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			Introduction

			The Struggle for Human Emancipation

			Herbert Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Man: A Study in the Ideology of Advanced Industrial Society (ODM) is considered one of the most important books of the post–World War II era. Published in 1964, ODM marked its fiftieth anniversary in 2014. At the height of the Keynesian era, ODM was scathingly critical of modern industrial capitalism — its consumer culture and commercialized, Mad-Men aesthetics, its exploitation of the environment and people, and new forms of ideological and social control in the advanced industrial societies of the global north. It was a stunning critique of postwar U.S.-led modernization, capitalism, liberal-democracy, culture and the ideology of progress just as American hegemony was at its apex and, at the same time, beginning to show cracks. ODM appeared just as the civil rights movement and the anti-Vietnam war and mass student protests began to shatter the complacency of postwar American prosperity and the mythology that this particular historical configuration of circumstances had produced the best of all possible worlds, the “end of ideology.”

			ODM had, as Stanley Aronowitz (2005) notes, an immediate but paradoxical impact. The book’s first edition sold more than 300,000 copies worldwide, becoming a New York Times bestseller. It touched a deep cultural nerve just at the moment when the triumph of postwar Keynesian capitalism, with its ability to “deliver the goods” and absorb workers’ revolutionary potential into mass consumerism and suburban conformity, seemed complete. What Marcuse called “monopoly state capitalism” seemed unassailable (Marcuse 2001 [1972]). As commentators also noted, Marcuse ended ODM pessimistically with an exhortation to engage in the Great Refusal. Aronowitz called ODM a “monumental dialectic of defeat” (2005: 41).

			Yet, the seemingly defeatist ODM had, for Aronowitz, a “curious effect”; it helped produce a huge reaction against the system and helped define and spark the New Left movement of the 1960s. It was a comprehensive critique of “searing force.” It made Marcuse into a huge countercultural “rock-star” in a way that he could never have imagined and that was (and still is) unheard of for academics. From having been an obscure German philosopher who had, along with his Frankfurt School colleagues Max Horkheimer, Theodor Adorno, Franz Neumann and others, fled Nazi Germany for the United States, after the publication of ODM, Marcuse became the most prominent radical public intellectual of the New Left in the 1960s and 1970s (Kellner 2004: 7, 17). Before current left public intellectuals and critical cultural figures, such as Noam Chomsky, Ralph Nader, Michael Moore, David Suzuki, Slavo Žižek, Naomi Klein and Chris Hedges, Marcuse was widely quoted and discussed in the mainstream media. He appeared on American TV talk shows, and his views were the subject of commentary in the New York Times. All of this in ways that radical left intellectuals cannot dream of today in the era of advanced neoliberalism, in which, despite the explosion of social media and the Internet, so much of the multi-media landscape is still corporate controlled. He was viciously attacked by rightwing pundits, politicians and intellectual/academic opponents. His harshest critics were no less than Ronald Reagan, then governor of California, William F. Buckley and, in the 1980s, the formerly left philosopher Alasdair MacIntyre (Cobb 2004). In the 1960s, Marcuse, who was highly critical of the authoritarianism, racism and sexism that lay just beneath the surface of American capitalism and at the edges of its representative democracy, received death threats. At times students stood guard around his house — something that may again be necessary for progressive, critical/radical public intellectuals and journalists in the U.S. and the E.U. in this new, ugly era of neoliberal authoritarianism given licence by the Brexit vote and the ascendence of Donald Trump. In the 1960s, university presidents in the U.S. wanted to silence Marcuse and relieve him of his job; there were concerted attempts to fire him from his university teaching positions at Brandeis and in the University of California system. His sweeping critique in ODM, which the contributors to this collection re-assess, update and engage with, really hit a deep cultural and political nerve. It dramatically captured an intellectual, social/cultural and political moment of critique, prefiguring global movement protests and rebellions today, in a way that few books have since then. Those movements, their theorists and commentators are still engaged in an intense though not always explicit dialogue with Marcuse’s ghost.

			Yet commentators have also remarked on the decline, after the New Left period and in the 1990s, of interest in Marcuse’s thought. Writing in 1999, Stanley Aronowitz thoughtfully discussed the loss of interest in Marcuse after the Berlin Wall fell in 1989. Aronowitz noted that in the 1990s, after the movements and ideological viewpoints that opposed capitalism fell out of favour, Marcuse’s work also fell into a kind of intellectual and political obscurity (133). The 1980s and 1990s were the time of the rise of neoliberalism and the catastrophic attack on, and subsequent near collapse of, the labour movement in the U.S. and the U.K. Remember Margaret Thatcher’s chilling epithet for the miners’ strike in the U.K. in 1985? The miners and their socialist union leaders were labelled the “enemy within.” Or Ronald Reagan’s brutal mass firing of the air traffic controllers in the U.S.? Or consider the demise of the women’s movement and the absorption of the ecological movement into reformist social democracy. This was also the time of the ascendancy of poststructuralism and postmodernism in North American academia and their often withering critiques of not only liberal, but Marxist and other “foundationalist” or “essentialist” views like Marcuse’s (Kellner 1998: xiii; Antonio 2000) The post-1989 era saw the rise of postmodern identity politics in North American society and universities and the disappearance, for a time, of Marxist views, including the Western Marxism of the Frankfurt School. This was partly because, after the collapse of communism, Marxism was seen as unable to offer any positive alternatives to an aggressive neoliberal capitalism. In 1998, the well-known cultural studies thinker Fredric Jameson thought that Marcuse’s Frankfurt School colleague Theodor Adorno, whose work offered a stance “of critique and negation, without positing alternatives, may have been appropriate and justified” at the time (Kellner 2004: 3). In this intellectual milieu and political conjuncture, Douglas Kellner put it well:

			Unlike Adorno, Marcuse did not anticipate the postmodern attacks on reason and enlightenment, and his dialectics were not “negative.” Rather, Marcuse subscribed to the project of reconstructing reason and of positing Utopian alternatives to the existing society — a dialectical imagination that has fallen out of favor in an era that rejects revolutionary thought and grand visions of liberation and social reconstruction. (1998: xiv)

			But by the time ODM reached its fiftieth anniversary in 2014, the times had changed significantly. Over the previous decade or so, global movements have challenged precisely the ideologies, forms of social control and conditions of capitalism domination that Marcuse analyzed so critically in ODM. In contrast to the 1990s, in 2004, Kellner was exactly right when he said: “In the present conjuncture of global economic crisis, terrorism and a resurgence of U.S. militarism, and growing global movements against corporate capitalism and war, Marcuse’s political and activist version of critical theory is highly relevant to the challenges of the contemporary moment” (3). Kellner’s assessment is even more true today, and it is a key motivation for bringing the contributors together for this volume. In his 2009 book Critical Theory and Democratic Vision: Herbert Marcuse and Recent Liberation Philosophies, Arnold Farr answers the question: Why Marcuse now? He finds Marcuse’s critical theory highly relevant to current liberation philosophies and struggles that have issues of race, democracy, gender and disability — and their relation to capitalism — at their core. The value of Farr’s timely analysis is that it once again puts “Marcuse in conversation with new revolutionary subjects in philosophy” (9–10). Our volume complements and builds on Farr’s work by placing Marcuse’s critique in ODM in conversation with the resurgent movements — anti-capitalist, ecological, feminist, student, Indigenous and other left alternatives today. In 2014 Ronald Aronson said: “Fifty years later, ODM is more prescient than its author could have imagined.”

			It is true, as both Aronson and contributor Francis Dupuis-Déri in Chapter 7 note, that we no longer live in a “society without opposition” and that the capitalist system no longer operates with the “smooth efficiency” Marcuse attributed to it in the early 1960s. But many of the developmental trends Marcuse identified in ODM have only intensified under twenty-first-century neoliberalism. So it is not surprising that Marcuse’s activist version of critical theory is making a comeback. That activism, for Marcuse, began with his restless search, after ODM, for movements of human emancipation and agents of change beyond the traditional industrial working class in the global north. He supported agents who could respond to the conditions of domination outlined in ODM when the postwar hegemony, then at its height, began to break down. This is still going on today in a long, jagged, not always continuous historical arc of “disintegration” that Marcuse identified already in the late 1960s. In his 1967 Berlin lecture “The End of Utopia,” Marcuse (1970) foresaw what many political economists and commentators today refer to as capitalism’s crisis-prone nature. The one-dimensional, seemingly closed hegemony that Marcuse thought so culturally pervasive in the 1960s now breaks down in increasingly violent spasms, such as the 2008 financial crisis. In a remark whose relevance is still striking, the activist movements, for Marcuse, are “characteristic of a state of disintegration within the system.” Deep chasms in the system have, over the past twenty years, opened up new terrains of struggle and theorizing.

			As Marcuse said in a Q&A about “The End of Utopia,” “there are tendencies in society — anarchically unorganized, spontaneous tendencies — that herald a total break with the dominant needs of repressive society” (Marcuse 1970: 69). That heralding, even when it is not a “total break,” is what current commentators, including contributors Khasnabish and Day in Chapters 5 and 6 respectively, see as prefiguration. Marcuse noted that in “established societies there are still gaps and interstices in which heretical methods can be practiced without meaningless sacrifice.… The interstices within the established society are still open, and one of the most important tasks is to make use of them to the full” (1970: 76–77, see also Chapter 11 in this volume). Today, new spaces have also been pried open from below by the movements in the interstices of crises and what Marcuse also saw as a “moral disintegration,” despite or even because of the totalizing global trends Marcuse identified in ODM. Following the movements, our contributors write and act in those openings.

			Thus, while one-dimensionality is breaking down, Marcuse’s critique of the trends and tendencies formulated in ODM remains acute, even under the more fractured, contested historical circumstances of neoliberalism. Marcuse himself would have noted that times change historically and so must theory in order to envision, seize and create new openings in the struggle for human emancipation. Our collection participates in theorizing and in looking empirically and historically at those trends today in Canada and globally as the struggle for emancipation from a more brutal, unequal neoliberal version of the “affluent society” continues.

			An example of one of those theoretical shifts can be seen in recent discussions updating Marcuse’s controversial idea that the one-dimensional society of the 1960s was totalitarian. Over the past decade, radical commentators such as democratic theorist Sheldon Wolin and journalist Chris Hedges have talked seriously about a new, softer “inverted totalitarianism.” This new totalitarianism is not (yet) the jackboot fascism of the mid-twentieth century. Rather, it is characterized by the totalizing trends of global neoliberalism and the relentless expansion of an auto-legitimating state, both of which are political projects of the tightly interconnected global capitalist plutocracy — the 1% and their political representatives.

			Revisiting ODM is anything but a dry academic exercise. Very much in the spirit of Marcuse’s activism, the chapters in this volume are vitally engaged with the implications of ODM and some of today’s most pressing global issues, ones that Marcuse explored fifty years ago and that are still with us in newer forms. As the chapters show, these issues are as relevant today as they were then (see also Kellner 2004: 6; Farr 2008: 9), even when contributors engage Marcuse and ODM critically. The contributions build on ODM, branching out, revising and updating Marcuse’s critique, sometimes criticizing ODM from multiple standpoints, through multiple lenses. Marcuse’s issues in ODM are seen from critical perspectives in sociology, anthropology, environmental and Indigenous studies, political economy and women’s studies, as well as social, political, democratic and, of course, critical theory. This collection reflects the not always recognized reach and influence of Marcuse’s thinking on the broadly defined left — socialist, anarchist, feminist, radical democratic. The idea of highlighting these points of intersection and affinity is to bring Marcuse’s themes and critique to a wider, more general social science audience.

			The collection also seeks to explore the intersection of the ideas in ODM and some of Marcuse’s other works from the New Left period with other radical, critical traditions and currents that have profound affinities with Marcuse’s critique, adding to it or even going beyond it in their assessments of current struggles for liberation and in their search for new post-capitalist and post-neoliberal sensibilities and agents of historical change. As was the case when Marcuse engaged with the student and other movements in the 1960s and 1970s, and as can be seen from some of the critical engagements with Marcuse in this collection, this is not always an easy, straightforward or unified process. The debates on the left today are so intense precisely because, as Marcuse recognized, the stakes are so high.

			Yet there is no attempt in the volume to resolve or reconcile the tensions that exist today between different critical tendencies on the left. The contributors frankly discuss the disagreements about ODM and Marcuse, and in this we follow the spirit of Marcuse’s own dialectical thinking. As Thom Workman aptly notes in Chapter 1, “Marcuse’s ouevre evinces the dialectical refusal to hold pairs of categories—immanent/transcendent, fact/value and so forth—apart in a rigid way.” Kellner notes that the New Left, with which Marcuse was intensely involved in the late 1960s and 1970s, “includes neo-anarchist tendencies, is anti-authoritarian, and is not bound to the working class as the sole revolutionary force” (2004: 18). These issues are still contentious on the broadly defined left today. Precisely the same spirit animates the discussions in this volume; some contributions see ODM from a Marxian perspective, while others, most of the time sympathetically, take issue with aspects of Marcuse’s critique from anarchist, Marxist-autonomist, feminist and other critical perspectives. Yet all of the contributors attempt to get at what is essential in Marcuse’s critique in ODM.

			This effort, provoked by the politically volatile circumstances in which we find ourselves globally more than fifty years after ODM, can also be seen in the context of various “revivals.” Parallel to the rise of postmodernism in the 1990s — after the fall of the Berlin Wall, after the conservative thinker Francis Fukuyama declared capitalism and liberal-democracy the only systems left standing, after another pronouncement of the “end of ideology” — there was a huge renewal, mostly among sociological theorists, of interest in the work of liberal theorist Max Weber. Every aspect of Weber’s writing, from the Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism to his discussion of “Politics as a Vocation” to his views on objectivity and methodology, was examined in detail. The Weber revival in Anglo-American academia was a reflection of the sustained attempt, as neoliberalism expanded to cover the globe without the competing worldview of communism, to argue for liberalism’s ongoing resilience. But it also signalled a return to a tougher, more heroic kind of liberalism suited to this new era of unbridled global capitalist competition and the expansion of American Superpower.

			Just as this Weber revival hit its stride in the 1990s, neoliberalism came under intense and sustained criticism globally from anti-capitalist, ecological and other social movements. In the first decade of the twenty-first century there has been a huge intellectual and political resurgence of interest in the work of Marx and of political economists and theorists he inspired.1 The work of Antonio Gramsci has been rediscovered, as has that of the first Western Marxist, Georgy Lukács (Thompson 2011). At the same time there has been a huge resurgence of interest in Marcuse’s critical theory colleagues Theodor Adorno and Walter Benjamin. Even though Marcuse did not really anticipate debates over postmodernity in the way Adorno did (Kellner 1998), Marcuse again joins wider debates over critiques and alternatives, utopian and actual, inspired by or in debate with late twentieth-century Marxism.

			Recently there has been a revival of interest in Marcuse’s work. His critiques of capitalism, the shutting down of cultural and political discourse, authoritarian democracy, regimented consumerism, neoliberal changes within advanced industrial societies, attempts by ruling corporate and state elites to contain resistence to those changes, the increasing divide between rich and poor all over the globe, and the rise of racism, sexism and xenophobia/nationalism have all become infused with a renewed urgency (even more so after the election of Trump in the U.S.) in the first decades of the twenty-first century.

			Revisiting ODM is also an important part of retrieving “the memory of the political” in corners of the worlds of social science and theory at a time when the left has been under siege globally (and in the university). The left has struggled, over the past few decades, to respond to the volatile paroxysms of a crisis-prone neoliberalism, as well as the re-appearance of the new right in the E.U. and now the alt-right in the U.S. Intellectually, these revivals show that the left is engaged in exercises of retrieval, to borrow the phrase of C.B. Macpherson, returning to the works of key writers to recover sources of political, philosophical and strategic insight that can nurture, inform and inspire a range of struggles today in their affinities — anti-capitalist, alter globalization, struggles around race, gender, Indigeneity, the ecology, LGBTQ, disability. We are witness to a proliferation of attempts to reconnect with the history of those struggles, their meanings, victories and sometimes hard lessons. These recoveries are occurring under paradoxical circumstances in which global struggles are often fragmented and dispersed, even while they occur against the backdrop of the totalizing trends of a rampant global capitalism and the unrelenting expansion of the neoliberal security state, trends that can be seen as more pervasive and entrenched now than they were at the time ODM appeared. By seeing these struggles in relation to ODM, a key issue is that the movements not become one-dimensional themselves.2

			The discussions in the volume are also based on contributions by (mostly Canadian) social and political scientists and theorists who are not critical theorists by training. There are risks in this approach. Charles Reitz (Farr et al. 2013) rightly suggests that focusing solely on ODM risks taking Marcuse’s many other philosophical contributions out of context, while Douglas Kellner notes that looking only at Marcuse’s politics (for instance, his support of the student movement in the 1960s) in his New Left period, to which our contributors were drawn in their discussions, also risks losing sight of his other philosophical and theoretical contributions.

			These reservations have some truth to them, particularly for those familiar with the span of Marcuse’s work over more than five decades. This collection, which as mentioned previously is also meant as an introduction to ODM and Marcuse’s critical theory for a more general social science audience, also resists, to some degree, the highly specialized academic division of labour. The critical theorists themselves ranged over broad areas of philosophy, sociology, political theory, psychology and psychoanalysis, aesthetic theory and history in their attempt to define a critical theory of society. Marcuse in particular was a truly interdisciplinary political thinker, engaging in his own version of intersectionality before Kimberlé Crenshaw (1991) coined the term in feminist theory.

			Rather than trying to construct a new critical theory of society, the contributions here reach across philosophical, political and academic disciplinary boundaries to retrieve what is valuable in ODM and some of Marcuse’s later work (such as An Essay on Liberation, Counterrevolution and Revolt, The Aesthetic Dimension, The Historical Fate of Bourgeois Democracy). The contributions discuss ODM intensively, some at greater length, others weaving in and out of ODM in relation to Marcuse’s other work, while engaging in a dialogue from feminist, ecological, Indigenous and other perspectives.3 As with Marcuse’s own use of dialectics, the idea is to hold open the tensions in the conversation without needing to resolve them definitively from one overarching, unified perspective. The volume does not attempt to cover Marcuse’s work as a whole, even though there are links made to his subsequent work, mostly, as noted, that of his New Left period.4

			The collection focuses more on discussions of the intersection of key issues in ODM with the current implications of Marcuse’s critique. We began with the assumption that, as Kellner says, “ODM provides Marcuse’s most systematic analysis of forces of domination [with a] multi-causal analysis that ferrets out aspects of domination and resistance throughout the social order” (4–5). Here the contributors present their own multi-dimensional analyses that both engage Marcuse and take off from ODM in critiques of domination throughout Canadian and global social, economic, gender, ecological and political orders. A key goal of the collection is to break out of academically specialized discourses and make ODM and Marcuse more accessible to a broad range of readers who may not be familiar with his work or with the extensive philosophical background of critical theory. In that sense the book serves as a point of entry into Marcuse’s exceedingly rich, multi-dimensional critical thought.

			The contributors to this collection are therefore not the established Marcuse specialists who have made valuable contributions to discussions in critical theory, cultural studies, liberation philosophies, urban studies, studies of race, class, gender, modernity. Our contributors share many of these concerns; the volume is thus a complement to those, such as Douglas Kellner, Andrew Farr, Andrew Lamas, Charles Reitz, Andrew Feenberg, Sarah Surak, Robespierre de Olivier, Stefan Gandler, Andrew Biro and Tim Holman, whose work has done so much to bring Marcuse back to life and to highlight his work’s continuing relevance and its philosophical and theoretical depth.

			The idea of revisiting ODM for this Fernwood volume grew out of a roundtable on ODM presented at the Society for Socialist Studies Congress at Brock University in 2014. The roundtable was conceived in discussions with colleagues from York and elsewhere whose work as political and social theorists had been influenced by Marcuse. For some, their engagement with ODM had deep intellectual, personal and political roots. One contributor mentioned that as an undergraduate, as they became involved in the women’s and labour movements, they remembered carrying ODM, with its distinctive yellow and black cover with the big number one, around everywhere on campus, and that everyone was talking about it. As a political theorist with deep roots in political economy, my own work on many topics — from my critique of Max Weber’s view of liberal-democracy, social science and capitalism, to participatory budgeting, radical democracy and Sheldon Wolin’s provocative idea of fugitive democracy — had for years been influenced by the critique spelled out so lucidly in ODM.

