





Cr of Hegel’s Philosophy ‘of Right (1843)
larx’s adhesion to'the cause of the proletariat, that is,
ommunism.. This does not mean that historicol ‘materialism had.
een worked out.” Soit i$ a political and theoretical reading : : - g
he writings of Marx’s youth: A text sueh-as On the Jewish Ques-- L - ‘Allmysteries which lead theory to.my
Or instance, is a text politically committed to the struggle for G 7 find fheir Smmawemo_cmou?uz,n,_wu,w
mmunism. But it is a profoundly ‘ideological’ text: so it cant : Gl Rl and in the comprehension of this pr
1, theoretically, be identified with the later ‘texts which were to Sl - “Karl Marx, Eighth Thesis on Feuerbie
ne historical materialism, and which were to be capable of - , ‘ A
uminating even the basis of that real Communist movement of
43 which was born before them and independently of them, and
whose side Marx had rallied at that time. Anyway, even bur
experience should remind us that it is possible to be ‘Cormu-
ithout being ‘Marxist’; This distinction is-essential if weare
the political trap of confusing Marx’s theoretical positiens
s political ‘positions; and justifying the former from the
ter. But this illuminating distinction brings us back to the de.
d" formulate by ‘Bottigelli: we. must conceive ‘of - “another -
method’ to explain Marx’s formation, that is, his moments, his
tage .E@Exﬁmﬁz. in short his transformation: to explain: thig
vxical dialectic whose most extraordinary episode this is; the
ripts that Marx never published, but which, no doubt pre-
or that reason, show him naked in‘his triumphant and van- -
d:thoughts, on the threshold of becominghimself at last.
. radical realignment, the last: that is, the first. 4




his _n,&.SEEomK, &mnamimr ) cal) E:._cmo.vrw : i ,

heory (or Marx , phy constituted in rupture with philo- - ,, }to.sum up in one sentence all the criticisms T ha
hical ideology) is authorized by severa] Passages from the works of - I should say that, while acknowledging the interest of
and Engels. In The German Ideology, Marx always uses philo: b they ‘therm =& th Al A o e
o‘inmn ideology. pure and simple, And Engels writes, in the. : y :
T preface to his Anti-Dihring, *1f theoreticians are moBEzEwﬁm K e
he sphere of natural sciénce, thei natural scientists today: are : . B T i
ctua %.wzﬁ .m,m much so.in the sphere of theory, in the Sphere.of what -, tscontinuity ,co»Snob Mar.
herto was called philosophy” Amnmnw:, translation, gomooﬁgcmwm i o
54) . . T :

~of historical necessity, of its unity, of the determin
-of the economy = and, in consequerice, of the basic-1a

for the Marxist ‘m , he' recuis:

ageP

A1 W .Om..w:mﬁ ‘We should realize how much iwe

- board if we underestimate ‘the Hegelian' heritage in N
v Youthful works, Engels and Lenin, but also Capitar itself,
. Propos-des- manuserifs de 44 ' Cahiers dy ,0@55:5.&:&.,

the urieveriness o

t Hink’ (La Pensie,
mpirisime’, p.-49), R. Garaudy: ¢y
L ty of the mediations, human ‘Practice is one, ;
- +-of human practice that constitutes the motor of history, To bly his
: real) multiplicity of *‘overdeterminations™ is to obscure:the essere




re at 1ssue'in'these c ons, ]
v 1ns the Hegelian dialectic what is the ‘rationality”
arx attributes to it? The second concerns the Marxist dia
what is the ‘specificity that distinguishes it rigorously from
egelian dialectic? Two problems which are in fact only two.
ts:0f a single problem, since in its two aspects it &émwmawsﬁum
ter of a more rigorous and clearer understanding of Marx’s
oht L : :
all réturn later to the ‘rationality® of the Hegelian dialectic.
of the moment, I should like to examine mote closely the second .
spect of the problem (which governs thé other): the specificity of
Marxist dialectic, . ”

e reader should realize that T am doing all I can to give the
oncepts T use a strict meaning, and that if he wants to understand
hese concepts he will have to pay attention to-this rigour, and,”
1 50 far as it is not imaginary, he will have to adopt it himself,

eed I remind him that without the rigour demanded by its ob-
ct there can be no question of theory, that is, of theoretical prac-
n-the strict sense of the term? , :

;.,mo_ﬁ,manv»,:m Theoretical Problem. Why Theory?

he problem posed by my last study — what constitutes Marx’s’
inversion” of the Hegelian dialectic, what is the specific difference
rwﬂ.,&mﬁbm&mw% the Marxist dialectic from the Hegelian dialec-
7.~ is a theoretical problem. , .
0.say that it is a theoretical problem implies that its theoretical
solution should give us a new knowledge, organically linked to the
ther knowledges of Marxist theory. To say that it is a theoretical
pproblem implies that we are not dealing merely with an imaginary
ifficulty, but with a really existing difficulty posed us in the-form:
fa NEES:, that is, in a form governed by imperative conditions
finition .of the field of (theoretical) knowledges in which the

arx’s Capital which is above all a studyof this major contradiction, this
asiclaw of the development of bourgeois society, Once this is obscured; how

ossible toconceive the objective existerice of a basic law of develop-

of otr own epoch, the époch of the transition to socialism?* SP city;

JER

, Is posed (situated); of the'e ac
f the concepts required to'pose it .

Only the'position, examination and resolution: of the pr
that is, the theoretical practice we ate about to embark on,

. provide the progf that these conditions have been respected

Now, in this particular case, what has to be expressed. i
form: of a theoretical problem and its. solution already -exist,

i Marist practice, Not only has Marxist practice conie up-agai

this “difficulty”, oo:.?:ﬁ& that'it. ‘was indeed real rat
imaginary, but what is more; it has, within its:own limits, :
it and surmounted it in fact, In the practical state, the solution §

.. our theoretical problem has already existed for a long itime i

Marxist practice. So to pose and resolve our theoretical problem
ultimately means to express theoretically the “solution’ existin, ]
the practical state, that Marxist practice has found for a res diffi

- -culty it has encountered in its development, whose existence it ki

noted, and, according to its own submiission, settled.

even what Marx called the

difficulties a philosopher has in his personal relations with a o
-cept. No. The problém posed* exists (and has existed) in the: for;

of a difficulty signalled by Marxist practice. Its solution. exists in
Margxist practice.- So.we only have'to express mgno’@%whw Bu
this simple theorefical expression. of a solution that' exists:
practical state -cannot be taken for granted: it requirés‘a re
theoretical labour, not only to work out the specific: concép

3. Sertled : this is the very word Marx used in the Preface to: the €l

“tion (1858), when, reviewing his past-and evoking his meeting with-Engel

Brussels, spring 1845, and the drafting of The German Ideology;he speaks
settling-accounts (Abrechnung) ‘with ‘ourerstwhile philosophical con: X
The Afterword to the second edition.of Capital openly records this:sett]
ment, which, in good accounting style, includes the acknowledgemen
debt: the acknowledgesiient of the ¢ rational'side” of the Hegelian dialecti
4. Of course, this is not the. first tité this problem has: been posed! It
at the moment the object of important works by Marxist investigat
‘the U,S.S.R,.and, to.my knowledge, in Rumaiia, Hungary and Democrati

,;Qoni,m,u% as well'as in Ttaly, where it has inspired historical and theotstic

tudies of - great scientific. intérest (Della Volpe; R:




am mm_,&an but. sg.;ﬁm_@ all this, HS:Em to’ mxvnmmm w

own’ for such a long time? ~ my answer is that, if we

sing the term in its strictest sense, the existence of this

uth has.been sigralled, recognized for a long time, but it rmm:o_ﬁ ;

wn. For the (practical) recognition.of an existence cannot

nowledge (that Is, for theory) except inl the imprecision

Tised thought. Amd if T aii then asked: but what vse is

ere.in posing this problem in theory if its solution has already.
xisted for a long time in the practical state? why givea theoretical
pression to this practical solution, a theoretical expression it has
ar done quite well without? what do wé gain by this ‘specula-

ive: investigation that we do not possess already? - =~ = 0

¢ sentence:is enough to answer this question: Lenin’s ‘ With-

t revolutionary theory, no revolutionary practice’, :Generaliz-
heory:is essential to practice, to the forms-of practice that it -

bring to birth or to grow, as well as to the practice it is the:

