To read (see the next document in this file) :
1) « It will suffice to know... within a given society »
2) « So ideology is not an aberration... rather than describing a reality »

3) « —itis clear that ideology... to the level of their tasks and the conditions of their existence »
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For Marx

humanism is no more than ashes, theoretically. But in practice it
could pile up a monument of pre-Marxist ideology that would
weigh down on real history and threaten to lead it into blind alleys.
For the corollary of theoretical Marxist anti-humanism is the
recognition and knowledge of humanism itself: as an ideology.
Marx never fell into the idealist illusion of believing that the know-
ledge of an object might ultimately replace the object or dissipate
its existence. Cartesians, knowing that the sun was two thousand
leagues away, were astonished that this distance only looked like
two hundred paces: they could not even find enough of God tc ™
in this gap. Marx never believed that a knowledge of the nature of
money (a social relation) could destroy its appearance, its form of
existence — a thing, for this appearance was its very being, as
necessary as the existing mode of production.” Marx never believed
that an ideology might be dissipated by a knowledge of it: for the
knowledge of this ideology, as the knowledge of its conditions of
possibility, of its structure, of its specific logic and of its practical
role, within a given society, is simultaneously knowledge of the
conditions of its necessity. So Marx’s theoretical anti-humanism
does not suppress anything in the historical existence of human-

7. The whole, fashionable, theory of * reification’ depends on a projection
of the theory of alienation found in the early texts, particularly the /844
Manuscripts, on to the theory of ‘fetishism’ in Capital. In the 1844 Manu-
scripts, the objectification of the human essence is claimed as the indispen-
sable preliminary to the reappropriation of the human essence by man.
Throughout the process of objectification, man only exists in the form of an
objectivity in which he meets his own essence in the appearance of a foreign,
non-human, essence. This ‘objectification’ is not called ‘reification’ even
though it is called inhuman. Inhumanity is not represented par excellence
by the model of a ‘thing’: but sometimes by the model of animality (or
even of pre-animality — the man who no longer even has simple animal
relations with nature), sometimes by the model of the omnipotence and
fascination of transcendence (God, the State) and of money, which is, of
course, a ‘thing ’. In Capital the only social relation that is presented in the
form of a thing (this piece of metal) is money. But the conception of money as
a thing (that is, the confusion of value with use-value in money) does not
correspond to the reality of this ‘thing’: it is not the brutality of a simple
‘thing’ that man is faced with when he is in direct relation with money; it
is a power (or a lack of it) over things and men. An ideology of reification
that sees ‘things’ everywhere in human relations confuses in this category
“thing’ (a category more foreign to Marx cannot be imagined) every social
relation, conceived according to the model of a money-thing ideology.
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ism. In the real world philosophies of man are found after Marx
as often as before, and today even some Marxists are tempted to
develop the themes of a new theoretical humanism. Furthermore
Marx"s theoretical anti-humanism, by relating it to its condition;
of existence, recognizes a necessity for humanism as an ideology
a conditional necessity. The recognition of this necessity is noi
p_urely speculative. On it alone can Marxism base a policy in rela-
tion to the existing ideological forms, of every kind : religion, ethics
art, philosophy, law — and in the very front rank, humanism,. Wher;
(gventually) a Marxist policy of humanist ideology, that is, a poli-
tz.cal attitude to humanism, is achieved — a policy which ’may be
either a rejection or a critique, or a use, or a support, or a develop-
mcnt, or a humanist renewal of contemporary forms of ideology
in the ethico-political domain — this policy will only have been
possible on the absolute condition that it is based on Marxist

Philosophy, and a precondition for this is theoretical anti-human-
ism.

v

So everything depends on the knowledge of the nature of human- -
ism as an ideology.

. There can be no question of attempting a profound definition of
¥deology here. It will suffice to know very schematically that an
1fieology is a system (with its own logic and rigour) of representa-
tions (images, myths, ideas or concepts, depending on the case)
enfiowed with a historical existence and role within a given society.
Wxthout embarking on the problem of the relations between a
science and its (ideological) past, we can say that ideology, as a
_system of representations, is distinguished from science in tl;at in
it the practico-social function is more important than the theor-
etical function (function as knowledge).