			The roundtable celebrated ODM’s fiftieth anniversary and reassessed its key issues. Colleagues participated in multi-layered and at times frank discussion of ODM and its connection to critiques and struggles today. This collection seeks to connect Marcuse’s analysis of one-dimensionality with current struggles against the economic, cultural, social and political forces of domination Marcuse analyzed in ODM and, in the case of neoliberalism, foresaw with remarkable clarity. A key goal of this volume is to assess how Marcuse’s multi-dimensional analyses in ODM can be helpful today in assessing the scope — and damage — of domination under neoliberalism and alternatives to it in Canada and globally.

			Thom Workman and Asger Sørensen, in Chapters 1 and 2 respectively, focus on Marcuse’s critique of Western science in ODM. They each provide complementary arguments showing that Marcuse was critical of an instrumental or operational approach to knowledge that has contributed to the domination of nature and human beings under advanced capitalism. This pragmatic view of science and technology is captured in analytic philosophy, the philosophy of language, positivism and behviourism in the social sciences. Workman notes that ODM engaged in an extensive critique of these views, which were prevalent in the 1960s and are making a comeback today in mainstream social and political science. Positivism led to the one-dimensional, or unquestioning correspondence of “facts” with the existing reality, reflecting the totalizing nature of postwar monopoly capitalism in the U.S. It sought to rid, as Sørensen notes, metaphysical or normative notions of essence, or the Good, from scientific inquiry, to ideologically operationalize technical knowledge in order to master nature. Marcuse is critical of the obsession of modern science with measuring and categorizing nature and social reality as a prelude to controlling them.

			It is this identity of the facts with given reality that Marcuse’s dialectical critical theory refuses to accept. For Marcuse, concepts like freedom, capitalism and democracy become one-dimensional and ideological when they are reduced to a single, homogeneous cultural or social meaning that is used to reproduce existing forms of domination. Instead, Marcuse’s dialectical view of science exposes the contradictions inherent in social reality beneath the surface of one-dimensional American capitalism. It can do this by being sensitive to historical moments of contradiction and negation. The dialectic critique in ODM, which for Marcuse animates the critical theory of society and the struggles of the oppressed, reveals the rich potentiality of a life liberated from toil, oppression and injustice. But this kind of radical change can only occur if critical theory is closely connected to human action or praxis. The implication, which informs all of the chapters in this collection, is that barriers to liberation or human emancipation are “definable political obstacles” that can be changed, but only with radical changes in consciousness and organization. Overcoming these barriers means taking Marcuse’s critique of science seriously and retrieving the liberatory potential of his dialectical thought, including an aesthetic dimension which sees technology as liberating.

			David Bedford and Tom Cheney, in Chapter 3, focus on the destruction and marginalization of the worldviews and ways of being of Indigenous peoples in Canada by Western capitalism, its instrumental science and technology, and the legacy of settler-colonialism. In ODM Marcuse talks about how this one-dimensional thinking has “closed the universe of discourse,” foreclosing possibilities for the emergence of critical, non-Western, non-instrumental perspectives that could galvanize anti-capitalist movements that seek to protect the environment. Bedford and Cheney also seek to understand the “dialectic” within Indigenous peoples as they continue their struggles to resist the legacy of European colonial domination and as they navigate the contradictions between tradition and modernity.

			Indigenous activists and theorists today have written about the tremendous power of modern bourgeois ideas, capitalism and science to co-opt and integrate Indigenous ways of being. A key issue for those involved in Indigenous struggles is the preservation of traditional, holistic forms of social being. Modern capitalism is a barrier to Indigenous attempts to recollect, retrieve and nurture their traditional languages and ways of seeing, healing and being together.

			Authentic aesthetic experiences can transcend the one-dimensionality of modern capitalist culture. The equivalent space in the critical thought and practices of Indigenous communities, activists and scholars is the notion of nature. At once historical and mytho-poetic memory, nature is the partially lost site of authentic being which the radical Indigenous imagination keeps alive. Like the aesthetic object, nature transcends the objective facts of the given world, against which it is a reaction and rebellion. Nature thus provides a theoretical and spiritual standpoint that refuses the brutality of the colonization of which Marcuse was also so critical.

			Bedford and Cheney discuss tensions between the scientific analyses of corporate and government environmental scientists, and the “traditional ecological knowledge” of First Nations elders in environmental assessment processes such as that for the Northern Gateway pipeline. These conflicting notions of nature — one instrumental, one mythic and potentially revolutionary — are where the totalizing forces of modernity outlined in ODM encounter resistance in the rich, multi-dimensional imaginary and experience of nature lived by Canada’s Indigenous peoples.

			For Joel Harden, in Chapter 4, ODM offers useful insights for the left regarding Palestinian liberation struggles against Israeli settler-colonialism in the early twenty-first century. Those struggles, like those with which Marcuse was engaged, involve refusing the strategies of the traditional social democratic left, provocatively testing the limits of progressive activism. Harden’s discussion takes up the theme, explored also by Dupuis-Déri in Chapter 7, of the tension between radical anti-authoritarian solidarity movements and social democratic reformers. It uses examples from the NDP and Democratic party establishments in Canada and the U.S. to show how leading social democratic and liberal politicians, mainstream labour leaders, some Indigenous and student organizations, and queer rights communities have been swayed by the pro-Israeli state narrative on Palestine. Where Marcuse argued in ODM that the traditional labour movement in North America had been integrated into the system, Harden argues that a key but difficult task for social justice movements today in their struggle against settler-colonialism is to also decolonize, or disintegrate, left institutions from the state. These resilient movements, like those discussed by Alex Khasnabish in Chapter 5 and Hilary Wainwright (in Chapter 11), work from a standpoint of what Harden, echoing Richard Day, calls a “happy anarchism.” This approach requires sacrifice, patience and creativity in the face of significant barriers, qualities that today’s Palestine solidarity organizers have in abundance.

			Revolving around the evocative idea of the “radical imagination” and continuing the theme of the dialogue between Indigenous global struggles and ODM, Alex Khasnabish, in Chapter 5, critically reassesses ODM in an attempt to go beyond Marcuse’s famous idea of the Great Refusal. Khasnabish examines the way Indigenous solidarity movements such as the Zapatistas can operate as spaces in which the radical imagination can be “convoked” — collectively summoned into being — as well as the way engaged solidarity research with movements can facilitate this. Khasnabish argues that the radical imagination underlies our capacity to collectively resist and build alternatives to systems of exploitation and oppression. It is central to attempts to counter the one-dimensional existence that the powerful relentlessly try to reproduce. Khasnabish argues that it is not something out there to be harnessed, but that it is something we do and build together. When the radical imagination is subverted or co-opted in the ways Marcuse outlined in ODM — even within movements when they reproduce forms of oppression present in the dominant order — movements and theories can lose sight of how to move beyond resistance. Even Marcuse’s work is at times limited, Khasnabish argues, by some of the Marxian and Eurocentric assumptions he still made regarding who needed to be liberated.

			Drawing on his own research on the transnational resonance of Zapatismo as well as the Radical Imagination Project, Khasnabish explores the relationship between struggles for radical social change and the radical imagination amidst the seemingly apocalyptic crises unleashed by a racist patriarchal, global capitalism. With the planet on the brink of ecological catastrophe and a brutal round of primitive accumulation under the neoliberal banner of austerity, the need for resilient social movements to build the radical imagination, in ways that draw on Marcuse’s critique in ODM and go beyond it, is more urgent than ever.

			Richard Day, in Chapter 6, argues that through the use of the negative dialectic of critical theory, Marcuse was able to diagnose many of the ills of his time and to relate them to fundamental structural relationships such as capitalism, the state, the domination of nature and the liberal individual of neo-classical economic theory. Throughout his life Marcuse was an unabashedly Utopian thinker, seeing the possibility of freedom beyond the dominant Euro-American order. But he also understood how the establishment seduced subjects into “remaining in its repressive circuits.” In a situation where these circuits of domination have become even more pervasive, Day explores critical pedagogy and practices that can, at times, “take some of us … beyond the currently dominant order.” Marcuse did not fully outline how this would look. In ODM, Marcuse was, Day argues, caught between the power of critique as a diagnostic tool and its helplessness in guiding concrete practice. Marcuse was unable to step back from pedagogy as rational critique and towards pedagogy as preparation for life beyond the establishment.

			Day takes that step, beginning from the assumption that the task of critique has been adequately fulfilled; enough historical instances of oppression have been documented to understand the general structure of neoliberal domination. Day argues that multiplying new forms of domination will not necessarily advance the cause of liberation. Yet at the same time each new generation needs to be brought up to speed, so the task of critical pedagogy/theory remains. Day wants to shift the focus beyond critique and refusal to a value-driven effort to learn how to live outside of the dominant order now, to establish spaces in which this kind of life can flourish. Day discusses some of the risks and prospects of living such a life, drawing upon his own experience as an activist-scholar who is involved with and studies intentional communities. He draws on the struggles for autonomy of Indigenous peoples in Latin America as an inspiration to insurrectionists the world over. Day argues that we can begin to live a more liberated existence by embracing a joyful militancy.

			Francis Dupuis-Déri, in Chapter 7, argues that there is a tension within the movements between social democratic reformers and anti-capitalist/anti-authoritarians, whose refusal of capitalist globalization is more radical. The contemporary movements are confronted with the contradictions produced by the neoliberal global order. That order is not completely closed, but the full actualization of liberation remains blocked by a hegemonic neoliberal ideology and the entrenched ruling classes. Yet it is on this terrain that the new radicals must dare to dream of utopian possibilities.

			By rereading Marcuse and ODM and recollecting the radicalism of the students in 1968, Dupuis-Déri seeks to understand the frame of mind of the radicals participating in recent mobilizations against capitalist globalization and austerity in Greece and Spain, and by the Occupy and Québec student movements. The movements have had to articulate their discontent in oppositional terms. The chapter looks at the affinities and differences between the visions, tactics and strategies of Marcuse and current protest movements. Today’s radicals “think more in terms of defiance, confrontation and resistance than revolution,” seeing their activism and “experiences prefiguring … ideals” for a more egalitarian society. Dupuis-Déri tries to show both the limitations of contemporary movement radicalism and its originality.

			The interview in Chapter 8 with Jérémie Bédard-Wien, a former leader of the Québec student movement, picks up on Dupuis-Déri’s discussion. Here we reproduce Jérémie’s interview with the Young Democratic Socialists of America in 2013, during the Québec student strike. The strike began as a mobilization of students in Québec against a proposed tuition increase by the Liberal provincial government. At the time Jérémie was with the radical student union ASSÉ, the Association pour une solidarité synidcale étudiante. He then worked for Québec Solidaire and co-founded the progressive media outlet Ricochet.

			The interview touches on the multi-dimensional opposition to neoliberal education policies and implicitly takes up the theme of affinities and differences between the student movements Marcuse supported and what Bédard-Wien calls the “combative syndicalism” of the Québec student movement. The interview enters into another important debate within the movements today — a question also taken in Maley’s discussion of Hilary Wainwright and in other chapters — the issue of organization. Bédard-Wien emphasizes the necessity of continuous, on-the-ground mobilizing and structured but direct participation — often by mass assemblies — as a radically democratic but effective decision-making process. He contrasts this with the de-institutional organization and consensus-driven process of Occupy and how the success of strike mobilization did not rely on the use of social media. Finally, the interview sheds light on how the strike did and did not succeed in spilling beyond the specific issue of a tuition increase into a more general critique of neoliberal government policies and capitalism.

			In Chapters 9 and 10 respectively, Meg Luxton and Patricia McDermott look at gender, a fundamental dimension of human liberation, in ODM through a socialist-feminist lens. Both chapters argue that Marcuse’s critique, which can still offer important insights for contemporary feminist politics, needs to be complemented by a critical analysis of gender, race, social reproduction and consumerism. By reconsidering the work of Jessica Benjamin, Luxton looks at psychoanalytic theories of child-rearing that predispose women to collude and identify with their oppressors in the kind of domination Marcuse outlines in ODM. The same theoretical frame can, alternatively, prefigure resistance to gendered and racialized oppression. Marcuse was certainly aware of how psychoanalysis, reformulated in light of a critical theory of society, could contribute to the critique of domination. Feminist political economy also reveals the complex relationship between interpersonal care provision, existing family structures and neoliberal capitalist economies. Luxton argues for the significance of Marcuse’s work and for rethinking liberation beyond one-dimensional man in light of multi-dimensional contemporary feminist understandings of oppression and liberation through the multiple lenses of gender, race, class and queer subjectivities.

			Patricia McDermott continues the Marcusean theme of collusion with domination in her discussion of gender and consumerism, exploring the possibilities for resistance and liberation in another key area of social reproduction in ODM. McDermott focuses on the roles women play as consumers and how these roles, under a gendered performance principle, reproduce capitalist consumerism and offer the potential for a radical refusal to engage in it. McDermott asks whether individual acts of consumption can be transformed into a collective, politicized resistance movement that demands products that are healthy, sustainably produced and made using fair labour/fair trade standards. She asks if it is possible to build on Marcuse’s critique of consumerism to create multi-dimensional, critical consumers. This kind of movement has affinities with ecology and other social movements and could help form a network of resistance to the way global capitalism produces and delivers consumer goods. Drawing on the work of Martin Morris and Kate Soper, McDermott challenges us to follow Marcuse and to take our refusal to participate in capitalist forms of consumerism seriously in the struggle to transform society.

			In the final chapter I look at how the progression of Marcuse’s thought — from One-Dimensional Man (1964) to his New Left works of the late 1960s and early 1970s — traces the early emergence of the authoritarian neoliberal state. Marcuse’s critique of what has come to be called neoliberalism, and what he called the latent neo-fascist identification with authority/the system, was prescient. It led him on a search for new revolutionary subjects that could “connect the fragments” in the struggle for liberation.

			My discussion of Marcuse’s view of revolt in the gaps of the system shows him to be an acute strategist of liberation. It also reveals his affinities to the left critique of “managed democracy,” found in the later work of the American radical democratic thinker Sheldon Wolin. Wolin argues that in the age of Superpower and inverted totalitarianism, genuine democracy and experiences of the political are fugitive. Like Marcuse, Wolin’s critique exposes the latent authoritarianism of neoliberalism in an era of rampant corporate rule. In 1972 Marcuse had already, with remarkable clarity given the rise of the authoritarian Donald Trump, talked about the emergence of a proto-fascist syndrome, of the one-dimensional, de-politicizing identification of the ruled with the rulers under conditions of chronic economic instability and crises.

			Marcuse argued that the movements were an indication of the disintegration of that one-dimensional identification. I discuss some of U.K. socialist-feminist Hilary Wainwright’s suggestions for re-connecting the fragments in the midst of disintegration. They are not fully elaborated visions of a new society, or “whole.” In the spirit of ODM but also less well-known New Left works of Marcuse’s, they are yet-to-be realized, utopian prefigurations of a new political that, as Marcuse’s Great Refusal or Wolin’s fugitive democracy suggest, refuse to follow the historical fate of an increasingly authoritarian bourgeois democracy.

			For nine years under the harsh neoliberal rule of the autocratic Conservative prime minister Stephen Harper (2006–15), Canadians suffered his government’s attempt to re-create a version of the one-dimensional world of which Marcuse was so critical in ODM. Harper’s dangerously near-delusional, Mad Men image of the world of 1950s was, in many ways, worse than the smoothly functioning society Marcuse saw so clearly. In ODM the working class was better off but integrated into an unfreedom and still exploited. And it was a world that was still sexist, homophobic, racist, class-divided and colonial in the service of the global plutocracy of wealth. This was Harper’s vision, as it is now the totalizing vision of Trump. The forces of global corporate capital and their political representatives — the populist Donald Trump (and don’t be too smug about Canada; Rob Ford learned much from the Tea Party and visited Trumpism on Canada before Trump) — want to return to a one-dimensional world of unfettered markets, austerity for the 99%, unregulated exploitation of nature, white nations that are anti-immigrant but have more precarious, racialized work performed by temporary foreign workers, and a highly sexist view of gender relations and the family in which women stay at home and do the childrearing and domestic work. For socially conservative and neoliberal governments, their patrons and ideological backers, the less critical social science there is to see these issues in multi-dimensional ways, the better. Not that long ago Harper muzzled government environmental scientists and cancelled the Long Form Census — the basis for much social scientific and critical scholarly policy research in Canada. Under the rule of the global plutocracy, the anti-intellectual populist/religious right and the governments that support them, the critical social sciences inspired by Marcuse are more necessary than ever. This volume is dedicated to that crucial Marcusean enterprise and to the refusal, by many critical social scientists, theorists, philosophers and other scholar/activists in the neoliberal academy, to give it up.

			After more than fifty years we celebrate Marcuse’s tenacious, prescient critique in ODM and his unerring desire to see the multi-dimensional unfolding of human emancipation. We celebrate, though not uncritically, his contribution to nurturing the radical imagination, in Alex Khasnabish’s lucid phrase, to seeing, acting and living beyond neoliberal capitalism and the authoritarian democracy that Marcuse saw coming with such clarity. In light of this, Richard Day asks an urgent question that resonates throughout the volume: “What are the possibilities for critical thought, critical pedagogy, and more importantly, practices that can take some of us, in some ways, for some periods of time, beyond the currently dominant order?”

			Notes

			1. York University’s Department of Political Science — my own home unit — is the epi-centre of Marxist political economy research in North America, led by well-known scholar/activists such as David McNally, Leo Panitch and Greg Albo. See, for example, McNally (2011), Panitch and Gindin (2012), and Panitch, Albo and Gindin (2010).

			2. An excellent panel at the 2015 conference of the International Herbert Marcuse Society (Salisbury, MD, Nov. 11–14) titled “Marcuse and the Future of Critical Theory for the Twenty-First Century” made the point that the movements, if they are predominantly identity-based, run the risk of becoming one-dimensional themselves. Participants engaged in this important discussion were panelists Arnold Farr, Andy Lamas, Lauren Langman, Alexander Stoner and Stefan Gandler.

			3. Along these lines an editorial decision was made to leave in place a couple of the same key quotes from ODM that two contributors, from different theoretical and strategic perspectives, commented on. His outdated use of “man” to represent humanity is noted here and not again in the quotes.

			4. Douglas Kellner (2004) provides an excellent, comprehensive discussion of Marcuse’s New Left period that a number of contributors have relied on, but that we do not try to replicate. 
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			Marcuse, Science and Dialectics

		

	
		
			Chapter 1

			Marcuse’s Critique of Science

			Thom Workman

			Herbert Marcuse’s provocative critique of science in One-Dimensional Man (ODM) can be thrown into relief by highlighting Alfred North Whitehead’s remarks at the conclusion of his majestic Science and the Modern World. Whitehead poetically observed, in a manner reminiscent of G.W.F Hegel’s notion of the restless mind that inevitably eschews inertness, that humankind must wander and explore “to ascend the scale of being.” This “Odyssey of the human spirit,” Whitehead argued in 1925, unfolds on several fronts: “Physical wandering is still important, but greater still is the power of man’s spiritual adventures — adventures of thought, adventures of passionate feeling, adventures of aesthetic experience.” He hastened to add that modern science itself had “imposed on humanity the necessity for wandering.” Science helps humanity satisfy the requirement of exploration and discovery that is so closely wedded to our historical journey. “Its progressive thought and its progressive technology,” he rhapsodized, “make the transition through time, from generation to generation, a true migration into uncharted seas of adventure.” As humanity ventures into new and exciting territories, moreover, it is science that will inevitably rescue us from lurking dangers that surely attend our travels: “It is the business of the future to be dangerous; and it is among the merits of science that it equips the future for its duties” (1925: 207). The gist of Whitehead’s encomium to science is that it both sets humanity in motion and then furnishes the capacity to parry awaiting evils.

			As the twentieth century wore on such optimistic assessments of science waned. Marcuse’s nuanced critique of science in One-Dimensional Man was a benchmark moment in the declining esteem enjoyed by science.1 Against Whitehead’s buoyant assessment, Marcuse indicted science for its repressive ideological function, that is, for its complicity in flattening out culture and narrowing the universe of political and social discourse. Far from being a force for liberation, Marcuse implicated science in the perpetuation of toil, oppression and alienation. The first section of this chapter explores Marcuse’s critique of science in terms of the notion of one-dimensionality, that is, with exegetical regard to Marcuse’s direct implication of science in the smooth and uncontested reproduction of modern society. The second section considers Marcuse’s critique of science in terms of multi-dimensionality; it explores the relationship between the construal of science on the one side and the mechanisms that thwart the emergence of a robust, critical, multi-dimensional socio-political discourse on the other. Although we might be tempted to label Marcuse’s critique of science as pessimistic when compared to Whitehead, and perhaps even lump Marcuse in with the commonplace demotion of science prevalent in the half-century following the publication of ODM, he outlines the essentials of a critical realist scientific program, positing an invaluable intellectual fund for the furtherance of critical social science, including Marxism. He allusively pens an imaginative science that celebrates a non-repressive social world and promotes an aesthetically resplendent relationship of humanity and nature, a new paradigm of science that is finding its way into critical ecological studies at this decisive moment in history.