¢ f. But the transparency of this sentence is niot azocmrm in
must also know its titles to validity, so we must pose the question:
hat are we to understand by theory, if it is to be essential to
shall only. discuss the aspects of this theme that are indispen-
o our investigation. I propose to use the following defini-
s essential preliminary hypotheses. S

y practice in general I shall mean any process of transfor

eterminate given raw material in deter te- product;

transformation effected by a determinate human labour, using
, ‘ “(of “production”), Trrany practice thus con-

¢ determinant moment (or element) is neither the raw

NAE

e:;product, but the practice in the narrow sense: the

it would'hardly be reasonable to

,;:roc_n‘,,rﬁmaamcoaa...m new concept t0.6xpress
nown since Marx and Engels® (op. cit.). . Tt

employment of determinate means of production withi
k of determinate relaf ons of production: As well a
social'practice includes: other: essential Jevels: political

~which in Marxist parties is no longet spontanéous but .o

on the basis of the scientific theory of historical materialis
which transforms its raw materials: ocial relations, into deter:
minate prodict (new social relations); ideological practice. (s
logy, whether religious, political, moral, Tegal .or j
transforms its object: men’s ‘consciousness): and finally,_ the

Cetical practice mm&o@;mm_boﬂ_m?@ﬁmron seriously as a

practice: but to:recognize this is the indispensable pri
or any theory of ideology. The existence of a theoretical

is taken seriously even miore rarely: but this prior conditio
 dispensable to an ‘understanding of what theory itsel

. relation to ‘social practice’ are for Mat xism.:
.. Here we nieed a'second definition By theory, i

itself belonging to

>* of a determinate human so
thin the general definition: of
epresentations, concepts, f
ices, whether ‘empitical”;. ¢

or ‘ideological . In its most, general form theoretical practice oes

by

ot only include scientific theoretical practice, but also pre-s

et oretical practice, that is, “ideological” the
 (the forms of *knowledge that make up the prehistory o

n,aarn:. ‘ph osophies ).: The théoretical practice of 4.s¢
always ompletely distinct from the ideological theoreti

 Heeofitsprehistory: thisdistinction takes the form ofa‘quali




shall call S@Q any Emoacoa .wﬁmnbnn.‘.om&...%aamin

A g s e i St e e

facter. 1 shall call ‘theory’ (in_inverted commas) the deter--

theoretical system-of a real science (its basic concepts in
TIGTe OF Tess contradictory unity af a given time): for oxmBEn
the theoty of universal attraction, wave mechanics, etc....", or

, BEmnm science reflects within the complex unity of its con-

he Ltheory” of historical materialism. In its “theory’ any.

a cEQ which, Ishould add, is more or less problematic) the”
§, which will henceforth be the conditions and means, of its

wn theoretical practice. I_shall call Theory t@ﬁﬁ a omw:a T),
mzmﬂm_ theory, that i is, the Theor,

ces: Aom the sciences), which transforms into fknowledges’ (scieni-

¢ truths) the ideological ?.oa:oﬁ of existing “empirical’ prac--

tices.(the concrete activity of men). This Theory is the materialist
ialectic which is none other than dialectical materialism. These
nitions are necessary for us to be able to give an answer to this
ammﬂeb what is the use-of a theoretical oﬁu_.mmﬁos of a solution
Eor &Rmmw exists in the practical mnmaq - 'an answer with a
heoretical basis. .

When Lenin said ‘without theory, nio 8<oE:oqu action’ , he
leant one particular theory, the theory of the Marxist science of
e mm<m_owaoi of social formations (historical materialism). The

position is to be found in What is to be Done?, where Lenin
amined the organizational methods and objectives of the Russian
ocial-Democratic Party in 1902. ‘At that time he was struggling
inst'an oppartunist policy that tagged along behind the ‘spon-

ty”of the masses; his aim was to transform it into a revolu- :

nary practice based on ‘theory’, thatis, onthe Qsmﬁcmc science
e development of the social formation oonom_.,n&, ﬁﬁcmmﬁn

(the dialectic) in which is theoretically expressed the e

. theoretical practice.in general; through it the essence:of practi
~general, and through it the essence of the. :mammo_.Bwsoum_
“development’ of things i general:

~To return to our original problem: we find that the theoreti al
expression of a practical solution involves Theory, that is, the di

lectic. The exact theoretical expression of the dialectic is relevan

first. of all to those practices in"which the Marxist" &&ng
dctive; for-these practices Agmcﬁaﬁ theory’ and politics) need. th

‘coneeptof théir practice (of thedialectic) in their developmen
~if they are not to find themselves defenceless in the face: em q
~tatively new forms of this devélopment (new m_Ews

‘problems?) ~ or to lapse,. or relapse, into the various form
opportunism, theoretical or practical. These ‘surprises” and'dev
ations, attributable in the last resort to ‘ideological errors’, that is
to a theoretical deficiency, are always noﬁ_w. and Bmw be- ve
costly. :

But dﬁoQ isalso nmmanc& for the transformation Ow domains

“:which a Marxist theoretical practice does not yet 3»:% Xist:
© most of these domains the question has not yet been. “settled” as

has in Q%_.BN The Marxist theoretical practice of %Ems&ew
the history of science, of the history of ideclogy, of ¢ e hist
philosophy, of the history of art, has yet in large part to be
stituted. Not that there are not Marxists who are working in thes
domains and have acquired much real experience there, but'the
do B.S have doEH.a EaE the nnc?m;aa of QNESN o, ‘of the ré




ence 8..,9@ structure .or aa<&ow3m2 of the Enoa:o& practice

shysics; worse, it may turn into an ideological mn:on.
owever, and. this is a thesis essential to Marxism, it is not

ough to reject the dogmatism of the application of the forms of :

he. dialectic in favour of the spontaneity 'of existing theoretical

actices, for we know that there is no pure theoretical practice, no
perfectly transparent science which throughout its history as a
science will always be preserved, by I know not what Grace, from

threats and taints of EmmrmB. that is,.of .&n ideologies which.
besiege it; we know-that a “pure’ scierice only exists on condition .

it it continually Trees itself from the ideology which occupies it;
dutits if, or lies in wait for If, The inevitable price of this purifica-
jont and liberation is a continuous struggle against ideology itself,
that:is, apainst idealism, a struggle whose reasons and aims:can be

ified by Theory (dialectical Bﬁoa&mmn& and guided by it as by -

1I); p: 266: .mnm&.m Logic cannot be applied inits given form, it-can-

beé raken as given. One rust separate out from it the logical (epistemo-
gical) nuances, after purifying them from Ideenmystik: that is'still a big job.”
id.; p. 359: *The-correctness of this.aspect of the oo:ﬁﬁ of -dialectics

Wl

identity of opposites”, L. Ay must be tested by the history of science.

