policies, armamernt,
chauvinism, discrimination on the grounds of race and religion,
or which oppose the extension of public services, social security,
medical care, etc. Moreover, the restoration of freedom of
thought may necessitate new and rigid restrictions on teachings
and practices in the educational institutions’ {p. 114), as those
enclosed within these institutions have no real freedom of choice.
If it is asked who is entitled to decide when intolerance and
violence are justified, the answer depends on which cause Is to
be served thereby. ‘Liberating tolerance . . . would mean intoler-
ance against movements from the Right and toleration of
movements from the Left’ (pp. 122-3). This simple formula
epitomizes the kind of ‘tolerance’ that Marcuse advocates. His
object, he declares, is not to set up a dictatorship but to
achieve ‘true democracy’ by combating the idea of tolerance,
on the ground that the vast majority cannot form right judge-
ments when their minds are deformed by democratic sources
of information.

Marcuse did not write from a Communist standpoint

"

but
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rather from that of the "New Left', which broadly shared his
ideas. His attitude to existing forms of Communism was one of
mixed criticism and approbation, expressed in highly vagye
and ambiguous terms. He uses the words ‘totalitarian’® and
‘totalitarianism’ in such a way that they would fit the USSR
as well as the US. A, but generally disparages the latter g
compared with the former. He recognizes that one systemn js
pluralistic and the other based on terror, but does not regard
this as an essential distinction: “““totalitarian” here is redefined
to mean not only terroristic but also pluralistic absorption of
all effective opposition by the established society’ { Five Leciures,
p- 48]. "“lotalitarian” is not only a terroristic political co-
ordination of society, but also a non-terroristic eCOnomic-
technical coordination which operates through the manipulation
of needs by vested interests’ (One-Dimensional Man, p. 31, ‘In
the realm of culture, the new totalitarianism manifests itself
precisely in a harmonizing pluralism, where the most contra-
dictory works and truths peacefully coexist in indifference’
(ibid., p. 61). *... is there today, in the orbit of advanced
industrial civilization, a society which is not under an
authoritarian regime?” {ibid., p. 102}.

Terror, in short, can either be exerted by terror or by
democracy, pluralism, and tolerance. But when terror is exercised
for the purpose of liberation there is a promise thatit will come to
an end, whereas terror in the form of freedom lasts forever. On
the other hand, Marcuse repeatedly expresses the view that the
Soviet and capitalist systems are growing more alike, as types
of the same process of industrialization. In Seriet Marxism he
sharply criticizes Marxist state doctrine and claims that the
system based upon it is not a dictatorship of the proletariat but
a method of speeding up industrialization by means of 2
dictatorship over the proletariat and peasantry, the 1\’13.”.“5[
ideology being skewed for this purpose. He realizes the primitive
intellectual level of the Soviet version of Marxism and th‘f, fact
thatitserves purely pragmatic aims. On the one hand, he believes
that Western capitalism and the Soviet system show marked s187°
of converging in the direction of increased centrahzati?;r;
buregucra{:y,_econon}lc rationalization, regzmemc@ educa On
and information services, the work ethos, production, €t¢ ot
the other hand, however, he sees more hope for the Sov!
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system than for capitalism because, in the former, b'ur(?au(;racy
cannot become completely entrenched or perpetuate its interess:
4n the last resort” it must .take. seconq place. to O\'f:l:—al]
technical, economic, and political aims }thh are incompatible
with a system of government by repression, In a state 1t?ased on
class, rational technical and economic develop.ment' conflicts w1Fh
the interests of the exploiters. The same 51tuat‘1on Qecurs in
Soviet sockety, as the bureaucracy.nﬁl?_s to exploit progress .for
its own ends, but there is a possibility of thlc conﬂ}ct -bemg
resolved in the future, which is not the case with capitalism.

5. Commentary

While Marcuse’s early works may be regarded as express'mg a
version of Marxism (based, it is true, on a false Young Hegelian
interpretation of Hegel), ‘his late‘r. writings, t.houg.h they fre-
quently invoke the Marxist tradition, have little in common
with it. What he offers is Marxism wn-hoqt the pro]eFarlat
(irrevocably corrupted by the welfare society], without history
fas the vision of the future is not der'n.’ed from a study of
_historical changes but from an intuition of true human
‘nature), and without the cult of sciencc‘l; a Ma.rmsr.n, further-
~more, in which the value of liberated socicty resides in pleasure
2 and not in creative work. All this is a pale and .dISlOI‘tC.Ci
~reflection of the original Marxist message. Marcuse, in fact, is
# & prophet of semi-romantic anarchism in its most 1rrat10pal
o1 form. Marxism, it is true, contains a romantic strain—a yearning
" dor the lost values of pre-industrial society, for unity between
‘man and nature and direct communication among human
eings, and also the belief that man’s empirical hfel can and
ould be reconciled with this true essence. But Marxism is not
elf if it is stripped of all other elements than these, 1r}clud1ng
15 theory of the class struggle and all its scientific and
Blentistic aspects. o
However, the main point about Marcuse’s writing is not that
*¢ professes to be a Marxist despite clear evidence to the Contrar?-',r
tthat he seeks to provide a philosophical basis for a tendency
ready present in our civilization, which aims at destroying thaF
Vilization from within for the sake of an apocalypse othe New
orld of Happiness of which, in the nature of thmgsf, trkllz
SCription can be given. Worse still, the only feature o