			Science and One-Dimensionality

			Marcuse’s critique of science forms part of a twentieth-century reaction on the left against the deterministic, mechanical Marxism often associated with the Second International, a reaction that included salient interventions by Georg Lukács, Karl Korsch, Antonio Gramsci and other members of the Frankfurt School.2 These critiques broadly explored the role of social consciousness and ideology in the evolution of modern capitalist society. As he explored such questions, Marcuse implicated science directly in the smooth reproduction of capitalism, and his severe criticism was antithetical to the commonplace optimism regarding science that had predominated in the west from the seventeenth century onwards. Whereas science was once bound up with the project of emancipating humanity from the fetters of myth and superstition, leaving God’s “inscrutable purposes” altogether out of the analysis, as Descartes once wrote, Marcuse argues that science embodies thoughts and practices that manacle the oppressed masses to their unhappiness and unfreedom. Science has come to play a prominent part in the foreclosing of social and political critique; it helps to ensure that the oppressive and alienating social conditions that typify modernity are contained, pacified and subdued.3 Science accomplishes this by first creating false needs and then effectively meeting them with increasing efficiency, a dynamic that, in turn, extends the field of oppressive social practices characterized by domination and alienation. At the same time, science provides a rational veneer for this insidious dynamic. Marcuse observes that modernity entailed a shift from personal or subjective forms of domination to “objective” forms of domination rooted in a “higher rationality.” The rationality of science in toto — including the philosophy of science, the understandings of the scientific enterprise across society and the abundant efficiencies of the scientific-technological nexus — is inextricably bound up with modernity’s de-subjectivized domination. Scientific rationality crowds out other “rationalities,” and insofar as society is oppressive, alienating and altogether irrational, this crowding out lends a “rational character” to an essentially “irrational society.” Marcuse unpacks the question of science in terms of the overwhelming capacity of contemporary culture to present the actual as rational, that is, its capacity to ratify the oppressive social relations of the administered society with appeals to a more narrowly conceived scientific rationality. Scientific rationality is the higher rationality that cloaks an irrational world. Scientific-technological rationality encourages generic social conformity and, ultimately, the “Happy Consciousness” that mistakes the lived reality of society for one that is roundly reasonable.

			To argue the connection between science and the replication of an oppressive society infused with relations of domination and conditions of alienation, Marcuse provides a dialectically sensitive elaboration of the position of his Frankfurt School colleagues Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno, which regards technological domination as immanent to the way science was construed in the Enlightenment era. Horkheimer and Adorno (1990: 4) made a direct association between Enlightenment thought and the progressive exploitation of the natural and social worlds: “What men want to learn from nature is how to use it in order wholly to dominate it and other men. That is the only aim.”4 Marcuse’s essay on Edmund Husserl’s treatise on the crisis of European science called attention to Husserl’s idea that “pure science has an inherently instrumental character prior to all application; the Logos of pure science is technology” (1990: 473). ODM underscores the close connection between science and technology on the one side and domination and control on the other: “Scientific-technical rationality and manipulation are welded together into new forms of social control” (146). The connection between science and technology is so close in Marcuse’s thinking that he entwines them in the notion of “technological rationality.” He rejects the idea that a pure science, with its “internal concepts” and “internal truth,” can be separated from “the use and application of science in the social reality” owing to the “internal instrumentalist character of scientific method”: “A closer relationship seems to prevail between scientific thought and its application, between the universe of scientific discourse and that of ordinary discourse and behavior — a relationship in which both move under the same logic and rationality of domination” (155). In Marcuse’s formulation, the paradigm of science necessarily extends to the progressive domination and control of both the natural and social worlds. This idea can be found in Marcuse’s critique of Freud’s notion of the inherently repressive nature of civilization almost ten years before ODM, in Eros and Civilization. Enlightenment science has internalized the Western philosophical tradition flanked by Aristotle and Hegel, a tradition that identified the essence of life as logos irretrievably cast as the logos of domination: “When philosophy conceives the essence of being as Logos, it is already the Logos of domination — commanding, mastering, directing reason, to which man and nature are to be subjected” (Marcuse 1955: 114).

			Marcuse delineates two dimensions of the intimate connection between scientific thinking and the extensive manipulation of the natural and social worlds: an intrinsic logical aspect and a “socio-logical” aspect. On the intrinsic logical side, Marcuse stresses that the outgrowth of technological rationality was immanent to the conception of modern science. The relationship between science and technology is an internal one rather than an external one: “I think that the general direction in which it came to be applied was inherent in pure science even where no practical purposes were intended” (146). “The science of nature,” Marcuse writes, “develops under the technological a priori which projects nature as potential instrumentality, stuff of control and organization” (153, emphasis in original). The constituent elements of this logos of science are rooted in the fact that science “suspends judgment on what reality itself may be” or even considers questions about the nature of reality to be “meaningless and unanswerable” (151). Marcuse argues that, as a result of this suspension, metaphysical questions about the ultimate nature of reality give way to questions about the behavioural dimensions of reality and especially encourages a regard for reality in terms of its manipulable or operational potentialities.

			In other words, theoretically, the transformation of man and nature has no other objective limits than those offered by the brute factuality of matter, its still unmastered resistance to knowledge and control. To the degree to which this conception becomes applicable and effective in reality, the latter is approached as a (hypothetical) system of instrumentalities; the metaphysical “being-as-such” gives way to “being-instrument.” Moreover, proved in its effectiveness, this conception works as an a priori — it predetermines experiences, it projects the direction of the transformation of nature, it organizes the whole.” (151–52, emphasis in original)

			To underscore his idea of the relationship between science and technological control, Marcuse emphasizes that he is not merely pointing to the intertwining of the two aspects of scientific understanding and technological forms in the modern era in the manner of a historically sensitive sociologist, but rather demonstrating “the internal instrumentalist character of this scientific rationality by virtue of which is it is an a priori technology, and the a priori of a specific technology — namely, technology as a form of social control and domination” (157–58, emphasis in original). The commonplace distinction between scientific research and the application of scientific research is overdrawn in that it masks the fact that the shape of the latter was inscribed into the very construal of the former; technology as mastery, control and domination of the res extensa is integral to the conception of science itself. Epistemology limits the essence or ontology of the natural and social worlds to those of measure, quantity, comparability and operation. It might be said that science cares not to know nature at all but rather seeks only to control, harness and subdue it.

			The development of an intrinsically instrumentalist logos of science, Marcuse contends, is distinct from the historically contingent factors that impelled science to assume its inherently practical, pragmatic shape. The “internal instrumentalism of scientific rationality” cannot be traced back to psychological or biological structures; the instrumentalist character of science cannot be accounted for in terms of an irreducible human nature. Marcuse rather asserts that the development of modern science has a “socio-logical” (160, emphasis in original) foundation. Drawing on what he calls Husserl’s “genetic epistemology,” Marcuse notes that modern science absorbed a “pre-scientific practice” into its inner theoretical structure, namely the useful, practical emphasis on the measurement of things like land to establish exactness and precision. The very character of scientific abstraction from the concrete drew on a “specific mode of ‘seeing’ the world” within a “purposive, practical context,” an orientation faithful to the pre-Galilean goal (Marcuse stops short of calling it a necessity) of practical control:

			Galilean science is the science of methodical, systematic anticipation and projection. But — and this is decisive — of a specific anticipation and projection — namely, that which experiences, comprehends, and shapes the world in terms of calculable, predictable relationships among exactly identifiable units. In this project, universal quantifiability is a prerequisite for the domination of nature.” (164)

			The pre-scientific outlook that placed a premium on practical knowledge essentially impelled the scientific quest for precision through selective abstraction — retrieving the quantifiable and measurable aspects of the natural world and leaving its more contentious, qualitative dimensions behind. Within this universe of practical exigency, science yielded an idealized conception of the natural world that correlated with pragmatic concerns and conventionally established needs. In the Marcusean formulation, science may emerge out of the dialectic of humanity and nature, but its shape or internal form is a historically contingent development that reflects a specific attitude — exploitative, appropriative, domineering, controlling — towards the world around us.

			Lastly, the project of science implies an obscure subject of science: “the hidden subject of Galilean science,” as Marcuse calls it, which tacitly exacts and embraces scientific certitude for the sake of mastery and domination. The goal of this Galilean science inevitably extends beyond the natural world. Although pure science is value-free in the sense that no external interests specify particular goals at the outset, the “scientific consciousness” operating under an instrumentalist horizon was bound to extend its domination of the natural world through to the social world. The logos of science unsurprisingly results in the increasing domination of humanity as well:

			The principles of modern science were a prior structure in such a way that they could serve as conceptual instrument for a universe of self-propelling, productive control; theoretical operationalism came to correspond to practical operationalism. The scientific method which led the ever-more-effective domination of nature thus came to provide the pure concept as well as the instrumentalities for the ever-more-effective domination of man by man through the domination of nature. (158, emphasis in original)

			Marcuse writes that “the world tends to become the stuff of total administration, which absorbs even the administrators” (169), and he speaks of “man and nature” becoming “fungible objects of organization” (168). This domination, moreover, is perceived as both rational and apolitical. The increasing domination of humanity owing to the ethos of technological rationality seems rational, not in a circumscribed sense but as reasonable in a thoroughgoing manner, especially as it “enlarges the comforts of life and increases the productivity of labor”(158). And this rational veneer also obfuscates the inherently political nature of humanity’s “submission to the technical apparatus”: “The incessant dynamic of technical progress has become permeated with political content, and the Logos of technics has been made into the Logos of continued servitude” (159). Modern society is saturated with domination, administrative control and social manipulation, but we moderns tend to intuit this “unfreedom” as both inherently rational and inherently apolitical.

			To express the Marcusean critique of science succinctly: modern science helps both to make and to legitimate domination. Marcuse identifies science as a factor in the creation and replication of a one-dimensional society. Science and the continuum of oppression are entwined. Marcuse’s argument has been complemented by other explorations of the role of science in the replication of the social relations of power, including Stanley Aronowitz’s Science as Power. As we look into Marcuse’s argument in a little more detail, however, considering more directly the manner in which science thwarts the development of a multi-dimensional discourse, the relevance of his arguments to contemporary debates in the philosophy of science and ongoing struggles on the left are thrown into brilliant relief. It is to this side that the focus now turns.

			Science and Multi-Dimensionality

			It was noted above that ODM was one of the significant interventions on the left in the wake of the intellectual temper of the Second International. Marcuse’s critique of science, however, should also be seen as forming part of a sprawling reaction among philosophers of science against the claims of nineteenth- and especially twentieth-century positivism. Positivist science and analytic philosophy undergirded the development of the most conspicuous branch of early twentieth-century scientific thought, namely, logical empiricism (formerly logical positivism). A salient principle of logical empiricism held that meaningful scientific statements admitted of verification either through experience or via the formal models of mathematics and logic. These statements can then be used to build the working propositions of science; scientific knowledge, in a sense, must proceed from the bottom — simple experiences and grounded facts — upwards. Positivist science maintained a hard and fast distinction between fact and value, and metaphysical claims and ethical principles were regarded as “meaningless” because they could not be verified by experience. A.J. Ayer, for example, began his sacerdotal Language, Truth and Logic with the intention of demonstrating that metaphysics was impossible (1952: especially Ch. 1). Many commentators, however, rejected the sharp and uncompromising positivist characterizations of the scientific enterprise. Writing more than a decade before the publication of ODM, the esteemed philosopher of science Richard Rudner claimed that the very conception of the “coldblooded, emotionless, impersonal, passive scientist” who merely holds a conceptual mirror up to reality is a “stereotype” that “is no longer, if it ever was, adequate” (1953: 6). The notion of an “irreducible experience,” or a “bare fact,” was thoroughly criticized throughout the twentieth century. John Dewey’s Experience and Nature, for example, a masterful study challenging the “spectator” theory of scientific knowledge written just as twentieth-century positivism was storming the scientific world, stressed that the idea of a simple experience was “absurd” since “to love and hate, desire and fear, believe and deny, are not just states of mind nor states of animal body; they are active performances to and about other things” (1926: 25–26). On the side of the social sciences, Charles Taylor’s celebrated “Interpretation and the Sciences of Man” challenged the notion of easily extending the naturalistic method of science to the social sciences — a precept of positivism — on the ground that “brutish data” is always shrouded in intersubjective meaning and laden with interpretation. As the twentieth century progressed, the critique of positivism elided into a full-blown critique of science. Thomas Kuhn’s groundbreaking The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, published a couple of years before ODM, contended that a succession of paradigms of knowledge have governed “normal” scientific research and raised the provocative possibility that each successive paradigm might not be inevitably burrowing towards some ultimate truth about reality. And, about a decade after ODM appeared, Paul Feyerabend’s Against Method provided a sobering challenge to the view that the scientific method was isomorphically consistent. Feyerabend argued that its approach was more often than not spontaneous, random and even deliberately radical and unconventional.5 In recent decades, disputes about the nature of science and the status of scientific knowledge, especially in the wake postmodern interventions and Richard Rorty’s formidable Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, have erupted into the full blown “science wars.”

			Between Immanuel Kant’s opening salvos in the late eighteenth century and Rorty’s interventions in the late twentieth century, commentators exploring the relationship between the “knowing subject” and the “known object” in science — the subject/object problematic as it is often called — have implicitly and explicitly repudiated the tenets of positivism. In the post-Nietzschean climate, these writings have sometimes led to rather extreme positions, including anti-representationalism — that is, the epistemological denial that scientific discourse reproduces the laws of the natural or social world symbolically. This view is undergirded by such things as the underdetermination thesis, which holds that reality cannot account for the theories that purport to describe it; anti-realism, a position that sometimes embraces the ontological opinion that reality has no antecedent form prior to the one humanity imposes on it; and the epistemological idea that denies that the truth claims of the scientific community can ultimately be either true or false.6

			Marcuse’s interventions in ODM provide a modified realist outline of science that counters the more contentious presentations of the subject/object problematic that have arisen as part of the science wars. His critique, therefore, is even more relevant and instructive today than it was fifty years ago. Moreover, Marcuse’s subject/object understanding is folded into a sensitivity about the enduring dialectical character of thought to show how positivist-minded science thwarts the development of a multi-dimensional socio-political discourse. It is, therefore, a critique of science made with an eye to confronting an oppressive, alienating world and encouraging social transformation. Lastly, Marcuse presents a fecund picture of science in a post-dominative world, explicitly tying a science of the future to the “art of life,” and especially to its more exacting aesthetic dimensions.

			Turning first to the subject/object relationship, Marcuse accepts that there is an antecedent world with form and structure, a world which is “not dissoluble into subjectivity” (218). This is matter as it simply is or things as they plainly are, the world that encompasses its knowing subjects, and a world which more or less corresponds to Roy Bhaskar’s “intransitive reality.”7 Marcuse writes in the context of his discussion of the resonance of intellectual ideas in contemporary life: “No concept can be valid which defines its object by properties and functions that do not belong to the object (for example, the individual cannot be defined as capable of remaining eternally young).” But, far from being a passive recipient of the truths of bare reality, the historical subject intervenes to limn selectively from the external world, and this “historical aspect [of the subject] can never be eliminated so radically that only the ‘absolute’ physical layer remains” (218). Physical “objectivity,” Marcuse adds, is inescapably objectivity “for a subject” (218, emphasis in original). In Marcuse’s formulation, the fundamental cultural perspective that the subject takes to the world functions like a Kantian synthetic a priori that ineluctably steers the scientific enterprise, effectively commanding it towards certain ends, compelling certain achievements and imposing certain performances. A telling recapitulation from ODM is worthy of quoting at length:

			I have tried to show that, in the technological reality, the object world (including the subjects) is experienced as a world of instrumentalities. The technological context predefines the form in which the objects appear. They appear to the scientist a prior as value-free elements or complexes of relations, susceptible to organization in an effective mathematico-logical system; and they appear to common sense as the stuff of work or leisure, production or consumption. The object-world is thus the world of a specific historical project, and is never accessible outside the historical project which organizes matter, and the organization of matter is at one and the same time a theoretical and practical exercise. (218–19, emphasis in original)

			Using a different language, Marcuse is underlining the idea that the Weltanschauung of the historical subject (and individual “subjects”) prismatically governs the scientific enterprise, and Marcuse underscores this by deliberately employing the term “scientific project.” He writes: “I have used the term ‘project’ so repeatedly because it seems to me to accentuate most clearly the specific character of historical practice. It results from a determinate choice, seizure of one among other ways of comprehending, organizing, and transforming reality” (219). The vaunted “objectivity” of science in the modern era is really objectivity under the aspect of a specific historical subject, the modern historical subject or “hidden subject” of Gallilean science. Objectivity, therefore, is really a historical subject/object objectivity. Marcuse puts the matter with pith: “Pure objectivity reveals itself as object for a subjectivity which provides the Telos, the ends” (168, emphasis in original).

			Marcuse provides a nuanced, textured response to contemporary debates. Far from being an anti-realist or anti-representationalist (effectively denying the correspondence theory of truth), he contends that scientific engagement regarded either from the subject or object of science is variegated. Although science can certainly be contemplated from either the side of the knowing subject or the side of the known object, he emphasizes the textured interrelation of both sides. Perhaps most importantly, therefore, Marcuse’s Hegel-honed dialectical predilections, namely that being is inherently contradictory, led him to resist the radical categorical polarizations evident in much late modern philosophy. Indeed, Marcuse’s ouevre evinces the dialectical refusal to hold pairs of categories — immanent/transcendent, fact/value and so forth — apart in a rigid fashion. Accordingly, the subject/object categorical pairing in ODM is treated with a deft feel for co-dependency and reciprocity. This formulation of the subject/object relationship sets ODM apart from the more severe proclamations that have arisen in recent decades.

			The almost solipsistic tendency in the late modern and especially postmodern era is reflected in the aggressive claim that all knowledge coordinates are socially constructed, embracing a relativistic scientific Zeitgeist that repudiates inter alia the correspondence theory of truth. This critique elevates ideas that harken back to Nietzsche’s claim that reality has no antecedent shape prior to the form humanity imposes upon it — Nietzsche’s so-called perspectivism. Physicist and philosopher of science Alan Sokal, a controversial and outspoken figure in the science wars, lamented in Beyond the Hoax: Science, Philosophy and Culture: “In many intellectual circles nowadays, it is simply taken for granted that all facts are ‘socially constructed,’ scientific theories are mere ‘myths’ or ‘narrations,’ scientific debates are resolved by ‘rhetoric’ and ‘enlisting allies,’ and truth is a synonym for intersubjective agreement” (2008: 239–40). Richard Rorty, one of the strongest anti-representationalist voices in the debate over science, went as far as arguing that if we rightly accepted that human knowledge can never transcend its all-too-human horizons, if we accepted that knowledge, at best, affixes itself to “toeholds” rather than “skyhooks,” then society would cultivate a more appropriate and measured regard for the scientific community: “The people now called ‘scientists’ would no longer think of themselves as a member of a quasi-priestly order, nor would the public think of themselves as in the care of such an order” (44).

			Marcuse’s agile treatment of the subject/object problematic avoids the more severe protestation that all scientific knowledge is reducible to human culture. It thus provides a poignant counter to the demotion of science that has arisen in recent decades, the so-called strong program in the sociology of scientific knowledge. Yet Marcuse’s critique is nevertheless sweeping and severe in its own right. In his formulation, our more basic instrumentalist orientation towards nature, our historically contingent regard for nature as something to be manipulated and controlled for our taking, ordains our scientific prehension of the natural world. We learn from ODM that the nature of science, far from being a fixed relationship between knowing subjects on the one side and the natural world on the other, is a historically contingent affair. It was this idea of a historically contingent science, an evolving concept of nature, that Jürgen Habermas (1971) would later call into question. And this historical contingency amounted to much more than the commonly recognized notion — attributable to C.S. Pierce’s early pragmatism — that the level of technological and social development profoundly shapes the enterprise of science and the acquisition of scientific knowledge. Rather, Marcuse contends that a much deeper intersubjective attitude towards nature necessarily frames our very mode of engagement with the natural world. It is an understanding that extends well beyond Karl Mannheim’s “total ideologies” by the stress it places on an interpretive and methodological prism operating in an all-embracing, historically epochal manner (see Mannheim 1936, especially 64–71). To put this colloquially, we go in “with attitude” about the natural world, which then shapes the scientific enterprise. As such, Marcuse’s critique is similar in intellectual feel to Evelyn Fox Keller’s Reflections on Gender and Science, which implicates gender constructions in the scientific quest to master the natural world. Keller also explores the richly textured subject/object relationship of the scientific project and like Marcuse inclines to the understanding that the unfolding subject/object relationship in science is historically contingent.