V.. 1 Lénin, ‘Philosophical ‘Notebooks® (Collecied vw\ela. Vol

,:a seed,” *for examiple, primitive communism”. The same is true

wzn : is*“in the _=88m$ of Uonc_mzmmsos. ‘ ..J wsn :cn asa S% ‘

w:,_ of vroboBo:» not woa oonmﬁﬁnd Edqd&mnﬂ C A

ORI

; dis Em_am s GH i ,%xm Eamna form amga

onl gé the. EE% of a technical Enn:nm Qx&:&
%&owoﬂomw. mua moo_owomw and - psyc m&omw in_ many o

: NEmmm ubo

the HuooQ ,ow anznom_ Emoﬁoo Awm Em:uon b.oE Eoe

means: »E: will serve the o:% of a 8&::3_ E.mo:oo. >a< 3&5 cal
is defined by its ends: such and such effects to be produced in

.an objéct in;such and:such a situation, The means anunnu on‘th
theoretical practice uses among other means wsocﬁoawow which:
ras .uqon&.ﬁoQ either-knowledges ,ce:oioa from oEmEP from
. uo_gnom. o_. ._Eoé_oamam E.caaona 3 the: Soran Eson ce _a%. i

: ,:an:m A»oow ical) an:oa ancoam onE En :-8@. i uoa% as a.m¢

his *theory” is never more than the refle
tion of this ¢nd; uncriticized, unknown, in its means-of” realization;
itis'a by Ee&:& of the nomoo:os of the technical practice’s end onit

. Atheory’ which does not qiestion the end whiose by-productiit’is

prisoner of this-end and of the “realities” which have:imposed.it as n ,
Examples of »Em are Bw:w of the branches of v&éro_oa Ea moo_&e

3, products of 80—55& actlvity. A g:&. in the .wvoiw:mozm theoret

! ,<=.Eo of ‘technique lies at-the root of this ideology, the aoo_ m< cori

mmgna of .Hanrson_.m:o H:o:mE




e are-all mm&& that where'a really existing science Wm‘

e defende mmemﬂ an‘encroaching ideology, where what i fruls
‘and whatis ideology’s hasto be discerned without a Rmzw
lement being taken by chance for ideology, as occasion-
y happens, or, as often happens, an ideological element being
taken for a scientific element . . ., where (and this is very important
blitically) the claims of the ruling technical practices have to-be
zed and the true Eooacom_ practices that socialism, com-
nism and our age will need more and more established, where
hese ‘tasks which all demand the intervention .of ﬁro Marxist
didlectic are’concerned, it is very obvious that there can be ho

zomnon,om making do with a formulation of Theory, that is, of ,
the ‘materialist dialectic, which has the disdavantage of being in-.
,in faet of being very inexact, as inexact as the Hegelian dia- ’
tic.:Of course, even this imprecision may correspond to 4 certain .

dégtee of reality and as such be endowed with a certain practical
ing, serving as a reference point or index (as Lenin says, * The

me'is'true of Engels. But it is “in the intérests of populariza-

0’ g#&e%.&:n& Notebooks, p. umov not only in ‘éducation,
but also in struggle. But if a practice is to be able to make use of
mprecise formulations, it is absolutély essential that this practice

should at least be ‘true’; that on occasion it should be able to do-

w thout the expression om Theory and recogrize itself globally in
B?.mo_mo Theory. But if a practice does not really exist, if it
;cmﬁ ‘be constituted, then imprecision becomes an obstacle in itself.
ose Marxist investigators working in avantgarde domains such

as th theory of ideologies (law, ethics, religion; art, philosophy), -

the theory of the history of the sciences and of their ideological
preh Ory,. ,oEmﬂoBo_omw (theory of the theoretical practice of

a roanom and other natural mo_gaowv, etc, . . ., these risky g&

.

cult problems even in the domain of Marxist' theoretical practice

main of history); not to'speak of those other revolutionary

tigators’ ‘who, are oon@oi&&w political difficulties in -

icall «forms (Africa, Latin America, the transitio

SBBaEwB., etc.); if all these investigators had only the momar it

&&ooso bmﬁama of the gﬁx_mﬂ&&ooro.., even if the former wer

fa Ho& Em«ﬁon or with' mﬁ foundation of a real v_.mosom

: nmna zﬁ materialist dialectic as such: ;

>. .?,%3:8_ ,wmé_:no: in .>anc=

So we shall wmma;cw. considering practices in which the. Marxi
dialectic as such is in action: Marxist theoretical E,moco atl

.,Zwsnm... ~political practice.

i
;

_Eﬁxﬁ.& Hmmﬁw:.n& wzu&w.m

ledge; Considered in itself; mmw theoretical io_.w presu wo

*"given raw material and some ‘means of production’ (the-co

the science is ,Eme ooBBm into being; where an already constitute

and developed science is. concerned, it may be material that ha
already been elaborated theoretically, concepts which. hav

“+ ready been-formed: Very moroBmgom.:w. we may say that the
wof 9885& labour, which -are an absolute condition: o

existence - ¢ heory’ and ‘method .~ represent the ‘dctive si

"‘of theoretical practice; &;im%mﬂn:s»i moment of the. proce
~/The knowledge of the process of this theoretical -practice i

© generality, ‘that s, as the specified form. or real difference of
_practice, itself ‘a §pecified form of the general process of tran

formation, of the ‘development of things’; constitute
985_8_ &mcoﬂm:op om ‘Ezoan that -is, of So ‘mate

J4 E uonm to Emwo 5 .HrooQ o : ,oin Emoaoa. of its




theoteti & ,m_mmoc:,am. resolve vHoEaBm insoluble m.oH ﬁo moves.

of practice immersed in its activities and therefore theoreti-
lind, or face up to even.deeper crises. But the science.can do

s, duty, that is; produce knowledges, for a long time before it .
the need t6 make the Theory of what it is doing, the theory.
ofiits @Bosnn. of its ‘method’. Look at Marx. He wrote ten books

s well as the monument that is Capital without ever writing a
lectics. He talked of writing it, but never started. He never

found 9.& time. Which means that he never took the time, for at-
at ‘period the Theory: of his own theoretical practice was not’
ssential to the development of his anar that i is, to the »,EE.E‘ 3

of ‘his own practice.
ever, Marx’s Dialectics so:E wmﬁ been very H&%wi 8 us

oday; since-it would have been the Theory of Marx’s theoretical -

practice, that is, exactly a determinant theoretical form of the

e ngwith: Qo problem om Eo %8&9@ of the Marxist &&mn:a
This-practical solution . exists in Marx’s theoretical
ractice, and we can see'it in e. The method Marx used
. ,_w theoretical practice, in his scientific work on the ‘given’
gn,,,rm:wnmmoﬂaom into knowledge, this method is precisely the
Marxist. lialectic; and it is precisely this dialectic which contains
side it in.a practical state the solution to the problem of the re-
ations between Marx and Hegel, of the reality of that famous ‘in-
version’ which is Marx’s gesture to us, in the Afterword to- the
Mn.o,ona ‘Edition of Capital, warning us that he has settled hi§ rela-

i i

at’is ﬁé »oamw We 50 miss the

¥

in:Marx’s Qﬁo&&a& ionwm, in QN,E.BN etc. —

orin Emﬁoznmnw aomaon mzsmaonw S. 5835& Emono
the gesture with which Marx indicated that he'had settled

tions with Hegel with the knowledge of this mchoP

the theory, o». this solution. Marx’s ‘gesturés’ as'to the“i
Emi well serve as reference points whereby - we can m_Eﬁo

“orient ourselves in the ideological domain; they o’ 1epre
_gesture ﬁcimam a practical Rooms_cow of the oﬁﬁmﬁoo

solution, but they.do not represent a rigorous. knowledge o
Thatis why Marx’s gestures can and must provoke us into theo
into.as rigorous as possible:an expression of the wnmosomﬂ

! ,éromo existence they indicate.