What is the nature of this social function? To understand it we
must refer to the Marxist theory of history. The ‘subjects’ of his-
tgry are given human societies. They present themselves as totali-
ties whose unity is constituted by a certain specific type of
complexity, which introduces instances, that, following Engels, we
can, very schematically, reduce to three: the economy, politics’and
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ideology. So in every society we can posit, in forms which are
sometimes very paradoxical, the existence of an economic activity
as the base, a political organization and ‘ideological’ forms (re-
ligion, ethics, philosophy, etc.). So ideology is as such an organic
part of every social totality. It is as if human societies could not
survive without these specific formations, these systems of rep-
resentations (at various levels), their ideologies. Human societies
secrete ideology as the very element and atmosphere indispensable
to their historical respiration and life. Only an ideological world
outlook could have imagined societies without ideology and ac-
cepted the utopian idea of a world in which ideology (not just one
of its historical forms) would disappear without trace, to be re-
placed by science. For example, this utopia is the principle behind
the idea that e.hics, which is in its essence ideology, could be re-
placed by science or become scientific through and through; or
that religion could be destroyed by science which would in some
way take its place; that art could merge with knowledge or be-
come ‘everyday life’, etc.

And 1 am not going to steer clear of the crucial question: his-
torical materialism cannot conceive that even a communist society
could ever do without ideology, be it ethics, art or ‘world outlook’.
Obviously it is possible to foresee important modifications in its
ideological forms and their relations and even the disappearance of
certain existing forms or a shift of their functions to neighbouring
forms; it is also possible (on the premise of already acquired ex-
perience) to foresee the development of new ideological forms
(e.g. the ideologies of the scientific world outlook’ and *commun-
ist humanism’) but in the present state of Marxist theory strictly
conceived, it is not conceivable that communism, a new mode of
production implying determinate forces of production and rela-
tions of production, could do without a social organization of
production, and corresponding ideological forms.

So ideology is not an aberration or a contingent excrescence of
History: it is a structure essential to the historical life of societies.
Further, only the existence and the recognition of its necessity
enable us to act on ideology and transform ideology into an instru-
ment of deliberate action on history.

It is customary to suggest that ideology belongs to the region
of ‘consciousness’. We must not be misled by this appellation
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which is still contaminated by the idealist problematic that pre-
ceded Marx. In truth, ideology has very little to do with ‘ conscious-
ne§s’, even supposing this term to have an unambiguous meaning.
It is profoundly unconscious. even when it presents itself in a re-
fiected form (as in pre-Marxist ‘philosophy”). Ideology is indeed
a system of representations, but in the majority of cases these
representations have nothing to do with ‘consciousness’: they are
usually images and occasionally concepts, but it is above all as
strzfctures that they impose on the vast majority of men, not via
their ‘consciousness’. They are perceived-accepted—suffered cul-
tural objects and they act functionally on men via a process that
escapes them. Men ‘live’ their ideologies as the Cartesian ‘saw’
or did not see — if he was not looking at it — the moon two hundred
paces away: no. at all as a form of consciousness, but as an object of
their ‘world’ — as their ‘world’ itself. But what do we mean, then

wben we say that ideology is a matter of men’s ‘consciousness".;
First, that ideology is distinct from other social instances, but also
Ehat men live their actions, usually referred to freedom and
consciousness’ by the classical tradition, in ideology, by and
through ideology; in short, that the ‘lived’ relation between men
and the world, including History (in political action or inaction)

passes through ideology, or better, is ideology itself. This is the’
sense in which Marx said that it is in ideology (as the locus of poli-
tical struggle) that men become conscious of their place in the
world and in history, it is within this ideological unconsciousness
that men succeed in altering the ‘lived’ relation between them and
the world and acquiring that new form of specific unconscious-
ness called ‘consciousness’.