			Marcuse’s critique of science in ODM, unlike Keller’s, must also be considered as exemplary critical theory. For the critical theorist reflecting on the prospects for change, the historically contingent “subject-object horizon” or the “historical-natural complex,” as ODM urges us to think of it, is itself an object of contemplation or object of analysis. The critical theorist, of course, is ensconced in this world, inescapably reflecting on it from a position of interiority, and must expose broken promises of fulfillment, introduce disturbing and disruptive ideas, challenge ideological formulations and exploit the possibilities for change from within. Marcuse would readily accept Eric Voegelin’s (1952: Ch.1) view that the analysis of society is complicated by the fact that society, unlike the natural world, is laden with “self-illuminations,” but Marcuse would hasten to stress that these self-illuminations evolve immanently and come to provide a strong sense of measure, judgment and critique. In short, the evolution of self-illuminations engenders a contradictory social consciousness that suggests the need for determinate change, and the critical theorist is forever alert to these latent tendencies. And, as the critical theorist self-consciously scrutinizes the very concepts employed to analyze the world, a “thought/Thought complex” seems to emerge out of the cerebral mists, a complex of historicized concepts — many with 2,500 years of development reaching back to antiquity — which nevertheless seem to have a sort of transcendental lift or tug or logic to them. This may especially apply to those categories which feel stubbornly transcendent, as Habermas might say (categories that seem to announce their relevance by turning up — often in pairs — again and again as the celebrated Hegelian scholar J.N. Findlay [1974: xii] once wrote). At the risk of being overly schematic: through the efforts of the community of critical theorists this thought/Thought complex — sensitive especially to contradiction, falsification and negation — literally comes to terms with the objective “subject/object horizon.” Contradiction, falsification and negation are instantiations of the very texture of thought, according to Marcuse. We learn in the foreword to Reason and Revolution that dialectics, when permitted to be open and playful, is inseparable from the “power of negative thinking” (444), that is, inseparable from the capacity to tease out the internal contradictions of natural and social things, the capacity to embrace the negational moment that surrenders “the other” to yet “another,” to render truth as falsity, to insist on seeing wholeness where only partiality is exposed to the light of day, to liberate that which is apprehended as a one-sided fixation in favour of a multi-sided discursive foray. The critical enterprise, as much as anything else, is meant to disturb and disrupt. The unbroken, one-dimensional surface of late modernity exacts an accounting — and ODM supplies it, with the critique of positivist-minded science figuring prominently in the mix.

			To elaborate this last point, it is precisely Marcuse’s sensitivity to the defeat of the negative moment that informs his remarks about the one-sidedness of modern logic, analytical philosophy and, for our immediate purposes, positivist science. Positivist science helps to defeat the logic of protest. Marcuse stresses that the modern scientific carving up of matter elevates secondary qualities — especially measurable ones — to primary qualities. When reality is quantified under an instrumental rubric, we might say it loses its independent character or voice. It “comes to be more and more dependent in its objectivity on the subject” (148). Reality is “mutilated” — a favourite word of Marcuse’s — as it is drawn up into the ideational realm of “purely mental operations” (148). He writes: “The scientific spirit has increasingly weakened this antagonism [between the knowing subject and matter], modern scientific philosophy may well begin with the notion of the two substances, res cogitans and res extensa — but as the extended matter becomes comprehensible in mathematical equations which, translated into technology, ‘remake’ this matter, the res extensa loses its character as independent substance.” The object world, Marcuse observes, tends to lose its “objectionable character” (149); the “facts” are isolated from the “factors.” The modern scientific subject becomes a “constituting” subject in the most thoroughgoing sense of the word.8 Modern science subdues reality by reducing it to an almost purely ideational level, illuminating only its quantifiable features and suspending judgment on its true qualitative riches. This reality for modern science extirpates the original and critically decisive antagonism between the knowing subject and the known external world. As we stand back, therefore, the project of nineteenth- and twentieth-century positivist science is far less likely to introduce “disturbing” elements into the way we construe the world. For Marcuse, the brute facts of positivism foreclose the possibility of negational thought; the arrogating warrant of positivist facticity purges reality of its contradictory richness. It becomes next to impossible within the confines of scientific discourse to get in behind the “facts” and expose their falsity, to regard them in terms of a greater whole. Positivist science is premised on selective abstraction which leaves behind the world in its dialectical richness and which accordingly fails to recognize that “reality is other and more than that codified in the logic and language of facts” (447). For all that science claims to be reasonable, it fails to permit the emergence of more provocative or contested representations of the natural world. And so, for Marcuse, science tends to leave the richness of the world untouched. The result is an empiricism that fails to “come to grips” with reality (169) and thereby assumes a conservative or accommodating function in modern society.9 A science that cannot falsify the world, in short, is bound to leave the world as it is.

			The mutilated reality of positivist science, moreover, is complemented by the closely related mutilated language in analytic philosophy. Just as science forecloses the chance of introducing knowledge that exposes the richness of nature and disturbs our understanding of it, so the closely allied project of analytic philosophy actively discourages the development of language that challenges the prevailing world. The coincidence of positivism and analytic philosophy provides a sort of one-two punch that more or less conspires to leave the world intact. From the standpoint of philosophy, this amounts to a historic truncation of the philosophical mission, an epic abrogation of the intrinsic logical character of thought as manifested in philosophy: “Philosophy originates in dialectic; its universe of discourse,” Marcuse notes, “responds to the fact of an antagonistic reality.”10 Dialectical thought is inherently subversive: “Thus there is contradiction rather than correspondence between dialectical thought and the given reality; the true judgment judges this reality not in its own terms, but in terms which envisage its own subversion” (131–32). Analytic philosophy, in stark contrast, assumes as its task the vanquishing of metaphysical ghosts like Reason or essence or God, and consigns universalist apparitions like “Mind, Consciousness, Will, Soul and Self” to a pre-scientific discourse. With its disruptive function compromised by the “sado-masochism” of contemporary positivist analytics, the inherently conservative dimension of the positivist philosophical outlook emerges in full relief:

			Positivism is a struggle against all metaphysics, transcendentalisms, and idealisms as obscurantist and regressive modes of thought. To the degree to which the given reality is scientifically comprehended and transformed, to the degree to which society becomes industrial and technological, positivism finds in the society the medium for the realization (and validation) of its concepts — harmony between theory and practice, truth and facts. Philosophic thought turns into affirmative thought; the philosophic critique criticizes within the societal framework and stigmatizes non-positive notions as mere speculation, dreams or fantasies.… The contemporary effort to reduce the scope and the truth of philosophy is tremendous, and the philosophers themselves proclaim the modesty and inefficacy of philosophy. It leaves the established reality untouched; it abhors transgression. (173)

			Marcuse refreshingly argues that this need not be the fate of science or philosophy, and his interventions have become increasingly relevant with every passing crisis-laden decade. Turning first to the natural sciences, science can and, indeed, must strive to get beyond the facts of appearance and expose the essential reality hovering in behind. Marcuse argues that a properly formed science must be a disturbing and disrupting enterprise that “goes beyond the facts and even against the facts of immediate experience” (185). By suggestively linking science to a discourse of 1) appearance and reality or 2) phenomena and essence, Marcuse penetrates to one of the most fundamental rifts in the philosophy of science. Positivism especially sought to vanquish the notion of “essence” and other metaphysical indulgences from the task of science.11 Marcuse associates a disruptive scientific project with an unmasking of the facts of the world in terms of their embeddedness in historical struggle and oppression — effacing the reifying and fetishizing cloak that attends positivist facts and events, even those facts relating to “unconquered nature” (185). Modern science has had an often hostile relationship to the notion that science can get in behind the world and penetrate to the essential reality of things. The debate between “nomothetic” and “retroductive” ideals of scientific explanation, however, suggests that some science might already conform to Marcuse’s ideals.12 Retroductive models of scientific explanation presuppose an ontology of depth replete with judgments about a determinative and relatively impermeable core, sometimes regarded as the essence of the thing in question, an essence which then generates outward or phenomenal appearances. This is a model of scientific explanation which posits contestable claims about reality at the heart of its theoretical explanations (and one which gently suggests that Marcuse’s homogeneous treatment of science in ODM is overstated). Against this model is the more familiar nomothetic model of science with its correlative facts and causes, and its constant conjunctions or Humean laws that help to predict outcomes. By contending that science must get in behind the facts of the matter Marcuse would seem to ally himself with the promise of retroductive scientific ideals.

			The focus of ODM was on the natural sciences more than the social sciences. In later writings, Marcuse bemoaned the “ingression of the methods of the ‘hard’ sciences into the social sciences and humanities” (1972: 84). The social sciences must strive to get beneath the facts lying on the surface to elevate potentially disruptive ideas about the social world. A properly formed social science must employ an ontology of depth as it confronts received wisdom, historicizes truth claims, exposes disenchantment, discovers and explores the generative dynamics of society and exploits the possibilities for change. Herein also lies the Marcusean redemption of Marx’s view of science in his later political economy, recalling Marx’s famous declaration in volume three of Capital that “all science would be superfluous if the outward appearance and the essence of things directly coincided.” Marx had explored the determinative effects of relatively impermeable social relations of value on the outward, phenomenal aspects of capitalism, and Marcuse had explicitly drawn attention to this aspect of Marxism on several occasions.13 As one of the signature achievements of the Frankfurt school, Marcuse’s gravid sense of the task of science outlined in ODM encouraged the development of small-c critical social science, emphasizing 1) a critique of ideology and consciousness, 2) a theory of crisis, 3) a notion of education and enlightenment and 4) a theory of social and political transformation.14 It is difficult to overstate the need for a critical social science today as we navigate our way through the current epoch. Since ODM’s publication in 1964, global capitalism has passed through two historic crises — in the early 1970s and late 2000s — that exposed the fetid core of capitalism, and the world remains overwhelmed by never-ending warfare, secular economic stagnation and crushing unemployment, heart-rending poverty, desperate migration and flight, rampant human trafficking and debt peonage, shocking stupidity, overwhelming social anxiety, unrelenting alienation and a pending ecological catastrophe biblical in scale. These perennial burdens have given rise to such developments as the landless workers’ movement in Brazil, the Oaxaca Commune and Occupy Wall Street. The ’68 student revolts are all around us! Although there is considerable disagreement on the task of small-c critical theory or critical social science, especially on the notion of science that undergirds it, its importance has scarcely waned.15

			Perhaps even more importantly, Marcuse is emphatic that critical science must include a strong philosophical dimension. Marcuse implicitly accepts the idea that philosophy is a close ally of science, and he would repudiate the demotion of philosophy over the last fifty years.16 The restoration of a critical function for science must be accompanied by the restoration of philosophy.17 Marcuse expressly laments that analytic philosophy has been assigned the superficially therapeutic task of vanquishing metaphysical miasma from philosophical discourse. This amounts to an abrogation of the historical function of philosophy: “With these characteristics, it circumscribes its position in the philosophic tradition — namely, at the opposite pole from those modes of thought which elaborated their concepts in tension with, and even in contradiction to, the prevailing universe of discourse and behaviour” (171). That task of philosophy is to tease out the contradictory aspects of both thought and experience. “If philosophy is more than an occupation,” Marcuse recapitulates, “it shows the grounds which made discourse a mutilated and deceptive universe.” ODM itself provides a poignant illustration of the intimacy of philosophy and science. In a manner reminiscent of Nietzsche’s efforts to view science through the optic of art, Marcuse outlines the essentials of a new outlook on science.18 He argues that science needs to be uncoupled from its obedience to repression and made to serve the “art of life” (228). This would bind the scientific enterprise to final causes specified by the quest for the good life, the good society and perpetual peacefulness. Indeed, in his celebrated “Philosophical Interlude,” from Eros and Civilization, Marcuse had drawn attention to the post-Hegelian quest for a novel, non-exploitation arc of life centred around a “logos of gratification” rather than a “logos of domination,” and philosophy and science now both enter into this unshackling project. The capacity of science to liberate humanity from its vulgar material and biological necessities must be wedded to final goals stipulated by aesthetic considerations and, most inclusively, the artfulness of non-oppressive, non-dominative life. The very achievements of science have made it possible to subordinate technological developments to these more visionary goals: “Science itself has rendered it possible to make final causes the proper domain of science” (232). This would involve the overturning of the historical deployment of science in the modern era:

			Under such conditions, the scientific project itself would be free for trans-utilitarian ends, and free for the “art of living” beyond the necessities and luxuries of domination.… It would involve the scientific rationality as a whole, which has thus far been committed to an unfree existence and would mean a new idea of science, of Reason. (231)

			Such a vision for science does not involve turning our back on science or repudiating its technological achievements, but rather on harnessing them for ends faithful to the quest for a calm and tranquil existence. “From the quantification of secondary qualities,” Marcuse writes revealingly, “science would proceed to the quantification of values” (232). The scientific project could then be woven into the aesthetic sensibility, and a post-dominative rationality elevated to steer the scientific project in a manner that extends well beyond the truncated rationality of the repressive world: “Reason can fulfill this function only as post-technological rationality, in which technics is itself the instrumentality of pacification, organon of the ‘art of life.’ The function of Reason then converges with the function of Art.”

			Marcuse’s allusive remarks at the close of ODM were amplified in both An Essay on Liberation and Counterrevolution and Revolt.19 Although his reflections about a new science may have a far-into-the-future feeling, in recent decades, owing in part to the centrality of the concept of nature in critical theory, they have been explored in terms of humanity’s metabolic rift with the natural world.20 Recent commentators — with the gathering planetary crisis foremost on their minds — have proffered that it has become much easier to imagine subordinating the scientific endeavour to a more respectful and accommodating attitude vis-à-vis the natural world. The kind of thinking, for example, associated with deep ecology — the reflection on a non-exploitative ecosystemic science infused with the principles of harmony, accommodation and respect, and especially the employment of science to mediate humanity’s relationship with the natural world through the restoration of damaged habitats and ravaged ecosystems — might even signal the arrival of a Marcusean “post-normal” science.21 And this new science must be imagined in a way that extends well beyond the vulgar “greening” of global capitalism.22 Marcuse himself had connected these themes in the early 1970s, and we leave him with the last word: “Domination of man through the domination of nature: the concrete link between the liberation of man and that of nature has become manifest today in the role which the ecology drive plays in the radical movement.”23

			It is sometimes said that Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War is a “possession for all time.” Successive generations of scholars have returned to his sweeping gem — along with other canonic intellectual pearls from antiquity and modernity — owing to its luxuriant iridescence. One-Dimensional Man warrants such revered consideration, and it has yet to disappoint. As we late moderns confront a world plagued by dispiriting cruelty and injustice, questions about science — its meaning and its application to our struggles — continue to loom large. Marcuse shared our phenomenological horizons and our concern about the scientific journey, and if generations of scholars to come declare his critique not to be a “possession for all time,” we on the left can nevertheless assert, with measured confidence, that it remains a most worthy “possession for our time.”

			Notes

			1. Herbert Marcuse, One-Dimensional Man (Boston: Beacon Press, 1964). All in-text quotes are from this edition.

			2. For a sweeping review of the Frankfurt school along these lines see Jay (1973: especially Chs. 2 and 8). 

			3. In his discussion of science, Marcuse uses several terms, including scientific mind, pure science, scientific-technical rationality, scientific rationality and technology, and each usage is nuanced and context-dependent.

			4. Horkheimer and Adorno also wrote that humanity knows things only “in so far as he can manipulate them. The man of science knows things in so far as he can make them” (9).

			5. Feyerabend wrote at the outset of his work: “The following essay is written in the conviction that anarchism, while perhaps not the most attractive political philosophy, is certainly excellent medicine for epistemology, and for the philosophy of science” (1975: 9, emphasis in original).

			6. The editor wrote in the introduction to Stephan Fuchs’ “A Social Theory of Objectivity”: “What has particularly divided the camps in the Science Wars is the question about the possibility or desirability of an objectivist epistemology” (Segerstråle 2000: 155).

			7. Roy Bhaskar wrote: “In short, the intransitive objects of knowledge are in general invariant to our knowledge of them: they are the real things and structures, mechanisms and processes, events and possibilities of the world; and for the most part they are quite independent of us” (2008: 22).

			8. See the discussion in ODM, p. 150.

			9. Marcuse had outlined the links between positivism and conservative thought, especially in Comte, in Reason and Revolution (1954), section II of Part II.

			10. Marcuse also writes: “This contradictory, two-dimensional style of thought [classical logic] is the inner form not only of dialectical logic but of all philosophy which comes to grips with reality” (132).

			11. The concept of essence in Marx’s science, as Paul Thomas notes (1976: 12), renders it fundamentally incompatible with positivism. 

			12. See McMullin (1984: 205–20).

			13. In speaking of the need for Marxism to stay current and avoid the “petrification” (35) of theory, Marcuse wrote in Counterrevolution and Revolt that “Marxian concepts define the essence behind the reality: their meaning emerges in the analysis of the ‘appearance,’ and the ‘appearance’ of capitalism today is very different from its 19th century stage” (38). In his much earlier “The Concept of Essence,” Marcuse concluded by highlighting that “Marxian economics work with two different set of concepts, corresponding to these levels [appearance and essence]” (1968: 85).

			14. See discussion in Fay (1987: especially ch. 2).

			15. On the divergences, see Hoy and McCarthy (1994). For a provocative presentation of the effects of postmodernism on progressive thought, see Epstein (1995: 87) and Sanbonmatsu (1996: 196–227).

			16. See Rorty (2004 and 1992: 9–26).

			17. Other writers have pulled up short of Rorty’s position. For example, see the introduction in Baynes et al. (1987).

			18. Irrespective of the looming philosophical divergences, the fact that Marcuse spoke of Nietzsche’s thought as “liberating air” (216) should never be glossed. For an exploration of this celebrated Nietzschean theme, see Babich (1994). 

			19. In one of his most voluptuous moments in An Essay on Liberation, a work replete with purple prose, he writes: “The imagination, unifying sensibility and reason, becomes ‘productive’ as it become practical: a guiding force in the reconstruction of reality — reconstruction with the help of a gaya scienza, a science and technology released from their service to destruction and exploitation, and thus free for the liberating exigencies of the imagination” (30–31).

			20. As Steven Vogel wrote, Marcuse remains important “because of his insistence that there is a deep connection between critical social theory on the one hand, and a theory of nature or a theory of the physical environment that humans live in on the other” (2004: 240, emphasis in original).

			21. Some dimensions of this possibility are critically explored in Farrell (2008 and 2011). 

			22. See Dale (2015).

			23. Counterrevolution and Revolt, p. 61.
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			Chapter 2

			The Role of Dialectics in Marcuse

			Asger Sørensen

			In this chapter I take up some of the threads of Thom Workman’s treatment of Marcuse’s critique of science by emphasizing how indispensable dialectics is for Marcuse’s critique of ideology in One-Dimensional Man (ODM).1 For Marcuse, reality is dialectical, and so thinking critically about how to change an oppressive reality under capitalism needs to be dialectical as well. As abstract and philosophical as critical theory can be, it was always for Marcuse, more explicitly than for other members of the Frankfurt School, driven by Marx’s famous phrase from the eleventh Theses on Feuerbach: “The philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various ways; the point is to change it.”2 This can certainly be said of the spirit that underlies Marcuse’s critique of post–World War II American society and monopoly capitalism in ODM. And it is clearly the case, as the discussions in this collection of some of Marcuse’s New Left works after ODM show, of the critical theory of society that Marcuse continued to elaborate.

			As a critical theorist, Marcuse reflected on dialectics for more than half a century, from the failed German revolution of 1918, in which he briefly participated as a young student, to the student rebellions of 1968, which formed the backdrop for his New Left works. Thinking dialectically was, for Marcuse, a condition of radical critique and social change. Whether that is still the case in today’s fractured theoretical and political landscape can be debated. Some of the other contributors to this collection may not agree with this critical way of seeing and thinking that is woven into the very fabric of Marcuse’s thought; for some, critique may not require dialectical thinking.3 But for Marcuse it did. I try to show, in language that is more straightforward than Marcuse’s philosophical discussions in ODM, that for him dialectical thinking was indispensable. In line with this collection’s attempt to make Marcuse more accessible to an audience that may not be familiar with Continental European philosophy, I focus on specific examples of how Marcuse thinks dialectically in ODM, with some reference to his other works before ODM and to the philosophical history of dialectics — to the German philosopher Hegel in the nineteenth century and even further back to Ancient Greek thought.