\Sﬂi& Political Practice

The same is true ‘of the Marxist' political practice om the ol

%Em%n In my last essay I took as-an example the'1917

tion, but a hundred others from close at hand or far afiel

have Qo:a just as well, as everyone must know very well.

nowEP we see the .&m_noco we ong& from Marx in;action

Ba under test: 36 two are one and the same thing), and in &
“iniversion’ that. distinguishes him from Hegel ~ but again, in

practical state. This dialectic comes from Marx, for the practic

the Bolshevik Party was based on the dialectic in Capital, on.Ma

~ist-“theory”.-In the practice of the class struggle during t

, W%o::_oa. andin Lenin’§ reflections on it, we do have the

dialectic, but in a practical state. And here again we.can s¢
- this political practice, which has its defined raw Bmﬁnm_

~andits Bnan s?% Like any other E.mocoo also an: es

*9.-Cf. Lenin: .mm Zman aa. not-leave: behind him a :he.ﬂn i ?:5

; .. Jetter), he did leave the logic: of Capital, and this: ought to be:utilized
+ full inthis question. In Capital, Marx applied to-a single-science log

_oc:om .&a. the: Eooa. of wnoiamma % Bﬁo:m_aa 3:8 203




P
. Itmay exist; survive'an even p

8 iaroﬁ :.. Just like any. other practice — :nE the moment’

its oEooﬁ (the ‘existing world of the moo_o% that'it is
ransforming) opposes encugh resistancé to it to foreeit to fill in
gap, to question and- think its:own method; so as to E.omsnn

6 mm@aﬁn solutions, the means of producing: them; and, in par-.

icular; so asto produce in the ¢ theory’ which isi its basis (the theory
of the existing social moHEmsouv the zew knowledges corresponding
he content of the new “stages’ of its development. An example

gnmo ‘new knowledges’: what liave been called the cotitribite.
of *Leninism’ for the period of imperialism in the phase of -

T: E@g&_mﬁ wars; and what will later be called by a name which
0ds not exist as yet, the theoretical contributions necessary for the

esent period, when, in the struggle mS. peaceful coexistence the °
st revolutionary forms are appearing in certain so-called ‘under- -

o_ew&, oocz:._am out-of their struggles ».8, national Eamug.

After this, it may come'as‘a surprise to read that the Ewosoo &. ,

he elags:strugple has not been'reflected in the: theoretical form of
ethod or Theory;"® when we séem to have teri-decisive texts by
nin, the most famous of which is What is to be Done?. But while’

his:last text, for example, may define the theoretical and historical :
ses for Russian Communist practice, and prepare the way fora-

rogramme of action, it does not constitute a theoretical reflection
olitical practice as such. It does not, and did. not intend to,
stitute the theory of its own ‘method in the general sense of
ry..So it is not a text on the dialectic, although the dialectic is
&:Ew, ctive in it.
For'a better _understanding of this wo:: let us take as an ex-
mple the texts by Lenin on the 1917 Revolution that I.quoted or
<o,?.nsma references to previously.™ The status of these texts
uld ‘be made clear. They are not the texts of a historian, but of
werco& leader tearing himself away from the &Emmﬂo moH. an

10, ¢<E~ one remarkable oxoocaon which I shall discuss later.

i ,Hn would have been better had T-quoted all my:texts verbatini.and uon )

een ooiﬁ: in the majority of cases.to m_<n Emﬁ a reference, even a precise’
on . ,. ,,

Homoocomm aosn to ?a aoﬂmnw mua even S QGBm on, wa
“;them for what they are withouit any attempt to.* m—% rsede 9

straightaway with a real historical analysis. Yes, some of
reflections do _umsu all the appearances of what might b

‘pluralism’ or a ‘hyperempiricism’, ‘the theory: of fact

n their invocation of the multiple-and exceptional circumstant
which- E&a& and made possible the triumph. of the revoluti

1 Sow them'as they were; not'in their:appearance but.in

ence, not.in their apparent E:E_,GB butinthe maaw_ tl

‘m_mEmomson of this ‘appearance’. Indeed, the meaning o

texts‘of Lenin’s is not a simple desctiption of a given situation.

sempir ¢al enumeration of various ﬁmnmmoﬁo& or oxoo@ﬁ nal

ents:.on the'contrary, it'is an analysis of theoretical sco

deal with: a reality absolutely essential to- political -p:
: ,Hame that we must think if we are to attain the: specifi
V Om nzm Ewozoo. HEwmo texts are an ms&ww_m of aﬁ st o iy

1917:

“12.CE Z:Q. op. cit., p. 47. : :

13. *That the revolution mﬁoooano& so-quickly . .. is oEv~ m:o .
that, as a result”of an extremely unique- historical situation,: abse {
dissimilar .currents, absolutely heterogeneous class 58_,85, absolutely con
?aQ vo_:_om_ and social m:_S:mm have Sm&éa. and in-a m:_wiﬁw

g5 Vol. 11, p: 35). Lenin himself m:nmmom certain words in a:w ummmmmo
= later he déclaress * This, and this only, is the way the: isituati

“This, and this only, is the view that. should be'taken by a politician:w
not fear the trith, who mocolw ‘weighs the balance of social forces
_.o<o_¢no=., who appraises every “current situation” not only w..oB:—o poin
of view of all its present, current:peculiarities, -but also from .Sn
 ‘view ‘of the deeper-lying springs, the deeper relations between th
. % ?o. E&o&ﬁwﬁ:& coﬁmoommmp both.in Russia mnagno:m:osir
P umixz:m time the stress is mine.’ H.>.g.




gh Lenin, and agai; specula-

 thesis, but one that Hegel _.nwﬂ,:&,mBB an .

Qemw since itis already supreme in'Bossuet) which regards
oncrete of a political situation as ;EN contingency” in which
Ssity 1s realized’, we come to the beginning of a theorstica]

o this'real question. We-can see. that the object of Lenin’s -

; ¥ not Universal History, nor even the
nnnm,,_ -History of Imperialism, The. History. of Imperialist ‘is
ertainly. at issue in hig practice, but it does not constitute -its
ticular object. The History of Imperialism. as 'such js the par-
object of other activities: the activity of the Marxist theor-

rof the Marxist historian - butin such cases it is the object

a v«ﬁ&ﬁ& practice Lenin meets Imperialism in his:political -

in'the: modality of a.current existence: ina eoncrete prés-

e historian meet it in another

Bstraction)So the

" obje ce does belong to thehi tory -
chi Emoa_mocmm&.cw the theoretician and the historian; but it -

another object. Lenin knew perfectly well that he was actingona

1stence, in the sole concrete possible, the concrete of its currency,;

eurrent situation’ - Lenin analysed what constituted the

acteristics of its structure: the essential articulations, the inter-

onnexions, the strategic nodes on which the possibility and the

1y revolutionary practice depended ; the disposition and.

ons. typical- of ' the .,_o,oun.m&omonm,,mn a.determinate “coun Q
feudal and semi-colonjalist, and yet imperialis in the perio

= And'if anyone-opposes oﬂ, offers Enmo.,,ﬁﬁw the:i

lesson of a long-term historical analysis™*in which Lenin

- situation” is ho more than aninstant absorbed in a' process which

began long before it and which will supersede it in th realizati
of its own future - one of those: historical ‘analyses in which
perialism explains everything, which is true, butin'w

= fortunate Lenin, struggling’ with the problems and“an
s ,,Hgo_naonm_.w practice, is usually literally overtaken, wept of
feet and carried dway by the: avalanche of historical proo:

that person will never make ‘any bouasmw with them

+.did not regard Imperialism as” preciselysuch and such
contradictions, their current structure and relations; a
. structured currency did not constitute the sole object: of :
- tical action! Asif a single word could thus magically ‘diss

reality of an irreplaceable Em.c,:.onw the revolutionaties’

"1 their Lives, their sufferings, their sacrifices, their m,m..onm“
. their concrete history, by the use made of another pra

|}

~-on the first, the'practice of a historian ~that is, of a seientist, Wi
g ,naoommmﬁm% reflects on necessity’s fair accompli; as:if the thearetic
" practice of a classical historian who analyses the past’ cot v

confused with the practice of a.revolutionary leader wh

- on the present ini the present, on the neécessity to b

‘the means to produce it; on the strategic -application:

“these means; in short, on his own action, wo,w,\a monw, act o
~ - crete history! and his mistakes and successes: do ‘not. just fe

between the covers of a written, 8vo *history” in the' Biblioth
Nationale; their names. will always be rememberéd,

life: 1905, 1914, 1917, Hitler, Franco, Stalingrad, China

 distinguish between the two practices, this'is the ¢art o

tion. For Lenin knew better than anyone els
tions he analysed arose from-one and the same




ght him the latter E&

thing else; with what it was that constituted the structure
practical object: with the typicality of En_ng:w&oao:m.,
heir' displacements, - their condensations ‘and the.‘fusion’
revolutionary rupture that they produced; in mwo: with _the
nt situation’ that they constituted. @rmﬁ is why the 98@ of
&82 link’ is identical with the. E.wo_uN of the *decisive