Sp ideology is a matter of the lived relation between men and
thexr.world. This relation, that only appears as ‘conscious’ on
cpndltion that it is unconscious, in the same way only seems to be
S}mple on condition that it is complex, that it is not a simple rela-
Fxon but a relation between relations, a second degree relation. In
ideology men do indeed express, not the relation between them
and their conditions of existence, but the way they live the relation
between them and their conditions of existence: this presupposes
both a real relation and an ‘imaginary’, ‘lived’ relation. Ideology
then, is the expression of the relation between men and their ¢ world’,
that is, the (overdetermined) unity of the real relation and thej
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imaginary relation between them and their real conditions of exis-
tence. In ideology the real relation is inevitably invested in the
imaginary relation, a relation that expresses a will (conservative,
conformist, reformist or revolutionary), a hope or a nostalgia,
rather than describing a reality. ;

It is in this overdetermination of the real by the imaginary and
of the imaginary by the real that ideology is active in principle,
that it reinforces or modifies the relation between men and their
conditions of existence, in the imaginary relation itself. It follows
that this action can never be purely instrumental; the men who
would use an ideology purely as a means of action, as a tool, find
that they have been caught by it, implicated by it, just when
they are using it and believe themselves to be absolute masters
of it.

This is perfectly clear in the case of a class society. The ruling
ideology is then the ideology of the ruling class. But the ruling
class does not maintain with the ruling ideology, which is its own
ideology, an external and lucid relation of pure utility and cunning.
When, during the eighteenth century, the ‘rising class’, the
bourgeoisie, developed a humanist ideology of equality, freedom
and reason, it gave its own demands the form of universality,
since it hoped thereby to enroll at its side, by their education to
this end, the very men it would liberate only for their exploitation.
This is the Rousseauan myth of the origins of inequality: the rich
holding forth to the poor in ‘the most deliberate discourse’ ever
conceived, so as to persuade them to live their slavery as their
freedom. In reality, the bourgeoisie has to believe in its own myth
before it can convince others, and not only so as to convince
others, since what it lives in its ideology is the very relation be-
tween it and its real conditions of existence which allows it sim-
ultaneously to act on itself (provide itself with a legal and ethical
consciousness, and the legal and ethical conditions of economic
liberalism) and on others (those it exploits and is going to exploit
in the future: the ‘free labourers’) so as to take up, occupy and
maintain its historical role as a ruling class. Thus, in a very exact

sense, the bourgeoisie Jives in the ideology of freedom the relation
between it and its conditions of existence: that is, its real relation
(the law of a liberal capitalist economy) but invested in an imaginary
relation (all men are free, including the free labourers). Its ideology
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con_sists of this play on the word Jfreedom, which betrays the bour-
geois wish to mystify those (‘free men’!) it exploits, blackmailing
them with freedom so as to keep them in harness, as much as the
'bo‘urgeoisie’s need to /ive its own class rule as the freedom of those
1t is exploiting. Just as a people that exploits another cannot be
free, so a class that uses an ideology is its captive too. So when we
speak of the class function of an ideology it must be understood
that the ruling ideology is indeed the ideology of the ruling class
and that the former serves the latter not only in its rule over the
exploited class, but in its own constitution of itself as the ruling class,
by making it accept the lived relation between itself and the world
as real and justified.

Bfut, we must go further and ask what becomes of ideology in a
society in which classes have disappeared. What we have just said
gllows us to answer this question. If the whole social function of
ideology could be summed up cynically as a myth (such as Plato’s
‘beautiful lies’ or the techniques of modern advertising) fabri-
cated and manipulated from the outside by the ruling class to fool
those it is exploiting, then ideology would disappear with classes.
But as we have seen that even in the case of a class society ideology
1s active on the ruling class itself and contributes to its moulding,
to th§ modification of its attitudes to adapt it to its real condition;
of existence (for example, legal freedom) - it is clear that ideology
(as a system of mass representations) is indispensable in any society
if men are to be formed, transformed and equipped to respond to the
fiemands of their conditions of existence. If, as Marx said, history
isa perpetual transformation of men’s conditions of existence, and
if this is equally true of a socialist society, then men must be cease-
lessly transformed so as to adapt them to these conditions; if this
‘adaptation’ cannot be left to spontaneity but must be constantly
assumed, dominated and controlled, it is in ideology that this
demand is expressed, that this distance is measured, that this
'cor‘ltradiction is lived and that its resolution is ‘activated’. It is
m‘ldeology that the classless society /ives the inadequacy/adequacy
of the relation between it and the world, it is in it and by it that it
tran.sforms men’s ‘consciousness’, that is, their attitudes and be-
h.avmur $0 as to raise them to the level of their tasks and the condi-
tions of their existence.