			Next to the other philosophically challenging intellectual achievements of the first generation of critical theorists, we can still see ODM as extraordinary.4 It was the only major philosophical work of the Frankfurt School to be translated within a few years of its publication into several languages all over the world and to sell hundreds of thousands of copies in the 1960s and 1970s. Even though the idea of dialectics was not the main reason for ODMs huge popularity, it was integral to the way Marcuse saw the totalizing nature of ideological domination under late capitalism. The aim of critical theory, and of ODM, is to produce a systematic critique of late capitalism and its ideological representations. ODM is exemplary in the way it puts forward, through the distinctive lens of the Frankfurt School view of capitalism, the culture and ideology of “advanced industrial societies,” a comprehensive theoretical critique. Critical theory, according to Marcuse’s Frankfurt School colleague Max Horkheimer, is a specifically critical theory of society that seeks to be a “theory of the contemporary society as a whole.” (Horkheimer in Kellner 1984: 95). Jürgen Habermas, who became the leading thinker of the second generation of Frankfurt School critical theorists and who moved away from the Marxist roots of first-generation critical theory towards a model of “deliberative” democracy, or “communicative action,” recognized this already in the 1960s (1968: 12).

			As Douglas Kellner, a long time scholar of Marcuse and the editor of the definitive series of his collected works puts it, Marcuse stood for “a dialectical imagination that has fallen out of favor in an era that rejects totalizing thought and grand visions of liberation and social reconstruction” (Kellner 2003 [1998]: 393). Among the writings of the first generation of the Frankfurt School critical theorists, ODM stands out in the way it lays the groundwork for conceptually linking dialectics, critique and liberation in ways that I think are still essential today. More than fifty years later, ODM remains an impressive example of the conceptual potential of classical critical theory.

			The most important conclusion I draw from ODM is that Marcuse’s version of radical dialectical critique is an important part of what makes it possible to imagine another world, or future, for humanity. This is because in ODM we encounter dialectical thinking that is two-dimensional, or even multi-dimensional; it is both negative and positive, critical and liberating, analyzing the seemingly natural or reified, timeless nature of domination under advanced capitalism but always searching for liberatory possibilities that can emerge from within the contradictions of “the given” society. For Marcuse it is this kind of thought that is dialectical. To illustrate this I first outline the critique of one-dimensional thought and empiricism in ODM. I then explain how Marcuse connects dialectics, “negativity” and history. Finally, I give an account of how dialectical thinking also means the possibility of imagining liberation and another way of being human. In this discussion I take up specific examples in ODM, focusing on empiricism in the social sciences and what Marcuse called “operational” thinking.

			One-Dimensional Thought

			As suggested by the title, the key object of critique in One-Dimensional Man is the one-dimensionality of late modern society under monopoly capitalism. For Marcuse, the kind of thought or ideology that this society produces is just as important as its economic relations of production. Central to ODM is Marcuse’s claim that thought becomes one-dimensional by becoming operational. Marcuse explores this claim through a series of detailed “Studies in the Ideology of Advanced Industrial Society” — the subtitle of the book. Of the three parts, “One-Dimensional Society,” “One-Dimensional Thought” and “The Chance of the Alternatives,” the first part critically reconstructs the logic of everyday thought, and the behaviourist social science that was prevalent in the 1960s, as the dominant ideology of modern society. The point is that part of this ideology of “operational” thinking also presents itself as philosophical thought. The critique of one-dimensionality within philosophy occupies the second part. This discussion may seem a bit removed from some of the more current political and social issues that other contributors take up in this collection — issues related to capitalism, consumerism, oppression and the liberatory potential of social and political movements — but it is an important part of the underlying context of ODM in the mid-1960s and is still relevant. To approach the way dialectics is connected to critique throughout ODM, I sketch Marcuse’s critique of one-dimensional thinking as 1) the dominant ideology of late modern capitalism and 2) focus on empiricism as the crucial element of that ideology. As mentioned my chapter complements Thom Workman’s but focuses more on the structure of ODM and specific examples. My discussion also highlights how fundamentally different operational, or instrumental, thinking is from Indigenous modes of thought and ways of being discussed, in Bedford and Cheney’s chapter in this volume. Marcuse’s view of thought and society as holistic has affinities with Indigenous worldviews.

			Operationalism in Political Science

			For Marcuse, the task of philosophy is to grasp reality in order to tell the truth. But the problem is that reality is also historical, meaning that it changes. Therefore, it is impossible to state what reality is in a timeless, ahistorical way. This is what makes dialectics necessary for philosophy. For Marcuse, dialectics is not only about change per se; it is about bringing the tensions and contradictions that lie at the heart of class-divided societies to light. To put this in a way that Marx would have recognized, capitalist societies are inherently antagonistic.5 Analyzing the complex antagonisms inherent in the dynamic flux of social reality means that thinking has to be historical and dialectical, maintaining what Marcuse saw in ODM as a necessary two-dimensionality in spite of the dominant ideology.

			The basic point is that social reality has more dimensions and layers than simply the appearance of “the factual state of affairs” (Marcuse 1968a [1964]: 115). For Marcuse, the ideology of one-dimensionality denies the complex, multi-dimensional potentialities for liberation that exist within the given society; one-dimensionality condemns “the excess of meaning” as unrealistic, or utopian (114).6

			One of Marcuse’s favourite examples in ODM is the dominant intellectual paradigm of his contemporaries, the behaviourism and positivism of the “ordinary language philosophy” that was predominant in the Anglo-American social sciences in the 1950s and 1960s. To substantiate his point, Marcuse looks at how democracy is treated as a subject by political science in a “study of political activity in the United States” (114). As Marcuse explains, we can take an election as the empirical point of departure. A research question could then be whether this election is democratic or not, and this requires a substantive definition of democracy. Marcuse then analyzes the criteria offered by the political scientists in question, and he sees that “the criteria for judging a given state of affairs are those offered by … the given state of affairs” (115). It is in this sense that an analysis can become “locked; the range of judgment is confined within a context of facts which excludes judging the context in which the facts are made, man-made, and in which their meaning, function, and development are determined” (115–16). To make the point more concrete, Marcuse adds that, if the term “democratic” is defined in the so-called “realistic” terms of the “actual process of elections, then this process is judged as democratic prior to the results of the investigation.” In short, such an “investigation becomes circular and self-validating” (116).

			This is for Marcuse a prime example of how one-dimensional thought manifests itself in the social sciences. This kind of research thinks of itself as “operational,” or “applied” in today’s terminology, and for Marcuse this becomes the overall term for a pragmatic empirical outlook expressing what the critical theorists called “instrumental rationality.” Instead, Marcuse argues that to really answer the original research question one has to go beyond the operational framework to reach a “non-operational concept” of democracy (116). Within the operational framework such an idea is typically rejected as “unrealistic,” but Marcuse emphasizes that non-operational concepts can be very useful and even strategic.

			By going beyond the demands of short-term technical or instrumental rationality, which thinks in terms of how to apply means to get to an end, a substantive concept (such as democracy) can be defined both more precisely and differently, as something other than and beyond the given institutional arrangements and assumptions that are currently taken for granted. A non-operational concept of democracy could be defined as “the clear-cut control of representation by the electorate — popular control by popular sovereignty” (116). This would make it obvious that the “historical intent of democracy, the conditions for which the struggle for democracy was fought … are still to be fulfilled” (117), and this is precisely thanks to a definition of democracy which, as Marcuse puts it, “means exactly what it says” (117). Such a philosophical and normative understanding of democracy would thus imply radical changes in the established ways of doing everyday politics and in the meaning of democracy for the vast majority of citizens. Over and against such an alternative, or even utopian, definition of democracy, the inadequacy of the operational framework of the way elite-brokered party democracy currently works is exposed (think of the 2016 U.S. election). The operational framework comes to serve as an ideological justification for sticking to the established democratic institutions (as dysfunctional as they are) in the capitalist democracies of the global north.

			Marcuse’s point is that because operational concepts are ideological they cannot encompass the real meaning of the concept in its multi-dimensional totality, that is, what it can become, potentially. To the extent that operational concepts are ideological they are ultimately false in two ways. First, they are particular in their validity, historically contingent and not as universal or as timeless as they pretend to be. Second, to the extent that operational concepts serve the interests of capitalism, they also serve the interests of domination and not freedom. As Marcuse emphasizes, the task of this ideological critique of operational concepts is to comprehend facts for “what they ‘mean’ for those who have been given them as facts and who have to live with them” (118). In addition, operational concepts are insufficient on the purely descriptive level. The problem is that the “determining, constitutive facts remain outside the reach of the operational concept” (119).

			Empiricism as Ideology

			According to Marcuse, the basic problem is the ideological nature of operational thinking. For the logical positivist philosophy of science, which Thom Workman discusses in the first chapter, empiricism means that “judgment on what reality itself may be” is suspended (151). For Marcuse, positivism changes the focus of social scientific and philosophical thinking from questions about what things could be to functional or technical questions about how to do things. Logical positivism thus facilitates a pragmatic orientation to the world that approaches reality as “a (hypothetical) system of instrumentalities” (152). As some of the contributors to this collection note, for Marcuse, empiricism also means that the “science of nature develops under the technological a priori [or assumption] which projects nature as potential instrumentality, the stuff of control and organization” (153). For Marcuse, modern empiricism does not get at the dialectical truth of what could be, of how utopian versions of say, democracy, could be realized or come out of a critique of the given forms of representative democracy in capitalist societies.

			Marcuse points to what he calls “total empiricism” as an ideology that creates barriers for “coming to grips with reality” (169). He tries to show this in his critique of the “linguistic analysis” of his contemporaries, which he sees as an example of “One-Dimensional Philosophy” (170). This kind of philosophy, known now as analytical philosophy of language, is still very influential at many universities all over the world. So it is worth looking into Marcuse’s critique further.

			The declared goal of linguistic analysis is to expose the mystifying character of “transcendent terms, vague notions, metaphysical universals, and the like” (191). In Chapter 7 of ODM, “The Triumph of Positive Thinking: One-Dimensional Philosophy,” Marcuse singles out Gilbert Ryle’s The Concept of Mind as an example of this kind of “ordinary language analysis.” Ryle characterizes as myth the views of seventeenth-century philosopher René Descartes — that mind and body are separate, distinct entities and that mental acts, which are inherently superior and which guide behaviour, cause and determine the way we act physically or emotionally. Ryle rejected this Cartesian dualism, seeing Descartes’ rationalist argument about the mind/body split as a “ghost in the machine” — the hidden forces of the rational mind that determine our behaviour. Ryle thought that Descartes’ worldview was mechanistic and that ordinary language and behaviour did not depend on some hidden, rational direction given by the mind. Instead, ordinary language and behaviour in everyday situations should be taken at face value; mind, body and behaviour are not separate.

			The example from The Concept of Mind that Marcuse cites is telling in its ideological implications, even today: Ryle “evokes John Doe and Richard Roe, and what they think about the ‘Average Tax Payer’” (174). For Marcuse in ODM, studying only behaviour and looking only at ordinary language “militates against intelligent non-conformity.… The language of John Doe and Richard Roe is the language which the man on the street actually speaks; it is the language that expresses his behavior” (174). But this language for Marcuse, is also the language given to individuals by society — by the advertisers, news media, culture industries, reality TV (The Apprentice!), corporate capital and politicians. It is purged of the second dimension, of critical concepts, or utopian, metaphysical ideas which could express the desire for a “new sensibility,” for a different reality free from toil, exploitation and domination. Ordinary language philosophy does not, for Marcuse, take into account or look critically at the societal contexts (of oppression, race, class, gender, disability, nationalism/xenophobia and so on) which produce and limit ordinary ideas and speech. What the actual language of ordinary people can also reveal, both in what it speaks and what it does not speak, is a protest against the “mutilation of man and nature” under advanced capitalism (175). For Marcuse, the excess of meanings, of suffering as well as utopian and liberating possibilities repressed by the observable empirical reality of the present and by individuals who internalize the dominant ways of seeing the world, can be brought to light and made sense of by a dialectical, critical theory of society.

			Denying this excess of meaning implies that an “investigation [becomes] locked within the vast confine in which the established society validates and invalidates propositions” (114). Marcuse’s claim is that social scientific or philosophical investigations carried out in this manner are ideological because they abstract what is empirically observable — a limited idea of what makes up reality — from the social forces that produce and shape everyday reality. In the process the analytical philosophy of language mystifies potential forces of change precisely by leaving the terms of ordinary language “in the repressive context of the established universe of discourse” (191). Marcuse argues that the result is a “new mystification” where “magic, witchcraft, and ecstatic surrender [to the given ideological view or experience of reality, to the advertisers, to the Wall St. masters] are practiced in the daily routine of the home, the shop, and the office, and the rational accomplishments [the technologically wizardry of the advanced capitalist societies] conceal the irrationality of the whole [society]” (190). When we stop to think about the various forms of human annihilation today — for instance, war, climate change, the global extractive industries — we can see the irrationality of their presentation as “normal” and desirable by a high-tech corporate capitalism (and its corporate-owned media) that dazzles and distracts us and, as Marcuse famously said in ODM, still “delivers the goods.” Only when we develop a consciousness of these social forces can we begin to think more rationally and holistically about things that we should fight politically or simply refuse to take part in.

			For Marcuse, “the real context in which the particular subject gets their real significance is definable only within a theory of society” — a critical theory of society (190). Critical theory is characterized precisely by not leaving everything as it is, since it criticizes the ideology of advanced capitalist society and encourages the development of theory and praxis through a dialectical analysis of the potential for change that lies within the current or given reality. For Marcuse the definitions of “truth and objectivity … remain related to the human agents of theory and practice, and to their ability to comprehend and change the world” (166). Reality, however, is not just a timeless or natural version of the given world as it is; it is also, as noted, social and historical.

			Two-Dimensional Thought

			The example of how to handle the idea of democracy in the social sciences indicates clearly that critique presupposes a concept of reality that is at once historical and beyond the factual state of affairs. This is precisely why Marcuse stresses the importance of two-dimensional dialectical thinking in ODM. He argues that two-dimensional, or dialectical, thinking is “negative” and that this negativity is central to critical theory. The next three subsections present 1) the dialectical logic of two-dimensional thinking, 2) its negativity and potential for critique and 3) the historical dimension as it is conceived in Marcuse’s Marxist perspective.

			As already indicated, the task of philosophical thinking, for Marcuse (and the Western tradition), is to grasp the truth of reality. Philosophical thought is conceptual, and therefore it does not remain only on the level of immediate experience. Thought necessarily transcends empirical reality, and this means that a certain idealism is inherent in philosophy. For Marcuse, it is precisely this idealism that makes philosophy critical, since philosophical thought often finds itself “blocked by the reality from which it dissociates itself” (135). When empirical reality, or reality as it is immediately experienced, is still not just, life still not good, and human beings still not fully human, then it is important that the empirical realities, such as racism, sexism, consumerism and neoliberalism, do not present insurmountable obstacles to realizing the potential that philosophy, or critical theory, can help turn into praxis.

			For Marcuse, the point is that linguistic analysis alone cannot be upheld as a valid philosophical project. To fulfill its task, philosophy cannot leave reality as it is. The idea of a philosophy leaving everything as it is and just figuring out how to make what exists work better technically is an expression of the one-dimensional or ideological nature of empiricism. Against this Marcuse points to the inherently contradictory nature of reality, giving as an example a statement by his friend, the philosopher Ernst Bloch: “that which is cannot be true” (120). Marcuse defends Bloch’s “ridiculous” and “outrageous” statement as reasonable, something he can do with the help of dialectical thinking. Marcuse argues that to understand the truth of reality, which he still believes in, reason has to be thought of as both historical and dialectical; it has to employ a critique of the given reality and its contradictions in order to develop a praxis, ways of changing society based on a new consciousness of what could be.

			Negativity and Critique

			In the first part of ODM, Marcuse argues that we live in what he calls the “closed operational universe of advanced industrial civilization,” adding that this societal reality is already contradictory, “with its terrifying harmony of freedom and oppression, productivity and destruction, growth and regression” (124). Considered as a whole the real world is contradictory and antagonistic, even though it is seen as the best of all possible worlds by the system’s defenders. But it is also afflicted by domination, constantly threatened by the instability, crises, exploitation of people and destruction of nature that are characteristic of advanced capitalism. Critical theory does its thinking within this contradictory “universe which is broken in itself,” torn by the tensions between “appearance and reality, untruth and truth,” “unfreedom and freedom,” “is and ought,” and integration and disintegration (125, 133). Within the given reality, “stabilizing tendencies” alternate with “subversive elements,” or forces of disintegration, the “power of the positive” with “negative thinking” (124). The dialectical, critical thinking that is essential to ODM, and to all of Marcuse’s thought, is meant to cut through the positive, media-induced harmonizing ideology of one-dimensionality, which obscures the full truth of both domination and the possibilities of liberation in advanced industrial societies.

			For Marcuse, the tensions between appearance and reality, as well as between “is” and “ought,” are ontological. This means that they have to do with the fundamental nature of reality, or “being,” as philosophers would say, and are not just one of many methodologies created by social scientists. It is this living contradiction between the essence of reality and appearances that Marcuse, with reference to the nineteenth-century philosopher G.W.F. Hegel (who was influential for Marx), calls “inner negativity” (141). For Marcuse, “essence,” as he discussed it in Reason and Revolution, his book on Hegel and Marx, is the potentiality of freedom that has not been realized due to historically specific forms of domination. Marcuse’s idea of essence is taken not only from Marx, but also from Hegel. For Marcuse, the Hegelian idea of essence was freedom, but not the modern liberal idea of the freedom of the rational individual of rational choice theory in political science, or classical liberal economics. What Marcuse took from both Hegel and Marx was the idea that freedom is fundamentally concerned with the historical potential — and struggle — to be free, even if people are not free or are alienated under current historical reality — the world of appearances. What Marcuse calls negative thinking tries to confront and overcome historically predominant forms of domination. And for Marcuse, in line with the Western tradition of political thought, it is reason that can assist us in doing this. The difference between Marcuse and previous philosophers is that he sees reason as embodying the historical but also universal potential for freedom, not as an ahistorical, timeless or objective quality that never changes or exists outside of or above history and class (and other) struggles. Here is how Marcuse, in the 1960 preface to Reason and Revolution, makes the connection between what he sees as the job of philosophy and negative thinking:

			Philosophical thought begins with the recognition that the facts do not correspond to the concepts imposed by common sense and scientific reason — in short, with the refusal to accept them. To the extent that these concepts disregard the fatal contradictions which make up reality, they abstract from the very process of reality. The negation which the dialectic applies to them is not only a critique of conformist logic, which denies the reality of contradictions; it is also a critique of the given state of affairs on its own ground — of the established system of life, which denies it of promises and potentialities.

			And here is why negative thinking, for Marcuse, is crucial for seeing reality dialectically: “The power of negative thinking is the driving power of dialectical thought, used as a tool for analyzing the world of facts in terms of its internal inadequacy.”7

			For reason to be negative it has to be dialectical. In contrast to the formal logic of analytic philosophy, for which the content does not matter, Marcuse emphasizes that dialectical logic is “determined by the real which is concrete,” (140) a historical reality that is antagonistic and constantly changing. That the two-dimensionality of philosophy is reduced to one-dimensionality by the operational bent of modern scientific and technological thinking is crucial, since the lack of dialectical thinking in modern analytic philosophy makes it unable to fulfill its task as philosophy. The task of philosophy is to grasp the truth of reality, and in order to grasp an antagonistic historical, changing reality, philosophy must be dialectical.