Ones we rmﬁ realized E_m we can return to FoEn with m.e.:o»
tind. However much any ideologue tries to bury him beneath a
oof by historical analysis, there is always this one man m"mzm__nm
in the plain of History and of our lives, in the eternal ‘ cur-
ituation’. He goes on talking, calmly or passionately. He
‘on talking to us about something quite simple: about his
evolutionary practice, about the practice of the class msdm%ﬁ in
ther words, about what makes it possible to act on History from
the sole history present, about what:is specific in the con=~
on and in the dialectic, about the specific difference of the
radiction which quite simply allows us, not to demonstrate or
xplain the ‘inevitable’ revolutions post festum, but to*make’ them
n. Our unique present, or, as Marx profoundly formulated it, 15 to
1ake Sa dialectic into a 8<o€:onm§ method, rather than the
om the fait accompli.*s
‘0.5um up, the problem @Omma what constitutes Marx’s ‘in-
rsion’ of the Hegelian dialectic? what is the specific: difference
hich- distingnishes the Marxist dialectic from' the Hegellan? -
as already been resolved by Marxist practice, whether this. is
Marx’s. theoretical practice or the political practice of the class
truggle.-So its solution does exist, in the works of Marxism, but
ily'in a practical state. We have to express it in its theoretical
 that is, 8 move from what, in most of the ‘famous’quota-

he Z.Snsga to Eo second edition of Oa.v:&. ‘In its meamna

m; dialectic . ., seemed to transfigure . . ..the existing state of things (das

ende). In its-rational form . . . it'is in its essence S.En& and revolut-
Iy AQ%:& Vol. I, p..20).

6 4$=or can-also be Eo Jait accompli o*. a mccmanmnm no<o_c:o=.

could ‘really oouoo n EE%:.,

mnm&.m E&moco. But Eo .mmBozm pcoﬁmao_um :

" s the theoretical knowlédge of this 50355.;.?:@5 I
. this is; a8 clear as-day, ‘that we have to make a very. seriou

ical effort if we are to succeed in SEwSm this 1

m. seems so obvious, Indeed, too many.of the oxﬁ_mumc.

-have been given have: 8&:3& themselves to Hovmmnn th

o mous quotations’ in paraphrase (but a paraphrase is not an
r Ewﬂmﬁo&. to E:mrsm the (gestural ‘but enigmatic) o

inversion’, ‘rational kernel” with authentic and rigorout

o cgoova. as if the theoretical o_m:._@ of sﬁ lattes n;oocE itk BE&

the owmocnn% of the former by contagion, as if wuoénam
co born merely- of the cohabitation of the known and th

! known or: zEBosP: ag if the oon:mﬁq of .one ‘or tw!

onicepts: was: goﬁmﬁ to transfigure ‘our uooo.mEﬂo .om

tence: .of the ¢ inversion’: or the: *wﬂs&. it

\

 of them! It would be more honest to take full ,nmmmob,m& by
" “‘one’s position, for. oxmBEo. ‘to . declare, that Marx

about the ,Eéa_ob is‘a true knowledge, ‘to-take Eﬁ

put the thesis to the test of theoretical practice ~ and to eX

the results, Such a trial is interesting since it is a 8&,

ment and because it leads to a reductio ad absurdum,

strating  that chnm thought. would be profoundly weakened

17. For 8335:8. 1 have given this name to the well-known text

“the Marxisticlassics which serve as guide-lines for our problem.

18, Cf: Matx, Critique of the Gotha Programme, 1875: ‘The questiott
" arises: what transformation will thie State:undergo in communi
‘i This. ncomrou can only be E_mén_.nn msousmo%& m:.n o)
get. p flea-hop nearer to the problém by a thousandfold combinati
29‘& people i:r the so& mg:o Agw—.x.mnmn_m.h&mnak, =,\a
P us




0 way, these temptations and this experi
ory ofthe solution is not to be found in a gesture to-
nce. ‘The' existénce “of the solution in"a’ practical

¢ thing. The knowledge of this solution is something

said that Marx left us no Dialectics, This is not.quite accurate, Hi
did leave us one first-rate methodological text, unfértunately
th nishing it: the Introduction to the Critigue of Political
1859 This text does niot mention the “inversion’ by
tit does discuss its reality: the validating conditions for the

ntific use of the concepts of Political Economy: A reflection’on.

uses enough to draw from it the basic elements of a Dialectics,
is use is nothing more nor less than the Dialectics in prac-"

7
/

that Lenin left us no Dialectics that would be the theors.

Xpression of the dialectic.in action in his own political prac--
ote generally, that the theoretical labour of expressing the
action in the Marxist practice of the class struggle had
performed. This is not quite-accurate. In his Notebooks
id leave us some passages which are the sketch for a Dig-_
Mag Tse-tung developed these hotes in the midst of a poli- -
struggle against dogmatic deviations inside the Chinese party
937,.in an:important text On Contradiction20 =" : s
e to be able to show Fow we can find in these texts'— in'a
ch has already been considerably elaborated ‘and. which
nly necessary to develop; to relate to its basis and to reflect:
.. — the theoretical answer to our question: what is the
specificity of the Marxist dialectic? ‘ S

concrete totality as a totality of thought, as a thought concretum,
n'faét 2 product of thought and conception;. but in no sense ‘a
«:Mury tries:to prove this inLa Pensée, no. 108,.0p. cit,. -« . e
f. La Pensée, December.1962, p.7, no. 6. RO

*as the labo

Hegelian ‘negativity’. But a real understanding.of materialism

reveals: that this ‘labour” is not a labour %,Eo., universal, by
labout on a pre-existing universal, a labour whose aim and achi

s point i essential to &&ooso 1. mate ,w:mE and
v : ; - when he deimon;
= f

- scientific' rn,&n al practice, this first gener

with the product of the scientific labour: it is not its achiever
it is its prior. condition: This first generality (which I shall A
Generality I) constitutes the Taw material that the science
retical practice will transform in
‘concrete’ generality, (whic !
wledge, But what, then; is Getterality I, that i
w material on which the labour of science is expended? Contr
o the ideological illusions - illusions which are not “naive
yns’, but necessary and well-founded as ideolo

sm oﬂ%n%u:msw a’ science  never .s,oﬂwm_




f Bﬁ_ouw d:mﬁozom_ Eﬁanm,_a@ with Marx;"
: s, Vorstellungen’, thatis, a pre
EENQ Generality I of an aoo_om_o& nature. It does not ‘work
n wﬁm@ objective ‘given’, that of Jpure and-absoliite ,mmonmu
ouc,m&r :m articularlabour consist n;
a critiqu he ideological Yacts® elaboy-
ted by an earlier Eo&om_o& theoretical practice. To 6l nfm,m_.ma\ its
whispetific ‘facts’ ig simultaneously to elaborate itsown ‘theg i
¢4 scientific fact — and not the mm:..ma;& pure @wgoaonob
an only be identified in the field of a theoretical practice. In -
maﬁ_owaoa of an ‘already constituted science, the latter
ks on-a raw material (Generality I) constituted either of stilt : : he. orédibtio
deological concepts, or o tific “facts’, or of already scientifi- o xmBEo calls an %_msso_om_o&&amw ); or _u%% ep i
ally elaborated concepts which belong nevertheless to. an earlier .. ‘of & new scientific generality which Hn_ooa the old one do<&
e of the science (an ax.Qnson:@ 1), Soiitis by transforming - mum_ovom, it, that is, defines its R_m:SQ and the Amc 0