In a class society ideology is the relay whereby, and the element
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in which, the relation between men and their conditions of e_xis-
tence is settled to the profit of the ruling class. In a classless society
ideology is the relay whereby, and the element in which, the rela-
tion between men and their conditions of existence is lived to the
profit of all men.

v

We are now in a position to return to the theme of socialist hu-
manism and to account for the theoretical disparity we observed
between a scientific term (socialism) and an ideological one (hu-
manism). il

In its relations with the existing forms of bourgeois or Christian
personal humanism, socialist personal humanism presen.ts itse!f
as an ideology precisely in the play on words that authorlzqs this
meeting. I am far from thinking that this might be the meeting (?f
a cynicism and a naivety. In the case in point, the play on wor<.is is
still the index of a historical reality, and simultaneously of a lived
ambiguity, and an expression of the desire to overcome it. When,
in the relations between Marxists and everyone else, the former
lay stress on a socialist personal humanism, they are simply de-
monstrating their will to bridge the gap that separates them from
possible allies, and they are simply anticipating the movemept,
trusting to future history the task of providing the old words with
a new content.

It is this content that matters. For, once again, the themes of
Marxist humanism are not, first of all, themes for the use of
others. The Marxists who develop them necessarily do so for them-
selves before doing so for others. Now we know what these de-
velopments are based on: on the new conditions existing in the
Soviet Union, on the end of the dictatorship of the proletariat and
on the transition to communism.

And this is where everything is at stake. This is how I sh(?uld
pose the question. To what in the Soviet Union does the rpamfest
development of the themes of (socialist) pe-sonal hum-anls{n cor-
respond? Speaking of the idea of man and of humanism in The
German Ideology, Marx commented that the idea of human na-
ture, or of the essence of man, concealed a coupled value judgement,
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to be precise, the couple human/inhuman; and he wrote: ‘the
“inhuman” as much as the ““human” is a product of present con-
ditions; it is their negative side’. The couple human/inhuman is the
hidden principle of all humanism which is, then, no more than a
way of living-sustaining-resolving this contradiction. Bourgeois
humanism made man the principle of all theory. This luminous
essence of man was the visible counterpart to a shadowy inhu-
manity. By this part of shade, the content of the human essence,
that apparently absolute essence, announced its rebellious birth.
The man of freedom-reason denounced the egoistic and divided
man of capitalist society. In the two forms of this couple inhuman/
human, the bourgeoisie of the eighteenth century lived in ‘rational-
liberal’ form, the German left radical intellectuals in ‘communal-
ist” or ‘communist’ form, the relations between them and their
conditions of existence, as a rejection, a demand and a programme.

What about contemporary socialist humanism? It is also a re-
Jection and a denunciation: a rejection of all human discrimina-
tion, be it racial, political, religious or whatever. It is a rejection of
all economic exploitation or political slavery. It is a rejection of
war. This rejection is not just a proud proclamation of victory, an
exhortation and example addressed to outsiders, to all men op-
pressed by Imperialism, by its exploitation, its poverty, its slavery,
its discriminations and its wars: it is also and primarily turned
inwards: to the Soviet Union itself. In personal socialist humanism,
the Soviet Union accepts on its own account the supersession of
the period of the dictatorship of the proletariat, but it also rejects
and condemns the ‘abuses’ of the latter, the aberrant and ‘crimi-
nal’ forms it took during the period of the ‘cult of personality’.
Socialist humanism, in its internal use, deals with the historical
reality of the supersession of the dictatorship of the proletariat and
of the ‘abusive’ forms it took in the U.S.S.R. It deals with a ‘dual”
reality: not only a reality superseded by the rational necessity
of the development of the forces of production of socialist relations
of production (the dictatorship of the proletariat) — but also a
reality which ought not to have had to be superseded, that new form
of ‘non-rational existence of reason’, that part of historical ‘un-
reason’ and of the ‘inhuman’ that the past of the U.S.S.R. bears
within it: terror, repression and dogmatism — precisely what has
not yet been completely superseded, in its effects or its misdeeds.

237