			Thus, when philosophers argue that people are free, that they have inalienable rights, that they are political, or that they are rational, then we “do not state a fact but the necessity to bring about a fact.” The dialectical movement of philosophical thought thus “has political content” (134). When the Ancient Greek philosopher Socrates grilled the leading citizens of Athens in public in his search for justice (and virtue and knowledge), he became subversive because “the concept intends a new polis,” or a new vision of the whole society (134). It is in this sense that dialectical thinking for Marcuse implies both critique and liberation in relation to the given social reality. As he says in the 1960 preface to Reason and Revolution: “The liberating function of negation in philosophical thought depends upon the recognition that the negation [of an oppressive reality] is a positive act” (1969[1960]: x). Reason can lead to the realization that the essence of freedom can emerge from the critique provided by negative thought. In the 1960 preface Marcuse says he is trying to revive a dialectical way of seeing and thinking that is disappearing from a world dominated by instrumental rationality and one-dimensional thinking. I would make the same plea today, more than fifty years after ODM, only now in a world that is technologically even more powerfully destructive than Marcuse imagined in 1964, and in which fragmented postmodern thinking and identity politics has dispensed with more holistic social critiques like those of Marxism and the Frankfurt School.8

			History as a Real Possibility

			Manfred Gangl argued that already in 1936 Marcuse “mobilizes the essence against the facts,” using the dialectical concepts to transcend social reality in order to “achieve the real possibilities contained in the essence itself” (1989: 414). These insights can fill out a crucial aspect of dialectical thinking, mentioned previously, namely the “historical dimension,” which has been obscured by one-dimensional instrumental rationality and operationalism in late modernity. In ODM Marcuse stresses that the negative thinking of dialectics means the possibility, even the necessity, of recognizing the historical character of the contradictions of reality. Dialectical thinking reveals the temporal dimension of real social contradictions, that is, both their past development and their future prospects, both their origin in particular forms of domination (racism, classism, sexism, xenophobia) and the possibility of overcoming their antagonistic form by actualizing “the potentiality as historical possibility,” by realizing thought “as historical event” (97).

			Yet there is also no guarantee that history will ever realize its essence, or freedom either. As Marcuse puts it: “As historical process, the dialectical process involves consciousness”:

			The determinate negation of capitalism occurs if and when the proletariat has become conscious of itself and of the conditions and processes which make up society. The consciousness is prerequisite as well as an element of the negating practice. (222)

			Marcuse took the complex term “determinate negation” from Hegel. It basically means that an idea (say the dominant ideology of an era, such as neoliberalism) or historical reality already contains the possibility of its opposite — its own negation —within it. But Marcuse’s point is that the negation of an existing state of affairs, such as the one-dimensional world of late modern capitalism, will never simply take place on its own, inevitably, for example because of the inherent class contradictions in the capitalist system. It requires both a fundamental change in consciousness and new forms of organization, as Richard Day and Terry Maley argue in their chapters.

			According to Marcuse, for Marx negation is also inherent in reality. Marx is, of course, famous for arguing that his dialectical materialism stood Hegel’s more idealist philosophy “on its head.” In Reason and Revolution, Marcuse argues that the general idea of Marxian dialectics is that negation is “the moving and creative principle” of historical and social reality.

			Every fact is more than a mere fact; it is a negation and restriction of real possibilities. Wage labor is a fact, but at the same time it is a restraint on free work that might satisfy human needs. Private property is a fact, but at the same time it is a negation of man’s collective appropriation of nature. (2000 [1941/54]: 282)

			But negation is not just a restriction. Negation is also the principle for overcoming the negativity of reality: “The negativity of capitalist society lies in its alienation of labor; the negation of this negativity will come with the abolition of alienated labor” (2000 [1941/54]: 282). For Marx negation is contestation and critique. In the social world the negativity manifests itself in the “contradictions of class society,” which work as the “motor of social progress” (2000 [1941/54]: 312). The “negativity of reality” therefore “becomes a historical condition” (2000 [1941/54]: 314). This means that for Marx the “dialectical method” is a “historical method.”

			For Marcuse the historical character of the Marxian dialectic embraces both the negativity of reality as immediately experienced and the negation of this reality, which can be understood as “two different phases of the same historical process.” As he says: “The negative state as well as its negation is a concrete event within the same [social] totality.” Still, as a number of contributors to this volume stress regarding recent protest movements, for Marcuse this process does not happen automatically. The “truth” of the old situation can only be set free “by an autonomous act on the part of men” (2000 [1941/54]: 315). A negation is always an act of a consciousness and historical progress that springs from human action and organization, or praxis. And in the 1966 article “On the History of Dialectics,” Marcuse reminds us that action and thought both involve “subjectivity,” which continues to be “a crucial factor of the dialectical process” (2004 [1978–1989]: 224).

			Imagining Liberation

			In ODM Marcuse makes it clear that the “obstacles that stand in the way of materialization [freedom] are definable political obstacles” (232). He emphasizes that historical progress always has an element of freedom and chance (236). That, however, also means that the critical theory of society cannot make any promises or predictions regarding the actual chances for realizing a more rational society. Yet in the final chapter of ODM Marcuse does not leave much ground for optimism: “Confronted with the omnipresent efficiency of the given system of life, its alternatives have always appeared utopian” (254). As some of the other contributors note about Marcuse’s view in ODM, “dialectical theory” is not refuted by the current malaise, but it also “cannot offer the remedy.” Before the rise of the student and other movements of 1968, “the practice gives no such response” (253).

			A few years later, in his New Left period, Marcuse had reason to be more optimistic. In the 1970s his critique and diagnosis focused on the tensions between the forces of order/integration (and counterrevolution), and the moral disintegration of the system (Kellner 2004 [1988]: 382). From a European perspective, the alleged pessimism of ODM could be seen as an expression of the specific conditions of the United States in the 1950s, and one could express hope that the New Left of the late 1960s and 1970s could break through the closure of the one-dimensional universe (Rodríguez-Ibáñez 1982: 109). From such a vantage point one could argue that the one-dimensionality experienced by “any traveller” in the U.S. — “highways all the same, supermarkets all the same, middle class suburbs all the same, anywhere you find restaurant chains and motels decorated in the same way” — was a sign of capitalist expansion having reached its limits in “monopoly capitalism” and that the system had become “dysfunctional” (Rodríguez-Ibáñez 1982: 235). This diagnosis made it reasonable to conceive of a future beyond capitalism.

			Taking the critical argument of ODM seriously, it is obvious that today the one-dimensionality experienced in the daily life of a consumer in the Western world has expanded even more. This is one of the main characteristics of what we now call globalization, and we might therefore be tempted to simply update Marcuse’s diagnosis to the global level and conclude that, in spite of his more activist version of critical theory, he underestimated the innovative potential and dynamism of global capitalism. We might be in the phase of late monopoly capitalism that is full of tensions, but somehow it seems that this phase can last indefinitely — at least until the planet cannot sustain our very costly and wasteful forms of production and consumerism any longer. As Horkheimer put it already during the Second World War, we have in fact reached the “Eclipse of Reason.”

			Still, in the spirit of Marcuse, there are ways to think of new practices informed by theory. We can thus recall 1968, 1989, the World Social Forum, more recently the Occupy movement and even the impulse behind the ill-fated Arab Spring in 2011. Nobody seems to be able to predict the outcome of revolutions, and even though they do not always result in liberation, they at least confirm that the basic human intuition of justice, and the refusal of injustice, is somehow intact and has been transmitted successfully from generation to generation. Second-generation critical theorists such as Habermas argued in the 1980s that people can achieve undistorted symbolic communication in the public realm and the life-world outside of the rationalized systems of the economy and state. We can also point to the millions of people involved in obtaining peaceful solutions to all kinds of conflicts all over the world every day. It is thus not totally unreasonable, or without empirical justification, to insist on the possibilities of progress and even the survival of human civilization. But for Marcuse in ODM, civilization could not survive in its capitalist form; there could be no reconciliation with nature or between classes, there could be no meaningfully democratic communication or speech between citizens, under capitalism. In Marcuse’s more dialectical view, the diagnosis was provided in ODM; the “resolution” could only come with the elimination of capitalism.

			As Alfred Schmidt noted (1992: 37–38), it was important for Marcuse that Sigmund Freud, in his works such as Civilization and Its Discontents that dealt with the social implications of instinctual repression, was wrong to think that the patriarchal/social repression of our instincts and desires was an inevitable burden that humanity was forever destined to endure. Freud also said, in Eros and Civilization, that instinctual repression was necessary for work and for the work of building civilization. In a small book on Psychoanalysis and Politics from 1968, Marcuse argues that human beings work because they experience it as a pleasurable activity. With the optimism of Marx’s early Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts and of Schiller’s letters On the Aesthetic Upbringing of Man, Marcuse famously thinks that work can be conceived of and experienced as “play.” Play can then supply the needs for living and is not simply “a means for living, but life itself.” The Freudian conflict between the pleasure principle and the reality principle is not an ahistorical, or fundamental, timeless necessity. Neither is the idea that culture is permanently conditioned by the traumatic change of human beings into instruments of “alienated labor.” For Marcuse, culture as domination is only “one specific form of culture” (1968: 27). It is therefore possible to think of “the free society as a real possibility for everybody,” namely a society where “growing mechanization” (progress) does not mean more alienation and instinctual renunciation, but a real liberation of the senses from all such restrictions, in short: “a better world, in which … human existence fulfills itself” (1968b: 48, 51).

			In ODM Marcuse ultimately argues that advanced technological development can be seen as enabling the realization of metaphysical ideas such as “the Good Life, the Good Society, Permanent Peace” (230). New technology thus opens up the possibility for a “new human reality — namely, existence in free time on the basis of fulfilled vital needs,” realizing “the art of living beyond the necessities and luxuries of domination” and consumerism, “transcending the technological rationality” that underlies domination and capitalism (231). Through history nature also becomes part of the human world, and in this transformation nature is realized as “non-natural” (236).

			Reason is for Marcuse to be understood as “post-technological rationality” (238), which he identifies with the “aesthetic dimension” of life. The artistic, or aesthetic, transformation of nature and work, linking “mastery and liberation,” becomes a model for political liberation in Marcuse’s later work in the 1970s. Marcuse argues that the “conquest of nature” does not have to mean “ferocity,” or the instrumental exploitation of the natural environment. As he puts it, cultivating “the soil is qualitatively different from destruction of the soil, [as is] extraction of natural resources from wasteful exploitation” (240).

			Liberation in the advanced industrial societies is for Marcuse a “reduction of overdevelopment”; it is liberation from the “affluent society.” Marcuse described the affluent society of post-WWII, Cold War America as a “prosperous warfare and welfare state” under “permanent mobilization” (242). It was, as it is today, mobilized against real or imagined enemies; today the war is against terror, or immigrants. Liberation from such a society would therefore mean a “pacification of existence” (243), which for Marcuse means living peacefully with nature and with each other. Marcuse’s project thus aims at realizing a “technology of pacification” (240), which is qualitatively different from the aggressive, technologically domineering capitalist societies of today. Pacification presupposes the mastery of nature, but the point is that mastery can be either repressive or liberating, and that liberation can be based on, and grow out of, a technologically advanced society.

			Marcuse took great pains to rebut those who accused Marxism of historical determinism, of believing that the progress of civilization is caused automatically by the development of the tensions between the forces and the relations of production. Still, this effort to define dialectics as both human and open-ended earned him accusations from other Marxists of subjectivism, idealism and, as Steigerwald put it, “petit-bourgeois radicalism” (1974: 102). The charge is that Marcuse, by himself radically negating the inevitable historical progress and then collapse of capitalism, equates the Marxist version of “determinate negation” with an “unmediated jump,” a “wonder” that does not require “preparation” (Steigerwald 1974: 99, 100). Seeing the Old Marxist Left in this way reduces the legitimacy of organizing and a radical change of consciousness for anti-capitalist forces.9 The critique is thus that Marcuse’s project was itself ideological, that his endorsement of the student and other movements and the New Left was wrong because it weakened the Old Left and thus the left as such.

			However, as Kellner notes, Marcuse’s project “is surely revolutionary, but not irrational or logically impossible” (1984: 332). Marcuse may be more politically radical and speculative than his first-generation Frankfurt School colleagues Adorno and Horkheimer and second-generation critical theorist Habermas, but faced with today’s military confrontations, the destructive forces of the global capitalist economy and climate change, it seems perfectly reasonable to try to conceive of technology in the qualitatively new ways proposed by Marcuse.10 Confronted by the development of still more inhuman means of exploitation and weapon systems, the idea of an inherently peaceful kind of technology seems more appealing than ever. This way of conceptualizing our future humanity might seem far-fetched or the utopian dream of a revolutionary refusing to give up. Whether the now vast technological apparatus produced by the great capitalist powers of the global north can ever be transformed in the way Marcuse envisions remains an open question — a question of organization and continued struggle. But let’s get real: What is the alternative?

			Notes

			1. Thanks for comments, critique and corrections to Alessandro Ferrara, Maja R. Ekebjærg, Per Jepsen, and Søren Gosvig Olesen, plus two anonymous reviewers and last but not least, the editor Terry Maley. Thanks also to colleagues who commented on my presentations and the first drafts for this chapter at the seventh annual Critical Theory conference at Loyola University Chicago, Rome, and at a research seminar at School of Education, University of Aarhus, Copenhagen, respectively, in May and June 2014. 

			2. See Karl Marx and F. Engels, 1845, “Theses on Feuerbach,” accessed at <marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1845/theses/theses.htm>. Theodor Adorno, Marcuse and Max Horkheimer are often thought of as the first generation of the Frankfurt School of Critical Theory. The Institute for Social Research, home of the Frankfurt School, was founded in 1923 in Frankfurt. See Wiggerhaus 1993 [1986]: 9–17; and Gandler 2009: 9–16.

			3. See, for example, the essays in this collection by Richard Day and Alex Khasnabish.

			4. Compared, for example, to other critical theory classics such as Horkehimer and Adorno’s Dialectic of Enlightenment (2002 [1948]) or Horkheimer’s Eclipse of Reason (2004) or even Marcuse’s Reason and Revolution (2000), his study of Hegels’ thought.

			5. See, for example, Karl Marx, “Preface to a Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy,” at <marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1859/critique-pol-economy/preface.htm>.

			6. Where page numbers only appear in brackets, the reference is to ODM, 1968 [1964]. 

			7. See Herbert Marcuse, 1941 [1960], “A Note On Dialectics,” at <new-compass.net/articles/note-dialectics>. 

			8. See Antonio (2000) for a discussion of the relationship between poststructuralist critiques of holistic or essentialist philosophies, such as Marxism and critical theory, and the rise of New Right movements in the E.U. and the U.S. 

			9. See the 1968 article by Paul Brienes, who refers to the intense debates within Marxist circles over these issues in the journal Monthly Review shortly after ODM appeared. 

			10. See the nuanced discussion of technology in ODM by Andrew Feenberg (2013). 
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			Marcuse, Nature  and Settler-Colonialism

		

	
		
			Chapter 3

			One-Dimensional Man  and Indigenous Struggles

			David Bedford and Tom Cheney

			One-Dimensional Man (ODM) contributed to the debate in post–World War II Marxism about why the overripe conditions for revolution in advanced capitalist societies of the West had failed to produce the expected result. Marcuse implicated modernity itself in the process of foreclosing the possibility of an analytically and politically critical perspective upon which the working class could base its revolutionary actions. The spirit, if not exactly the letter, of this analysis of the one-dimensionality of late modernity is especially relevant to understanding the dialectic within First Nations as they struggle to understand and resist the deformation of their communities by European colonialism.

			ODM and Marcuse’s later work The Aesthetic Dimension can be valuable theoretical tools in helping First Nations theorists and activists navigate the complex tensions between tradition and modernity — the essential and paradoxical in-between-ness of their existence. First Nations scholar Taiaiake Alfred (1999) writes of the overwhelming power of the ideas, institutions, economies, values, amusements, technologies and science of bourgeois modernity to co-opt Indigenous peoples. A central moment for most involved in First Nations’ struggles is the preservation of traditional forms of social being. Yet the ubiquity and insidious appeal of modern life is a key obstacle, especially as its effects in undermining traditional life are largely unrecognized.

			In The Aesthetic Dimension, Marcuse supplements the pessimistic argument of ODM with the possibility that the experience of the aesthetic object offers an authentic moment that transcends the one-dimensionality and repressive desublimation of modern intellectual, cultural and socio-economic forms. Marcuse describes repressive desublimation as the transformation of natural desires and instincts under the prevailing reality principle, resulting in increasing passivity and acceptance of the status quo (1964: 75–78). Liberating sublimation, on the other hand, takes place under a transformed reality, in which the pleasure principle guides the creative growth of both individual and community (Marcuse 1966: 206–12). The formally equivalent space in the critical thought of First Nations activists and scholars is the notion of “nature” — as liberating sublimation. Part historical, part biological, part mytho-poetic memory, nature is the site of authentic being, even if only in imagination or yearning. Like the work of art, it transcends its own immediacy and literal truth. It functions as a dream world whose actual meaning is as the receptacle of truth beyond facticity, of desire beyond the (un)fulfilment of everyday life, of the hoped-for future of a longed-for past. Part mythical, part objective, nature provides the theoretical standpoint beyond the totalized oppressive reality of the present colonization. For example, this can be seen in the current tension in environmental assessments, such as the Northern Gateway project, between the technological analyses offered by environmental scientists and the insights of First Nations elders asked to provide “Traditional Ecological Knowledge.” Using this complicated nexus as a case study, we examine the conflicting notion of nature — at once instrumental, mythic and potentially revolutionary — as a site where the conflating forces of modernity outlined in ODM encounter the resistance of a multi-dimensional notion of nature used by First Nations. We begin by looking, in the next section, at the historical example of the Iroquois Confederacy and the Great Law of Peace.

			Nature, Tradition and Modernity

			The Gayanashagowa, or Great Law of Peace (GLP), was the founding constitutional and spiritual document of the Haudensaunee Confederacy. It not only detailed the new political arrangements for the Five (now Six) Nations, but it also articulated the spiritual and moral bases for the peoples of the Confederacy. Wampum (or section) 7, for example, speaks to the requirement that nature be thanked before any serious deliberations or decisions be taken by the people, lest the real ground of their existence be forgotten as they trace a path forward. In this way the essential rootedness of the communities in the rhythms of nature will not be ignored.

			Whenever the statesmen of the League shall assemble for the purpose of holding a council, the Onondaga statesmen shall open it by expressing their gratitude to their cousin statesmen, and greeting them, and they shall make an address and offer thanks to the earth where men dwell to the streams of water, the pools and the lakes, to the maize and the fruits, to the medicinal herbs and trees, to the forest trees for their usefulness, and to the animals that serve as food and give their pelts for clothing, and to the great winds and to the lesser winds, to the Thunderers; to the Sun, the mighty warrior; to the moon, to the messengers of the Creator who reveal his wishes, and to the Great Creator who dwells in the heavens above who gives all the things useful to men, and who is the source and ruler of health and life. (GLP: s7)

			The requirement to utter these words is still respected by members of the Confederacy.

			Although this invocation is specific to the Haudensaunee, many Indigenous peoples hold a similar reverence for the traditions that shaped their history. These memories live on in an ambiguous and often contradictory synthesis with the demands and exigencies of the economics, politics and cultures of the twenty-first century. Such tensions are seen most clearly in the ongoing confrontation between First Nations and the Canadian state over land, resources, sovereignty, education and so on. For instance, Indigenous peoples often have to face the contradictory imperatives, on the one hand, to protect the land, which they hold to be sacred and which provides the material basis for their traditional forms of life, and, on the other, to accept resource development as the only viable way to provide income for their communities.

			Taiaiake Alfred, one of the leading analysts of this tension, highlights the myriad difficulties that the leaders of First Nations face when they navigate the different and often conflicting meanings of progress and of liberation from the oppressions they continue to experience. One strategy is to strive for the good life as understood from within the paradigm of the colonizing power itself. Even in the face of prevailing racism, there is great temptation to adopt the goals and methods that mark the values of the ideologically and militarily hegemonic state and economic powers. The other strategy is to resist this hegemony. In addition to the material sacrifice this latter strategy entails, it can be difficult to discover an adequate approach to resisting the economics and politics of the modern colonizers successfully. The logic of accumulation and of the market, the allure of consumerism, the articulation of a technological rationality with the self-interest-maximizing calculations of capitalism are so pervasive, so infused into every space, that even conceiving of an alternative, let alone implementing one, seems improbable or utopian to many.

			In Peace, Power, Righteousness, Alfred documents the obstacles Indigenous leaders must face in transcending the ideological dominance of the colonizing values.