. nerality 1 into .a Generality III (knowled av that the - , EE% of its <m._a:< i !
cience works and produces. " '(2). The work whereby Generality @oooBmm Qosﬂ,&:,

ut who or what is it that Soznﬁ What should we understand by i thatis'=~ wwmﬁnmossm from the essential differences that di

the science works? As we have scen, every. trans- ‘Generality T and Generality 11T ~ whereby the © m,am\:.moa~ &nowﬂw
;moanng (every practice) presupposes the transformation of g . . : ~'the ‘concrete’, ‘only involves the process of %oo_.o:nm,@nm
aw material into products by setting in motion determinate means  that s, it all amwg place “within knowledge’. hen he decl
f production. Wha hat is:the moment, ¢ el or the instance which - : SO Marx s expressing this second wHonomEo: w M: :o, s
corresp: \ds to the means of production, in-the theoretical il prac- that “the correct scientific B&Sa is to: mﬁm:.s\: the d !
tice of science? If we abstract from men i gm of prodiic- .  tooti
ton: for the time ‘being, it is. what I shall call the Generalit i, : tx, Introduction: Tt would-appear to-be correct to's
nstituted by the corpus. of concepts whose more or g&lﬁ\m. : EM_NmMM owmwoaa. S mosoév & closer _ooM/_.oé»_m that this 1 is el
ictory unity constitutes the ‘theory’ of the science at the (his- ,

orical) moment under consideration,2! the ‘theory” that mmmumm

g sy

¥ Tarely. exists in a.science

of a :Em& theoretical system. In the exp timental

erices at least, comaam no nicepts in their purely theoretical exi ence, it in
omn..o i_.oa field of 8&5_@9 in*whichthe Eoc_.o:,ow_ onoawa re in
.Hrm QG__Q% 50225& part: proper .is very rare

wBu . i z.a oxco:BoRﬁ maznnm, 9, _m is irﬁ 8: Eﬁom 5 .

i




e-realify Which 15 ifs

_ 1c rete-Knowledge takes
he theoretical practice: of course e
te-real, but this concret ) rvives

the kno
¥’ :for th

,EpEnBr,an Problem of Knowle ge),
t has been produced -

fore thinks as problemat
, ch therefore | S pre atic wha
TeCiSely as on-problematic solution to.
“Mmﬁ_m ‘Practice itself: the non:problematicit:
ha 4 the k :
e:w,:mo the real distinction cmgao,s the
, m.gow: @mmfgzwﬁs which affect
another, Hﬁ%owvm_.om_, distinction which-oppases.abstrac
utes the essence of thought, scien ory)
M : & ce'and: g
oﬂﬂo concrete (which constitutes the essence of the real) o)
This is @.amoan@ Feuerbach’s confusion;.a confusion m.r d'b
in his Feuerbachian pe . , do am

munition for a mass-produce

4

d ideology popuilar today, but it.aiso:

he Tatter (the method of
latte those economic i
e : i . ¢ systems which. move fr
‘to-concrete-ones) is decidedly the correct scientific Em:_ow :%MMN.MM _
2 :EG of diversity, That'is
thesis,.as'a result, not as a poi

: nt. of d invscieniti
.%aoa.a_.sw:onm o eparture , . . (in'scientific method)

n of the concrete vi

rete is merely the way thought appr

1t.as- a concréte in thought” (Marx.

, opriates the concréte and re-
X1 DPp.631-2),

~Engels; Werke, Berlin, Vol

tiod: not only does it provide am-

gical

It was absolutely necessary to-come this far if. we were to ]
nize that even within the process of knowledge, the ‘abstrae
generality with which the process starts and the ‘concrete’ gene
ity it finishes with; Generality T and Generality I1T respectiy
not inessence the same generality, and; in consequence, the *app
ance” of the Hegelian conception of the autogenesis of the'con

sal produces itself as concrete, depends on a confusion. o

 kinds-of ‘abstraction’ or ! generality” in action in theoretical prac

ch-April 1961,

> the Young ‘Marx in which'I even used certain notions that rémained id

logi otions that would fall under the 'ban ‘of ‘this present criticisni;

- ‘example, the oo,,u.ooun of a ‘retreat” which'acted as.a reply to Hegel'
" session’ and was intended to-illustrate Marx’s effort to get out-of i

“to free himself from myth and make contact ‘with the- origina «&:o,

-* Hegel had deformed —~ even used polemically, this concept of a
2 by mz.m,mmmz:m a return to-the *real’; to the ‘concrete’ anterior:to i

came Within a handsbreadth ‘of ‘positivism’, Or again, the uo,_mS a
« refutation of .even: the:possibility of a history ‘of philosophy. The author
for this: thesis; came ‘from-a- quotation from ' The German- Ideol gy wh
does .declare: that philosophy: (like. religion, art, etc: :
There. also I:was on the oam,n,,on. positivism, only a step from reducing
aoo_omw (and' therefore philosophy) to. a simple (temp6rary) phenom
of “a ‘social formation (as' The German Ideology is constantly tempted




uld 1 “Info this™
cond confusion, ~
¢ takes the tiniversal concep
process of knowledge Q.ow ex
: dtself; the concept of “*Being®
Aand motot -of the process, for ‘the

t that figures ,ma Ea,cmmﬁanm
ample, the concept. of E,.m, €

wwﬁ.mum@u%mcm concept ;25
1 practice is to transform

T) for the essence and motor of the

st Self! Legitimately borfowing an dnalogy

We might just as well claim that it is the
development produces the steam-.

dialectical auto-

Qx.QmOH&:wQ technical, mechani

QMB& M%E,ﬁ,:m which makes its

fon 2 1Ny ¢ transformations possible ' today
/ oMmmM oEM @Em SozE to this “illusion” because he H.Bwomwmw“
! ,w 0 vn.rooh.,anomw.E.m..qnnmtmul.,ammvawﬂowu.:m&m%rﬁi...<f.,, .
niversal,-of -its-funetion y ) et of

process (the history of the science from i

which is a process of r .

eal transformations:in the strongest
ocess ‘whose form s not the form of
ding to the Hegelian model - the -
et of nto the for-itself), biit of mutations -
Marx, Introduction . .
N?..n.. [ntroduction ,Q\leam. XIII, p 632),
- This comparison is well:folid ese stin o5 ;
Phis comparison -founded: isti i i :
non the general esserice of En&mﬂ ety disting Priinhini

'

in'the Logic) for the essence

vﬁwu, g
the generality
less is it the spegi

I ks .
itse her at the moment of the science’s fo

ter in its history. That is why Generality I always emer
this labour really transformed. It may retain the genera
of generality, but this form'tells us nothing about it, for it has

me a quite different generality — it is no longer an ideological
generality, nor one belonging to an earlier phase of the science,
in every case a qualitatively, new specified scientific generality

Hegel ‘deniés this reality -of theoretical practice, this coner
dialectic of theoretical practice, that is, the qualitative discor
uity ‘that intervenes or appears between the different generalities
(I; Il and TIT) even.in the confinuity of the production process o
knowledges, or rather, he does not think of it,.and if he shoul
happen to think of it, he makes it the phenomenon of ano
reality, the reality he regards as essential, but which is reallyid
logical through and through: the movement of the Idea: He pr
jects this movement on to the reality of scientific labour, ultimatel:
conceiving the unity of the process from the abstract to the:co
crete-as the auto-genesis of the concept, that is, as ‘a.simple
yelopment. via the very forms-of alienation of the original in-i
in the emergence of its end-result; an end-result which.is no mor
thaniits beginning. Thatis why Hegel fails to see thereal, qualitative
differences and transformations, the essential discontinuities whic
constitute: the very process of theoretical practice He imposesa
ideological.mode! on them, the model of the