			The long process of colonization has had an impact on our way of thinking. People have been turned into the tools of their own oppression. We need to recognize and acknowledge the co-optation, and to locate our roles within the system. On the one side there are indigenous nations with their traditions and values, and on the other side there is mainstream society. We all live somewhere in between; but if our thoughts and actions consistently further the other society’s objectives rather than our own, or if progress towards justice for our people is sacrificed to satisfy the other’s imperatives, then the degree of co-optation is unacceptable. (1999: 77–78)

			Alfred’s work can be situated in a long line of analysts, such as Antonio Gramsci and Franz Fanon, who centre the problem of ideological or cultural domination as the mechanism by which the resistance of the oppressed is diffused and ultimately negated. Glen Coulthard makes similar arguments. For example, he problematizes the relation of recognition within the Indigenous-colonizer nexus asserting, contra the Hegelian master-slave dialectic, that the needed moment of recognition should not exist within this nexus (2014: 27–31). Rather, this recogniction should emerge from within the traditional social and cultural forms. He writes: “The best of today’s Indigenous movements articulate a far more substantive relationship insofar as they are attempting to critically reconstruct and deploy previously disparaged traditions in a manner that consciously seeks to prefigure a lasting alternative to the colonial past” (2008: 199). The ubiquity of the colonizer’s form of life, the almost endless instances of the micro-physics of power exerted through school, church, elections, political structures and the apparatuses of the modern economy have all contributed to the closing down of any alternative to the colonizer’s culture. Alfred asserts that “attempting to decolonize without addressing the structural imperatives of the colonial system itself is clearly futile” (1999: 70). Successful struggle against the colonialism that has been so destructive to First Nations requires a standpoint from which strategies can be envisioned and resistance waged.

			Herbert Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Man is an indispensable tool in this struggle, as it articulates the depth of the problem of the foreclosing of critical discourse and analysis. Not only must Indigenous leaders and communities think beyond the confines of the one-dimensional reality in which they find themselves enmeshed, but first of all, they must intuit that the colonizer’s paradigm is, in fact, one-dimensional. Unlike most who are mired in modernity, however, First Nations — even the most co-opted leaders — live in the space in-between traditional culture and modernity. This space, like the contradictory space occupied by humanity between gods and beasts in Plato’s philosophy, is the necessary moment of critique for Marcuse, despite the pressures to capitulate to the hegemonic form of life. All, or almost all, Indigenous individuals hold on to some elements of their traditions as sacred and as needing to be saved. At the very centre of this sacredness is the concept of nature.

			Nature was, and still is in memory, respected as the source of life because it was so, in a direct and immediate way. Individuals toiled directly on nature, with few social, economic or political practices mediating their labouring activity. Through one’s own actions on nature stomachs were fed, bodies clothed, families sheltered. There was no distance between the individual and nature as the source of all that was needed for life. The cultural memory of the river and the plain, the salmon and the caribou, the strawberries and fiddleheads in spring and the corn and beans in the fall as the bases of life still lives, despite the separation from nature that the bourgeois economy and the actions of the state have created.

			It is worth noting a certain ambiguity in the way the concept of nature is employed in our analysis. On the one hand, there is actual physical nature. On the other, there is nature as cultural memory. Rather than considering these as opposed visions, it may be helpful to consider them as different forms, and degrees, of mediation from nature. Humans labouring directly on natural resources obviously represents a relatively unmediated relationship. This can be compared to the more socially mediated sense of nature as a cultural memory. Marcuse would approve of understanding the term “nature” as two different forms of mediation. However, it is unlikely that traditional Indigenous societies would consider these levels of mediation important, as they generally do not recognize any ontological distinctions between the social and ecological worlds.

			Phenomenological philosopher Michael David Levin evokes this sense of integrated experience in his formulation of “transpersonal psychology.” Lamenting the loss of an embedded phenomenological experience of nature, Levin seeks an alternative. Drawing from the Lakota sage Lame Deer, Levin writes:

			With a heartfelt gaze that enacts a gathering gesture, he sees the world as both one and many; with equal delight, he encompasses both sameness and difference. He lives in a world where all things are interconnected and interdependent, endlessly interacting. With equanimity, he sees with a gaze that acknowledges limits and boundaries; yet he also sees beyond the horizon, deeply into the deep, the boundless, the unlimited. He takes part in this world mindful of his kinship with the animals, and of his fundamental identity with the substance of his earthen pot, the wooden trees, the elements themselves. There is no mystification here: nothing that contradicts common sense or the established knowledge of science. Just awareness and intimate observation: remembering to be open, alert, and true to the givens of each experience. (1988: 285–86)

			Levin holds that the traditional categories of Western metaphysics and phenomenology are inadequate to this type of transpersonal experience. The subject-object division, along with traditional conceptions of consciousness, are incapable of describing the richness of genuinely integrated experience: “The ‘I’ in ‘I see’ is not a monadic Cartesian cogito, a res cogitans; nor is it a Kantian or Husserlian transcendental ego. It is simply a gathering of vision and a vision of gathering” (287).

			This point is significant because whereas the second, critical dimension — which is animated by the distinction between “is” and “ought” along with the possibility of a different future — has largely (but not entirely) been foreclosed to we moderns, it is still emphatically present among First Nations. The standpoint for critical judgment that Marcuse argued in ODM is a necessary condition for two-dimensional thought is available to First Nations through the cultural memory of their relations to nature as the ground of their being. Nature is a complex notion within the present memory of First Nations peoples. It is part anthropological and historical fact. People from the various First Nations understand their particular histories, cultures and economies as articulations of evolving past interactions with nature. Their history is the story of such pre-contact interactions: their hunting, fishing, gathering and farming practices, their ceremonies and aesthetic experiences in which nature was celebrated and thanked, their totems and so on. They preserve the history and memory of post-contact changes in these multiple relations throughout the various deformations of their way of living that have followed in the wake of the European colonizing project.

			In addition to being the repository of the remembered past, the concept of nature also serves as a constructed memory, purged of its ugly and distasteful elements. In this way it is a mythic re-creation wherein what is remembered is a vision of life as one would have hoped it to be, and how it would be in an aesthetic ideal of perfection. Importantly, it is a myth not yet turned into domination in the way Adorno and Horkheimer describe in their Dialectic of Enlightenment (2002: 8). Periods of hunger and starvation, the freezing winds of January, the bugs in June, the desperate waiting for the first crops to come in, the deaths in childbirth, the pain without relief are all forgotten, and only the happy moments of feasting and fertility remain in the remembered imagination. However, unlike the Norman Rockwell version of America, which this type of memory resembles in many ways, such an image negates rather than reinforces the existing society. Thus conceived, nature is a salve, an opiate for present suffering, a mythic (re)presentation of present dreams as past truths. Finally, nature is also in part a dream of future freedom and justice, a projection of a post-colonial period where the pain of the past has been redeemed, where the desire to live and to be actually as Indigenous peoples remember themselves is possible. Nature is a memory projected as a future, where the inevitable domination of Cronos is overthrown and the past lives on as a future hope in the present. Sheldon Wolin observes that in modern society, myth no longer animates social and ethical life, nor does it give form to political associations. Instead, Wolin writes, “myth is tolerated as one tolerates the artistic: as a confessional sign of powerlessness in a technological society in which the fate of collectivities and their members is decided by newer principalities and powers” (1985: 218). However, we argue that there does exist real potential to resist the sense of powerlessness in a technological, one-dimensional society. That potential lies in the aesthetic moment constituted by the Indigenous idea of nature.

			Interestingly, critics from a range of ideological perspectives attack the First Nations concept of nature as counter-factual, mythical and childish. Facts are dragged out to demonstrate that nature, as it was and is, is not as it is in First Nations’ memories. Nature, as described above, is taken by commentators on both the left and right as a romanticized myth which is counterproductive. In fact, it is argued that in significant measure such myths are to blame for the desperate plight of First Nations communities. First Nations people, often in the thrall of nature so conceived, are seen as loath to abandon their “aboriginalness” and enter the modern world of labour and entrepreneurship. Some on the left argue that the only potentially successful avenue for resistance against their suffering is for First Nations individuals to join the proletariat and combine their struggle for justice with the much broader resistance to capitalism offered by labour (Bedford and Irving 2001: 36–55). This may or may not be a reasonable strategy, but it is also frequently combined with a second point, namely that any socialized future will, exactly as does capitalism, require control over the resources that First Nations claim as theirs. The notion that they have a spiritual attachment to the land and that they are the custodians of nature is argued to be just so much religious nonsense that is ultimately counterrevolutionary. The future socialist society will rely on ever-advancing technologies of production for freedom to be actualized and will, of necessity, endlessly transform nature to suit human purposes. As nature in itself is without value, except as the scene for human actions, First Nations’ reverence for nature is an obstacle to progress.

			The right argues that these mythic representations of nature, and the subsequently constructed relationship of First Nations to it, foreclose the opportunities to exploit for profit their legally privileged and unique access to resources. This mythically conceptualized past never really existed, and holding on to such notions is an obstacle to profitable exploitation of nature. Hence, First Nations are poor, and they will remain so until they abandon their fantasies about nature and enter the mainstream. Tom Flanagan, for example, argues that concentrating on treaties and past injustices has a dangerous consequence: “It encourages First Nations to focus on the past rather than the future, to see themselves as victims, and to put their best efforts into proving victimization. It also reinforces the message that the way to advance is not to sell goods and services in the marketplace but to get money from the government” (2008: 150).

			The domination of capitalism in particular, and modernity in general, is accepted as inevitable, even desirable, by the right and by many on the left, albeit for different reasons and with different goals. The principle of the given reality has come to dominate all discourse around First Nations and any attempt to resist that principle is dismissed as fantasy. The “facts” are as follows: First Nations have been dispossessed; their traditional economy is primitive when compared to capitalism; they live in the modern world where a stand of trees is just so many dollars per board foot; the great majority of citizens, labour and capital see nature as nothing more than the object on which they toil, and from whose resources more and more value can be produced. This near consensus, by its sheer weight, forecloses any negative or critical discourse. The dominant society in which First Nations reside so uncomfortably renders, by its ubiquity, any alternative as mere romanticized mythologizing. Under the rubric of “progress” left as well as right contribute to the perpetuation of the one-dimensionality of thought so expertly articulated by Marcuse (Flanagan 2008: 6, 9; Bedford and Irving 2001: 36–55). The narrative of progress and economic growth dominates almost all political discourse regardless of ideological perspective. While there are conflicting notions of how the benefits can be distributed and how the environment can best be protected there is near consensus that traditional cultures have been transcended.

			One-Dimensional Man: Marcuse’s Diagnosis, Nature and First Nations

			We now turn to Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Man and then to The Aesthetic Dimension, paying particular attention to the themes and concepts, especially the idea of nature, that speak to Indigenous struggles and liberation. This section offers a brief overview of the structure of ODM as it pertains to our arguments and then a more specific analysis of the concepts of “nature,” “progress” and the “aesthetic” as they relate to First Nations.

			In the opening chapters of ODM, Marcuse elaborates the features of one-dimensional society in a series of political and sociological studies. In later chapters, he explores the philosophical aspects of one-dimensional thought. The concept of one-dimensional thinking is most understandable in relation to two-dimensional thinking. According to Marcuse, there are a series of fundamental oppositions that lie at the heart of philosophy and thought more generally. In short, the constitutive contradiction between appearance and reality makes philosophy necessarily two-dimensional (1964: 125).

			This contradictory, two-dimensional style of thought is the inner form not only of dialectical logic but of all philosophy which comes to grips with reality. The propositions which define reality affirm as true something that is not (immediately) the case; thus they contradict that which is the case, and they deny its truth. (132)

			Marcuse’s treatment of dialectical thinking owes a great deal to German idealism, especially Hegel, and to Marx and Adorno as well. For Marcuse, one of the essential features of dialectical approaches is that they take the opposition between “is” and “ought” as an ontological condition (133). In other words, two-dimensional thinking is able to posit a truth that exists beyond, and even contradicts, the given reality. This quality makes it two-dimensional, or in Adorno’s terms, negative. One-dimensional thinking, on the other hand, is able to account for only one logic: that of the given reality. Marcuse holds that this way of thinking extends into concrete practice: “All established reality militates against the logic of contradictions — it favors the modes of thought which sustain the established forms of life and the modes of behavior which reproduce and improve them” (142). Thus, in the one-dimensional society, forms of logic or discourse that challenge the status quo are foreclosed. The realms of art, culture and politics all become one-dimensional. The possibility of genuine social change is contained — or better, negated — by the closing of the logical possibility of any alternative. In Marcuse’s words, existence is “pacified” (235).

			Marcuse elaborates the role of technological rationality and the associated philosophy of science in foreclosing critical dimensions for thought in Chapter 6 of ODM:

			Scientific management and scientific division of labor vastly increased the productivity of the economic, political, and cultural enterprise. Result: the higher standard of living. At the same time and on the same ground, this rational enterprise produced a pattern of mind and behavior which justified and absolved even the most destructive and oppressive features of the enterprise. Scientific-technical rationality and manipulation are welded together into new forms of social control. (146)

			The sheer “objectivity” of science, as against the spiritual, meta-physical, interested, ethical, subjective, culturally relative forms of non-scientific thinking, accords the technological rationality of quantifiable, measurable, value-neutral science a status as the arbiter of truth. As Marcuse further writes, “the precarious ontological link between Logos and Eros is broken, and scientific rationality emerges as essentially neutral” (147). Other forms or ways of understanding are dismissed as pre-modern superstition. As critical thought, the second dimension involves negating the existence as well as asserting the falsity of the true (i.e., that which is immediately present to experience) and the truth of what is not. Science as technological rationality operates to negate the negation that is the critical, second dimension.

			Unsurprisingly, one-dimensional thought and one-dimensional society do not treat nature with any nuance. Marcuse writes that nature is understood by one-dimensional science as a “technological a priori,” or as mere “stuff,” to be controlled and organized (153; see also Marcuse 1972: 60). Interestingly, Marcuse also notes that the understanding of nature as an instrumentality precedes its practical subsumption as such (153). A recurrent theme in the critical theory of capitalist society, as elucidated by the Frankfurt School, is the reduction of quality to quantity. In One-Dimensional Man, Marcuse makes clear that this occurs problematically in the domination of nature: “In this project, universal quantifiability is a prerequisite for the domination of nature. Individual, non-quantifiable qualities stand in the way of an organization of men and things in accordance with the measurable power to be extracted from them” (164). One of Marcuse’s main targets is a form of scientific rationality that unapologetically aims to master nature, and he sees this way of understanding and using nature as intimately linked to the domination of people by other people (1964: 166; 1972: 61). In his lecture “Ecology and the Critique of Modern Society,” Marcuse notes the following:

			Under the conditions of advanced industrial society, satisfaction is always tied to destruction. The domination of nature is tied to the violation of nature. The search for new sources of energy is tied to the poisoning of the life environment. Security is tied to servitude, national interest to global expansion. Technical progress is tied to progressive manipulation and control of human beings. (1992: 33)

			Marcuse is attuned to the fact that the treatment of external nature in one-dimensional society is focused overwhelmingly on instrumental value. We argue that many forms of Indigenous thinking offer a fundamentally different way of conceptualizing nature, its value and complexity, as well as the human place within it. Marcuse, too, hopes for a different form of human-ecological relations. Indeed, in Counterrevolution and Revolt, he remarks that the liberation of nature — both internal human nature and external nature, the ecology — is an essential part of socialist theory (1972: 59–69). In ODM, Marcuse describes two forms of mastery of nature: repressive, as evidenced by one-dimensional society, and liberating. The second form would be compatible with human freedom and the reduction of all forms of misery (236). Unfortunately, Marcuse offers only vague descriptions of this liberating mastery: “In the process of civilization, Nature ceases to be mere Nature to the degree to which the struggle of blind forces is comprehended and mastered in the light of freedom” (236). For Marcuse, a proper system of human-human and human-ecological relations will be possible only when Reason takes the form of a post-technological rationality (238). This approach finds a necessary supplement in the First Nations conception of nature as — in Marcusean terms — an aesthetic moment. First, though, it is important to consider Indigenous struggle from the point of view of One-Dimensional Man.

			Given the particular attention that the Frankfurt School theorists devoted to the tension between modernity and non-modernity, as well as Marcuse’s emphatic support for social movements that decentre class conflict, such as feminism and the student movement, it may seem surprising that he failed to address substantially Indigenous struggles. While Marcuse devoted attention to third world national liberation struggles in the late 1960s and early 1970s, Indigenous issues simply were not yet part of the progressive agenda. This leaves an important lacuna for contemporary readers of Marcuse, as First Nations represent one of the only distinctly non-modern alternatives to one-dimensional capitalist society and the blind productivism of what Marcuse calls the “performance principle.” The Indigenous worldview calls into question the unrestrained domination of nature, as well as increasing technological intensity of the process through which human freedom develops. Marcuse, though, is somewhat ambiguous on these matters. On the one hand, he argues that increased automation will help human society transcend the realm of necessity (16). On the other hand, he recognizes the essentially two-sided nature of technological progress — that in its advances it always brings about some form of loss. He writes that pre-technological society had access to “a ‘landscape,’ a medium of libidinal experience which no longer exists” (73). This landscape has affinities with Levin’s idea of a transpersonal experience of nature. Marcuse also suggests that pre-technological rationality is properly two-dimensional and is centred on an ontological concept of truth (130). In one of his most direct treatments of non-technologically-intensive economic forms, Marcuse argues that “pre-technological” traditions could serve as the foundations for a different type of progress (47). This “indigenous progress,” however, would still entail eventual industrialization and increasing technological intensity. It seems then, that for all his criticism of one-dimensional technological rationality, Marcuse did not embrace non-technologically-intensive economic forms as possible paths to liberation. This results in a mutual ambivalence between the Marcusean project and First Nations alternatives to modernity that conceive the good life as occurring in non-modern, non-industrial economic activities.

			Despite this fundamental tension, Marcuse’s philosophy can still speak to contemporary Indigenous struggles. Like many Indigenous movements, Marcuse envisions a way of understanding and interacting with nature that is qualitatively different from that which occurs in modern, industrial, one-dimensional capitalism. Marcuse also sees artistic expression as a key negative activity against the prevailing one-dimensionality. In the “aesthetic dimension,” a different world with different possibilities can be represented, and this is necessary to overcome the pacification of life by capitalism. For Marcuse the “aesthetic” includes typical art forms, including literature, poetry, visual art and music. Surprisingly, considering his persistent attention to the concept of nature, he does not entertain the possibility that nature itself may be an aesthetic representation that serves this key negative, transcending function. For many First Nations the idea of nature fulfils precisely this role. In the next section we argue that it is this aesthetic dimension — and in particular nature itself as an aesthetic moment — that most usefully connects Marcuse to today’s Indigenous struggles.

			The Aesthetic Dimension: Marcuse’s Solution and the Concept of Nature

			As Douglas Kellner remarks, One-Dimensional Man is exceedingly bleak and therefore must be read in conjunction with Eros and Civilization as well as Marcuse’s later texts, including Counterrevolution and Revolt and The Aesthetic Dimension, for a fuller appreciation of his optimism (1991: xxxiii). In this section we shift focus to The Aesthetic Dimension, published over ten years after One-Dimensional Man. Despite being separated by more than a decade, the two works confront identical problematics, and the later book can in many ways be read as a possible corrective to the pathologies described in ODM. In The Aesthetic Dimension, Marcuse’s central thesis is that art represents the end of all revolutions: “the freedom and happiness of the individual” (1978: 69). However, contrary to the vulgar realism that dominates much Marxist aesthetic theory, Marcuse argues that the political potential of a work of art resides in the artistic form, rather than merely the content (ix, 8). Together, the form and content of art have the potential to challenge the given reality, to show its untruth (xi). Most important for the present analysis, Marcuse also makes the key point that the emancipatory potential of art lies in its ability to create another dimension, an imaginary realm that demonstrates the injustice and untruth of the given reality, while also showing the possibility of another way of being.

			The idea that art has a revolutionary potential, or is even indispensable to emancipatory struggles, is also present in ODM, where Marcuse suggests that the arts are separated from the one-dimensionality of everyday life by an “essential gap” (1964: 64). In other words, art preserves an important dimension outside the plane of advanced technological society. Marcuse laments that this society is progressively closing that gap, securing complete one-dimensionality. He also maintains that art serves an important function in challenging the hegemony of the singular dimension. Marcuse writes that art “creates the images of conditions which are irreconcilable with the established Reality Principle but which, as cultural images, become tolerable, even edifying and useful” (72). The basic philosophical outlook of The Aesthetic Dimension is no different; however, in this later work Marcuse delves into much more detail about the importance of artistic sublimation.