" {§imple interiority, That is to say, H\wmm& decrees that the ideolo

o e Y

mowonmra.\ he imposes.on theém shall be the sole constitutive esseri

OH% now a,o,mm the E.omocsa.,iamaum of Ea‘gma&w cri

.of Hegel begin to appear in all its implications. Hegel

flaw is not just a matter of the ‘speculative” illusion. This specula-
tive illusion had already been a,nn,o,.cmooa by Feuerbach an
“sists: of the identification of thought and being, of the proces
thought and the process of being, of the concrete ‘in though

the ‘real-concrete. This is Em,.muoc&wm.km; sin._par. excellen

thesin of abstraction which inverts the order of things and put
process of Ea._wﬁo.mmﬂo&m of the concept. (the.abstrac




car'and the almond by
-determinant auto-genesis. . | Feuerbach ga
possible an even better exposition-and criticism of ] .
39 analysis of the Hegelian ‘concrete universal . Thus, ther
se of abstraction (the speculative and idealist use  which
als to us the contrasting good use of abstraction (the materialis
‘e uniderstand, it is all quite clear and straightforward
t, that is, to put-abstraction
ion”~ fot, of course;
ich produces (concrete) fruits by aut
lopment, but; on'the contrary, (concrets) fruits-which prod

bstract) concept of fruit. Is that ali tight? ..
» strictly speaking, it is not all right; We cannot-acceépt:the
: hich are implicit in this ‘inversion” and
talk about it in the first place, There is no rigour
the nversion in question, unless we préstippose a basic ideolos

cal onfusion, the confusion Marx had to reject when he really
unced Feuerbach and stopped invoking His vocabulary, when
¢ had consciously abandoned the empiricist idéology- which-had

llowed Him to maintain that a scientifi concept is p duced ex-
tly. as the general concept of fruit‘should be’ produced; bya

sttaction- acting on concrete fruits. 455:,23« ‘sdys in. the

‘oduction that any process of scientific wno«,&oﬂmw ‘begins from

ig abstract, from a generality, and. not from the teal concrete, he'

monstrates the fact that he has actually broken with ideology
nd with the miere denunciation of speculative abstraction, that is
ithits presuppositions. When Marx declares that the raw materi al
scienice always exists in the form of a given enerality (Gens ral-
1), in:this thesis with the simplicity of a fact he is putting before

u§ & new model which no longer has any relation to the pirici

eir essence by ‘abstracting
lity”. This 1s now clear as far as'the scientific 1:
d; its starting-point is not'.‘concréte ‘subjects
¢ Holy Family. was writteii in 1844; n\ ame theme récurs:in
German Ideology (1845) and' The Poverty'of Philosoph @847,

.

i

. product of distinet pre
t.of fruit:is itself the an:.oﬁ. ,oh.. Em ¢ 2
ow:ﬁme or gven magical; religious ﬁa_ _aneﬂommo&
srigins ) 'So as longas knowledge gmwod

B A

ology presupposed byt

‘ E.n,_ :@ if we nmomaﬂm that scientific practice starts.w

“abstract and - prodices a *(concrete) knowledge,

recoghize ‘that- Generality I, the 32.5&,».&& o,m the retic w?.
tice, is. qualitatively different from Ogﬁ,m:w. 1, %MMW Mnnwm

> ) NPT RN 1) is.into nowledge (€ :
it into ‘concrete:in-thought’, that is, into knowledge ( ,
M.Un Denial of the difference distinguishing ‘these Eow@ﬂ .
Generality and ignorance of the priority of OnwﬂmﬁQ (w.
Wotks) o,.<anQo.=oB:€ I(which is worked on),.are 4 e

sm that Marx rejected: behind the




& expectation of ‘wmwaoa Smﬁ is, the mcmanon, of .m..oomcEr

cedom;itself,

o:that is-why to maintain that the ooao&: of .;E\ﬂm_on. mm.m

rowledge is to'endorse the ideology that underlies it, that i is; to en+

ouo%aon thatdenies even the reality of’ :5838_ Epo:om. .

ettlement’ pointed out to us cw the concept of ‘inversion’

annotthen consist merely of an inversion of the theory which con=
the auto-genesis of the concept as ‘the genesis of the (real) .

ete’ :mo_m to give the opposite theory; the theory which con'
ceives:the auto-genesis of the real asithe genesis of the coricept (it is

thi v@o&cos that, if it really had any basis, would mﬁronuo the
rm {inversion’): this settlement consists (and.this is the decisive

point).of the rejection’of anideological theory foreign to Eaanm_:w ,

ntific practice, to substitute for it a qualitatively differerit

hich, for its part, recognizes thé essence of scientific prac-

distinguishes it from the ideology that some have wanted to

mpose on it, takes seriously its particilar ormnmoﬁosm:%_ thinks -
,expresses them, and thinks and expresses the wamocc& condi-""
tions:even of sz recognition.”® On reaching this point; we can see

that in the last resort there can be no Question of an ‘inversion’,
For a science is not obtained by inverting an ideology. A science
obtained on condition that the domain in Which 5855 be-

EVES: Eﬂ it is %&Em with the real is mcmnaoga that is, 3 :

28 .E:m work of rupture was the result of one man’s theoretical practice;
hatiman was Karl Marx, This is not the place to return to a.question I

mierely outlined in my article On the Young Marx. I should'have to show why -
hat Maix’s theoretical practice, itself m—mo alabour of :wnmmo_,Bm:oP :

d, :nnamwm:_w have taken on in theory the Eacouan..mi,mo_.a of a.rup-
episternological break.

Might 1 suggest ‘that  the moment that : Emg s relation-t ‘Eama_ is no
n thelast analysis, a relation of inversion, but a:quite different rela-:
may perhaps be bette ‘able to understand what seemed so prodigious:.

oxical to Lenin hitself (in his immediate: Ruo:onm,om surprisé in -

ehooks): 5&,908 areinHegel EENN&F analyses nd evenia number
turally — isolated demonstrations of a materialist character? Might T
at, if the'telation’ between Marx and’ Hegel is'not one of inversion,

onality’ of z..o‘ Eomo:w: dialectic cnmoaow im::&w_ miore intel

o@ 353 ever to ancoo an axmBEa o», a Q.Ew se :
‘constituted by inverting the problematic of anide
is, on the basis of the very problematic of the ideology

‘one oouaﬁon on this challenge: n: words chn be used. in thei

stric sense, not- ‘metaphorically.

A .H_.n m.«.a.- OoEEa% m::ﬁ.:.& Whole

:a an_omn oocmoB_n category . . ‘can oEw ever Scwn wr»—w
_NSH& and m,cm:moﬁ S_m:oa of a.pre-given; living 35968 vhole

HQH_ chr ~=:§§:§ to Qa OSS.R of w&:a& m%s::

<<a seem to Eza come a Honm s@ from Eo specificity of
contradiction = but; in fact, we.have not- moved one inch £

tion of a
noi ﬁrﬂ s:m %8&9@ is niot the mumo&om
<< i x 5 the rE: case, a i¢ specification

om o_u ects’, 9.. SE; ooimw to: Sa same EEm, :&a ao,onan
_Q f ocvom:ow >oooa5m to Lenin, “this mﬂmmwm the kerne

raph by the:
2 “This *theoretical image’, borrowed from a parag .
Marx,:was E: nonima onthe eonmm_os of my.a m:_n_o in'La 22:5 Critiq

5

withotit chianging the nscmm. Ea bagic moﬁaénsm ,

the critique:o! reformism; the: hallerige that OoBB—Eaa »E..oi o
Eo soﬂa.m 335_5? to all those iro c@=a<o that




WO are oouongm of distinction: Gv the a_mswoeos between
ncipal contradiction and the:secondary oozqm&oconmu
finction between the principal a,%m& and the maaenaﬁx\a
of mor oogﬂm&o:ou..,&mlﬁga ,ﬁa last oono%ﬁ G thi

USas &J mmﬁ s roé it is”. <<o are told Emﬁ they ﬁm ommoa_w_ to

momobmu oouc.m&o:oa.
Onon mmw:r we can Ea st put our: 58638305

c .Hmo. f ao<o_owBoB om any B&o_., thing’; w& then, ;:Q.n are..

@ not mooonamn_? no complex: ?.ooomm 18 Hz.om te
o<a~ow803 ofa simple one, so the complex na« T apped;

the phenomenon of the simple — o1 the contrary, it appe

mcx of:a’ E.oonmm 5:% is :w&. ooBon So ooBEnx

t is this ooBEoEQ that we :Ewﬂ oosmamn.
have found’ the complexity of the process-at the heart of
se basic distinctions, Here again we are touching on one of the
essential points of Marxism: the same essential point, but ap-
vo,mowmm from ancther angle. When Mao sets aside the ‘simple
process withtwo opposites’, he seems to do so for factual reasons;
s'irrelevant to his object, society, which:does have a plurality
ontradictions. But at the same time, surely,. he provides. for’
pure Hvomm&:;w of z:m ‘simple proeess with two ovvom_ﬁowé
1 Mao. .Hmn.»cam., ‘Oni Oo:::&.o:o: Selected Works Amsm:mr trans.
ccond: Chinese edition, Péking, Smmv.. Vol. I, pp. 322, 331 and 337

vamm& é:r ox:manmQ ﬁmoE. in his _.mnmo:ozm on 9 €O
of Political Economy, Marx does not only show that itisimpe ssib
8 %Za aoin 8 aﬁ gzs or origin of the m::w_m E:ﬁa&, )




He' oBonw:mﬁom that far from vsnm oEmEmr in %88:

nditions, ‘simplicity ‘is Bﬂa@ the product of the complex:

.

_m is EB@:QQ §'sole claim to ﬁnmanna (again; existence :

w_a omSmoQ ,EEm labour; ‘Labour seems a wholly simple -

m<on the oonnnccob om labour in this mgﬂ&;w —.as

ived in ,_“Em, simplicity, *‘labour” is as modern a category as Ea

ons which engender this simple abstraction’.* In the same
wo,_ba_ﬁacm_ ?.oaﬁomﬁ or the individual as :6 o_mBmBmQ :

,&ewaa omw:mcmn society, that is, E the society whichhiad aoﬁmow& :
he moo_m_ ognwoﬁon of ?oacocon to the Emﬁnmﬁ aomnno mEEmn? "

SBEomn economic category . .. ¢an only‘ever exist as'thi E_ﬁ.

abstract relation-of a pre-given, living, 8:9.«8 iro_n Jve a@:

mtrodiiction, op. cit.; p. 632)." - "
Wp.634, 36.:1bid., p. 634, - ‘.3. EE... p.

i o@.nw,:% Hﬂooa the momorg womb cm oonﬁgou

, phe o&

does Hnac:.o this ¢ EBEQ process é;ﬁ two ogom:o

. oam_n& unity, %E:nm 58 two ogow_ﬁam“ that is mc: n<o

meo E:&a butin mcwr? the same Sﬁdoﬂ&n butin exteri
and that is why each is for its own part the contradictory a
w‘cmﬁmozom of Eo oEon. mEon omor Is 82&% the abstraction

unity; then they will be a single iuo_o once mmEP

- have: reconstitated a new- simple ‘unity’, enriched by
" labour of their negation, the new simple unity of a:total

duced 5 the negation of the negation. Tt is clear that theim lacable

Jogic of this: Hegelian model rigorously interlink “the foll
‘concepts: - simplicity, essence, identity, unity, unmmao

alienation, opposites; abstraction, negation of the negation,.super
session (Aufhebung)y totality, m_BE_EQ. etci: The ‘whol

- Hegelian dialectic is here, that s, it is completely depende
- radical presupposition of a simple original unity which.de elo

gt AR SRR SO

. within itself by virtue of its negativity,.and throug| out it d

ﬁaﬂ ‘only ever restores the original EBE_QQ an E:f:&u,

Emacma may well invoke this'model or use it as a shot
either Em%nngsw or Eﬁu:ouw:% 8 -

38, Hnsa_onnE for 95529 irg,Zmﬁ swnan;o nomnr his:contem:
iries” philosophical. &§§Q a.lesson, by *coquetting? wi
gy in the First Volume of Capital (‘koketticren’), I Do westill




s8, what restores it to its origin, etc.); it rejects; therefore,

egelian ' philosophical pretension which' accepts this. original -
mple. unity (reproduced at each moment of the process) which
sprodiice the whole complexity of the process later in its auto-
loprient, ‘but without ever getting lost in this complexity”

- without ever losing in it either its simplicity or its unity.-

he plurality and the complexity will never.be more than its -
wn ‘phenomenon’, entrusted with the manifestation of its own -

presupposition to its ‘inversion’. This presupposition has not
‘inverted’, it has been eliminated; totally eliminated (abso-

again, I am afraid that we cannot reduce the rejection of

‘and not in the sense of the Aufhebung that ‘preserves” what
eliminates .. . .) and replaced by a quite &3«%5 theoretical pre-

ideological myth of a philosophy of origins and its organic

ncepts; :Marxism-establishes in principle the recognition of the

givenness of the complex Strueture of any_concrete ‘object’, a
struicture which go

ition which has #iothifig 16 do With the 6id one. Instead of

evelopment of the object and

39.Even its death is no moré than the imminence. of its Resurrection; as

ood Friday is the manase,uno ommmmﬁon Sunday. These symbols are Inm&.m

, . 'To m&&ﬁ: any- misunderstanding, I should point out that it is this
Hegelian dialectic* that reigns in glory over Marx’s I844 Manuscripts, and

at is more, inan ,nﬁEQ.&BE.E pureand uncompromising state. To round ;.

the demonstration T should add that the Hegelian dialectic in'the Many:
‘chipts hag been rigorously ‘inverted’, That is why: the rigour of this rigor-
xt'is not Marxist. : S T

857 Int, n Mao Tse-tung’s text of 193
Of course, some of these categories might well be invoke:
eological context (for example, the struggle with Diihri V3
a general exposition intended to illustrate the meaning
results; as long as it is on this level of ideological struggle; o
opposition and. illustration, these categories can be use

very real results inideological practice (struggle) andin:th

exposition of a conception. But this last “‘exposition’ (th
on of the laws of the. dialectic by such and suc
must remain within the zone sanctioned b
r in itself it does not constitute a trie
ducing new knowledges. , ,

Lenin s theoretical and political practice, etc.; then the margin o
theoretical tolerance in respect to these categories disappear:
categories themselves disappear. Where a true practice; orga ,
constituted and developed over the years, is concerned, and not

- simple application without organic’effects, an application which
 Makes no \or,mnmami its object (for example, to the practic
, E&amo@u toits real development; where the practice of a mi

ommitted to a true practice.is concerned; a man of scien
lies himself to the constitution and development of a scie
tical man who applies himself to the development of the class

_ struggle — then there'is no longer any question, there can nio lo

any question,. of ,ﬂmB@omE,m.g ‘the object even categories wh :
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‘ “on;the transformation’ of uantit 5,9 :
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ent of one sirigle essence or origina Ha,
-at womﬁéo Soz_a”mram,gow,m on Zﬁ

-Sp differet oo i?or,maﬁ :mEmrn.m.
:,,ni:os 5985 m%&.&o ,E« ga

onis
affinities with'the Baoﬁms_mzo tendencies T eni was ::
th.  Plekhanov
e , 51 eﬁw fe
a singlesubstance, Spiri YEnEEuQEomrs Ma
(¢ E&%w:ofﬂ. 2t

g that Margism is essentially
) nomaa this aoo_om_om_ nonnacﬂ&momcmn of i :,m




\ momo_~muhmoo~nﬂ< is'not.unified b
is neither unified nor déterr
o.:,. the mo:ﬁn& wgﬁ.o. ,nro crnowo r_ow_‘muro,d 9. theirel

0'p : mowan_vv_mam or body in mocaﬁw. forthes EEo, eas







e ?8,/ ﬂwa__ mumo::a. {}

,,ancoﬂ,e the Brst
& 1er mo:oﬁBanoam mna ‘og




s

the’ Eo&m:,.éw. ..,_m&o_:., of a the
hleo Enﬁw or Marx, and of a revolutionary, !
{ %ﬁ:_:m theit mcmansm, “not:

5,.and 8&@ aM acme‘mn&o, ca Eo




ontary, it imi la é_n:u ority’ ovet these
5. an x@o to woooE; mou WmB H:.noa_ ir ,mo,mﬁ. S
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My analytical method does. not

man but from the economically given social
‘period.’ DRI -
"Karl Marx, Randglossen zur Wagners ,&:&:&. .
187980, e

: {

ally does go beyond the domain. vis-d-vis-

w ssed and can therefore claim a

d maa,.w:ou_m &m .&n

occasion for new inv