			It may seem that in Marcuse’s aesthetic theory there is a problematic tension between the critical and utopian functions of art. That is, art shows that the given reality is not the true reality. But it also shows a true reality. This raises questions about the function of art in the utopian society. If art is fundamentally critical, would it no longer exist in the true reality? This question is best answered by taking a step back and considering Marcuse’s work as a whole, as well as that of his fellow critical theorists. Adorno in particular was adamant that the subject could never become perfectly identical with the object. Likewise, concepts could never completely cover their objects. Science can thereby never attain absolute, unconditional knowledge. The perfect society will never exist. This does not mean, however, that such endeavours should cease. Quite the contrary, Adorno and Marcuse insist that scientific inquiry must go on, just as we should keep working towards a better society. The final, absolute point may never be reached, but we can still work toward it. Accordingly, art creates an image of a world that is more true than the prevailing reality, but that image can never be the absolute truth. As such, the important critical (negative) and utopian (positive) functions of art are both essential parts of its perpetual social and political function.

			As it concerns Indigenous struggles, the key theoretical observation of The Aesthetic Dimension is the following: “Art breaks open a dimension inaccessible to other experience, a dimension in which human beings, nature, and things no longer stand under the law of the established reality principle” (1978: 72; see also Marcuse 1972: 87). The point here is that art is able the show that the given reality is not the only possible reality. The potential exists for other ways for humans to organize themselves and to interact with each other and with nature. We argue that the idea of nature — as aesthetic representation more so than a concept that perfectly matches its object — serves this function in Indigenous societies struggling against capitalist modernity. Above and beyond its negation of the established reality, art is also able to create a “beautiful image” (schöner Schein) of another possible reality. Marcuse writes:

			The radical qualities of art, that is to say, its indictment of the established reality and its invocation of the beautiful image … of liberation are grounded precisely in the dimensions where art transcends its social determination and emancipates itself from the given universe of discourse and behavior while preserving its overwhelming presence. (1978: 6)

			The shattering of the given reality and the creation of a beautiful, alternative image can pave the way for the development of a new and liberated sensibility (7).

			But what is the specific content of this image? Quoting from his friend Leo Lowenthal, Marcuse writes that art can represent an entirely different world, which is fictitious and yet simultaneously “more real than reality itself” (22). He is suggesting that the fictional world of art can represent the truth of human being that is denied by the established reality. In this way, art is contradictory, negative and properly two-dimensional. In a brilliant passage in The Aesthetic Dimension, Marcuse describes how the fictitious world of art is both more and less that the given reality:

			It contains nothing that does not also exist in the given reality, the actions, thoughts, feelings, and dreams of men and women, their potentialities and those of nature.… But it is “unreal” not because it is less, but because it is more as well as qualitatively “other” than the established reality. As fictitious world, as illusion (Schein), it contains more truth than does everyday reality.… Only in the illusory world do things appear as what they are and what they can be. By virtue of this truth (which art alone can express in sensuous representation) the world is inverted — it is the given reality, the ordinary world which now appears as untrue, as false, as deceptive reality. (54)

			The aesthetic dimension opened up by artistic representation serves an important role in challenging the prevailing one-dimensionality. Taking the analysis even further, Marcuse writes that the tension between the established reality and the fictitious world of art (or nature for Indigenous peoples) opens the possibility for the important activity of remembrance, particularly of life past (23). Under the prevailing reality principle, it is less painful to forget past suffering as well as past joy. On the other hand, remembrance of the past — made possible in the aesthetic dimension — creates a will to end suffering and establish perpetual happiness (73). Remembrance, or recollection, is not of a past golden age, or of a state of nature or innocence. Marcuse describes it instead as an epistemological capacity to synthesize experiences and fragments of the given (distorted) reality into a schöner Schein (70). Resisting the immanence of one-dimensional society and thinking, the aesthetic dimension, with its beautiful images and powers of remembrance, is fundamentally transcendent: “Imagination … retains the insoluble tension between idea and reality, the potential and the actual. This is the idealistic core of dialectical materialism: the transcendence of freedom beyond the given forms” (70). It is here that Marcuse’s aesthetic theory comes to bear on Indigenous struggles. Just as art — music, visual art, literature and other forms — opens up another dimension and invokes remembrance of past ways of being, so too does the idea of nature. It is not necessary that this representation of nature be perfectly accurate. Indeed, it may even be partly mythical. Its significance is as an alternate dimension, a beautiful image of a different reality that breaks apart the prevailing way of being and thereby creates the possibility of a better future.

			Indigeneity, TEK and Technological Rationality

			Bringing the preceding theoretical discussion to bear on the real lived struggles of Indigenous peoples in Canada today, we conclude our analysis with a case study: Traditional Ecological Knowledge and the Environmental Impact Assessment process. The former, an instance of traditional knowing, offers one powerful example of the way that the concept of nature serves as a beautiful image (schöner Schein) for First Nations and has important negative, critical and transcending characteristics. The Environmental Impact Assessment process, on the other hand, is animated by the dominant mode of technological rationality and is decidedly one-dimensional. Our account validates both the pessimism and the optimism of Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Man and his later works. The Environmental Impact Assessment process implicitly seeks to eclipse alternative ways of knowing and being — and has had considerable success in doing so. Nonetheless, struggling against the pacification of all facets of life, Traditional Ecological Knowledge persists in challenging the prevailing way of knowing nature and of being in the world.

			The legal requirement to incorporate Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) in Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) in Canada in the past twenty years has engendered a debate which draws attention to the conflicting understandings of nature as found in the critical thought of First Nations and in the technologically rational procedures of contemporary science. The “validity” of TEK has been called into question, and its usefulness is also vigorously defended. First of all, we must inquire into why TEK was brought into the EIA process at all, especially as the federal government has rarely showed interest in, or respect for, First Nations knowledge. The answer stems from the Supreme Court cases defining post-Charter Aboriginal and treaty rights. As per the precedents set by a series of cases in the 1990s, such as Sparrow and Delgamuukw, the federal government is now required to consult with First Nations when a development project impinges on their Aboriginal or treaty rights. This “duty to consult” was subsequently located inside the environmental assessment process.

			The displacement of consultation onto environmental legislation and assessments had the effect of mixing together the political, economic, cultural and spiritual concerns of First Nations — metaphorically articulated, as we argue, as their special connection to nature — with the kinds of scientific practices that Marcuse problematized as “technological rationality.” As such, the interrelationship between TEK and Western science is an especially interesting site in which the critical dimension of the First Nations’ struggles against colonialism intersects with the various moments of one-dimensional theorizing and practice. This intersection is simultaneously one of foreclosure and openness, of repression and critique.

			The debate in the literature on TEK, its role in EIAs and its relation to Western science was largely initiated by a controversial 1996 article by Widdowson and Howard. Here, and in a series of subsequent writings, they challenge the “conventional wisdom” that TEK is a form of knowing on a par with modern science. Rather, they charge that Aboriginal forms of knowing emerge from a culture from the “neolithic period” and the allegiance to this culture is the “root of aboriginal dependency” and their “social problems” (2002: 34). Specifically, they assert that TEK falls short of the standards of modern science for two reasons. The first is that TEK is “dependent upon the undefined qualities of the person who allegedly ‘holds’ it,” that is, the elder, or the person who has intimate, personal contact with nature. Second, TEK “assumes that all objects in the universe are governed by spiritual forces that cannot be seen by a ‘white man.’” They conclude, as a consequence, that TEK is “completely incompatible with scientific research, which verifies or refutes hypotheses with evidence that is open to public evaluation” (2002: 32). Widdowson and Howard interpret the concern that First Nations express — namely, that modern governments, corporations and even occasionally scientists are insensitive to their form of life, value system and centuries of experience with the eco-system — as a religiously inspired rejection of science as paradigmatically incommensurate with their knowledge and values (1996: 35).

			A number of commentators have responded to the Widdowson and Howard critique that TEK is not science, not compatible with the methodological standards of science and should not be included in EIAs. Leanne Simpson writes on the wariness of many Aboriginal peoples to being “consulted” in decisions about resource and land use. Tying the very processes of consultation to colonialism, she argues that in the act of consultation Western scientists hold up traditional knowledge to critical evaluation using Western scientific norms. Citing Widdowson and Howard, she writes that under such circumstances TEK “can be appropriated, marginalized and even used against it” (2001: 140). Traditional knowledge grows out of a different culture and spiritual worldview. Outside of this context it cannot be properly understood, and participating in consultations framed by a Western scientific paradigm assimilates the Indigenous standpoint and undermines it (143–44). Even construing it as TEK is potentially dangerous as its “spiritual foundations” are thereby ignored and its place as part of the cultural continuum is negated. It is instrumentalized, so that “constructing Aboriginal knowledge into ‘TEK’ has been a process of ‘scientizing’ our knowledge for use in and the consumption of Euro-Canadian society” (139). Similar arguments can be found in Ellis, who highlights a number of concerns regarding the use of TEK. While “well-intentioned” and “comparatively progressive,” such consultations and the decisions that result “are often based on Euro-Canadian value systems and scientific evidence” (2004: 70). Whenever “traditional knowledge is not substantiated by scientific methods, results and conclusions, it is commonly ignored or discarded” (72). This is problematic as “orthodox science and traditional knowledge are established in disparate world-views” and the EIA process presumes that only Western science is a proper source of knowledge (72).

			Others, such as Stevenson in his early work on the subject, are more sanguine about the value of TEK. They see TEK as a valuable way for Aboriginal voices to be heard in a process that both requires they be consulted and can benefit from their understanding of the affected ecosystems. Sensitivity to the context of the source of TEK and its presentations to EIA consultants, industry and government is necessary; however, these are technical, rather than conceptually insurmountable, problems. Stevenson writes: “Meaningfully involving aboriginal people and incorporating their knowledge into EIA, will benefit both aboriginal people and industry. Industry need not be incompatible with aboriginal life styles, and industrial capitalism does not have to destroy aboriginal economies” (1996: 279).

			The tactics of one-dimensionality can be seen in the treatment of TEK by the consultation process. As the literature points out, TEK is either marginalized as the spiritualized concepts of an archaic culture (Widdowson and Howard), is seen as consistent with the technological rationality of environmental consultants (Stevenson), is seen as a distinct form of knowledge emanating from a different spiritual culture (Simpson) or is ignored as inconsistent with Western science (Ellis). In all cases, TEK — the First Nations’ understanding of nature as the basis of their critical dimension — is evaluated as a form of knowing and judged either to be valid or invalid. Seen as critique on the other hand, TEK is neither true nor false, just as art is neither true nor false. Its vision of nature cannot be adequately evaluated as valid or invalid. Rather, like art for Marcuse, it is a (re)presentation of a way of being that negates that of the present reality by offering a vision of a truth that resides beyond the reality principle.

			Conclusion

			The foregoing demonstrates the continued relevance of Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Man, not only as an analytical tool, but a political one as well. In the case of Indigenous politics, this is illustrated by the concrete example of the subversion of traditional ways of knowing by the dominant forces of technological rationality. However, Marcuse’s insightful work speaks equally to the broader condition of First Nations peoples in modern capitalist society — that is, to the essential in-between-ness of Indigeneity within this social formation. By virtue of their connection to fundamentally non-modern ways of being, First Nations peoples represent a moment that potentially negates the prevailing reality principle and opens up a second dimension. To be sure, One-Dimensional Man paints a rather pessimistic picture, with the dominant cultural, social, political, philosophical and scientific developmental trends all following a path towards increasing one-dimensionality and passivity. Indeed, this is also the case for Indigenous ways of being. As Alfred argues, the dominant settler society strives to erase any possibility of alternatives, especially traditional ways of life. Still, just as Marcuse sees the expression of a second dimension in the world of art, we argue that the idea of nature serves a critical negative role in the social and cultural life of Indigenous peoples today. Here, epistemological questions about the validity of the claims made by Indigenous peoples about nature are, while interesting, beside the point. Instead, what is of importance is that the idea of nature represents a way to remember both past suffering and past happiness, and therefore provides — in Marcuse’s optimistic formulation — the inspiration to put a permanent end to the misery of modern life. 
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			Chapter 4

			Refusing the Left and Palestine Solidarity in English-Speaking North America

			Joel Harden

			The critical analysis of this society calls for new categories: moral, political, aesthetic. I shall try to develop them in the course of the discussion. The category of obscenity will serve as an introduction. This society is obscene in producing and indecently exposing a stifling abundance of wares while depriving its victims abroad of the necessities of life; obscene in stuffing itself and its garbage cans while poisoning and burning the scarce foodstuffs in the fields of its aggression; obscene in the words and smiles of its politicians and entertainers; in its prayers, in its ignorance, and in the wisdom of its kept intellectuals.

			— Herbert Marcuse, On Liberation (1969: 14)

			From July 8–22, 2014, the obscenity of which Marcuse speaks was gallingly present as catastrophe enveloped the Gaza Strip. For a place accustomed to tragedy, the scale of damage was stark: more than 2,100 Palestinians died in Israel’s Operation Protective Edge, while more than 11,000 were injured (the vast majority of whom were civilians). At one point, a friend messaged me on Facebook to say al-Shejaea, an entire neighbourhood in Gaza City, had been destroyed and the Israeli Defence Forces (IDF) were firing on those bringing medical aid. Another friend, an independent journalist, was just back from that scene, horrified but writing about what he had witnessed.

			Such horrific events, sadly, were not unique. What was unique were media reports in English-speaking North America (ESNA),1 many of which humanized the Palestinian cause and horrified even Israeli-sympathetic viewers. Children playing soccer, patients in hospital wards, paramedics tending to the wounded, refugees in shelters, students in schools, elders in palliative care, journalists reporting on the ground, entire families huddled in their homes — these were the targets of the latest assault that hawkish Israeli strategists likened to “mowing the grass” (Inbar and Shamir 2014).

			Such indefensible acts damaged the Israeli narrative, which has influenced ESNA debates for decades. It also awakened many to the larger historical context at issue: more people are realizing this is not about Hamas, its rockets or an abstract debate on violence. It is not about what Israel must do, given these things, to “defend itself.” It is about a sixty-eight-year process of settler-colonialism and Western societies whose support enables Israel’s seizure of lands, its racialized system of apartheid for Palestinians and its systemic discrimination against non-Jewish minorities. It is also about the forcible confinement of a people who resist by “existing” and do so despite intolerable conditions. At its core, it is about justice, whose absence prevents any lasting peace.

			Israeli leaders are now discovering — as one commentator explained — that “it is no longer so easy to get away with mass murder in the age of social media” (Bar Hillel 2014). The core fiction of Zionist discourse — that Israel was founded as “a land without people for a people without land” — is more widely challenged in ESNA, even from within Jewish communities. For the first time in decades, cracks are evident in our society’s pro-Israeli bias, and opportunity exists for Palestine solidarity movements to make significant gains. Student groups have joined calls for boycotts, divestment and sanctions (BDS) of Israeli goods and services. Academics, faith communities and some unions have also spoken out in greater numbers.

			These cracks in the official Israel/Palestine narrative, however, are not always visible on the ESNA left, where most groups remain influenced (or cowed) by Zionist perspectives. At best, leaders call for a “ceasefire,” a “pox on both houses” and an end to civilian casualties. At worst, they contend that Israel’s “right to defend itself” justifies the razing of entire communities and the brutal siege of Gaza’s imports and exports in place since 2007. As I write these words, daily incursions into Palestinian territory continue, Israeli settlement construction continues, and misery under occupation continues, all with little protest from left leaders in ESNA.

			This situation will not be easily undone. It is the outcome of appeals by Israeli state supporters who have courted politicians, unions, First Nations, green movements and queer rights activists (among others). Israel’s leaders are keenly aware of being a sixty-eight-year-old occupying power and have sought out alliances to perpetuate the status quo. Meanwhile, as the death toll rises, people of conscience wonder what can be done. This chapter contains my reflection on that as a writer, educator and movement organizer, and what informs my thinking are two things. First, the philosopher Herbert Marcuse, whose work explores how emerging forms of activism can challenge (and change) social assumptions. In his intellectual contributions, Marcuse urges readers to re-imagine what revolution means in a “one-dimensional” world of Western capitalism and ritualized Marxism. That transformative project is shared by today’s influential movements, who challenge the limits of sanctioned dissent; they do so in wider society but also in left institutions.

			Palestine solidarity movements in ESNA, my second source of inspiration, embody such work. In preparing what follows, I spoke to movement organizers and participated in solidarity campaigns. These experiences helped me realize how activists are refusing limitations on Palestine solidarity activism; they reject what some call the “peace process industry” (Marusek 2013; Mustafa 2009) and sectarian programs with a “correct” course of action. They focus, instead, on helping Palestinians restore their humanity despite an unrelenting assault, and they oppose Zionist narratives through grassroots campaigns. This work requires courage, sacrifice, patience and creativity — qualities Palestinians and their ESNA-based allies hold in abundance. It involves “refusing the left” in its current form, as Marcuse advised activists to do in the 1960s and 1970s, and creating new space for radical politics. This chapter explains what I mean by “refusing the left” and its enduring significance as a political strategy in Marcuse’s time and ours.

			1960s–1970s: Marcuse’s Refusal of One-Dimensional Society

			One-Dimensional Man (ODM), Marcuse’s best-known work, was written in the early 1960s for those who chafed under the constraints of the Cold War. While some academics declared an “end of ideology,” Marcuse saw this era in vastly different terms. In ODM he skewered “advanced industrial society” for its celebratory consumerism and flattening of political discourse. He lamented the “false needs” imposed by mass marketing campaigns for the latest gadgets and how these shrouded the expression of a more authentic individuality. The vaunted “golden age” of postwar capitalism, for Marcuse, was a leaden curse.

			This was, to be sure, a bleak picture. Marcuse’s left critics (from Marxists to liberals) accused him of over-emphasizing the muzzling of dissent and under-estimating potentials for resistance (a charge that, by the late 1960s, proved to be correct). But ODM, written as it was in less optimistic times, carried an important grain of truth (and also, it should be said, more than a few cultural tropes).2 The affluence of Western society, Marcuse claimed, was based on a fiction — or more accurately, on the repression of outcasts.

			Civil rights campaigners faced police brutality and murderous Southern racists. Indigenous communities had their lands stolen and children taken and suffered innumerable harms at the hands of corporations and state officials. Farm workers toiled without rights in fields. Gay, lesbian, bi-sexual and transgendered people were either condemned to secrecy, surveilled or harassed by police spies. Students languished in learning environments promoting endless wars, mindless consumerism, racist prejudices and repressive gender roles. Whole species and ecologies were made extinct (or nearly extinct, in the case of the bald eagle) given the widespread use and expansion of toxic chemicals like DDT. In the global south, impoverished, colonized peoples were caught in the crossfire of America’s proxy wars against an ever-present “red menace.” In these and other examples, Western capitalism’s “golden age” was every bit as violent and ideological as its historical predecessors.

			But who, Marcuse asked, were the gravediggers of this society? Most union leaders of the era were steeped in Cold War politics; they largely ignored civil rights campaigns in the U.S. South and collaborated with McCarthyite repression both domestically and internationally (Buhle 1999; Scipes 2010). Most progressive political parties shied away from controversial subjects like war and peace, racism and politics, patriarchy and gendered repression, students and free speech, and sexuality and sublimation. The same was true for other large left groups associated with social justice organizing at the time (e.g., first-wave feminism, conservationist greens and faith communities).

			Given this, Marcuse believed one had to look for radical politics outside mainstream institutions, which included most left organizations. In ODM he saw dissent “outside the democratic process,” in the very movements where “life is the most immediate and [which have] the most real need for ending intolerable conditions and institutions” (1964: 264). “Their opposition,” he contended, “is an elementary force which violates the rules of the game and, in doing so, reveals it as a rigged game.… The fact that they start refusing to play the game may be the fact which marks the beginning of the end of a period” (264). These were the hopeful sentiments Marcuse would later develop in An Essay on Liberation (1969) and Counter Revolution and Revolt (1972). In these later works, he noted the efforts of New Left activists to locate dissent, organize its voice persuasively and refuse the constraints of the existing left. In doing so, the broader left itself would be transformed as it had been in previous eras.

			2014: Refusing the ESNA Left on Gaza

			This notion of “refusing the left,” which I gleaned from Marcuse, occurred to me often as Israel’s war on Gaza raged in the summer of 2014. Mainstream political actors in ESNA, as before, declared their unwavering support for Operation Protective Edge. The U.S. Senate passed a unanimous motion in support of Israel’s right to defend itself and helped re-arm the Israeli Defense Forces midway through the conflict. Stephen Harper, Canada’s prime minister, blamed Hamas for the “gruesome cost” of its actions. Such bellicosity at the top was expected, but also troubling was the New Democratic Party, the Official Opposition in Canada’s Parliament, which waited two weeks to comment on the Gaza crisis. When its silence ended, leader Tom Mulcair offered remarks on July 22, 2014, that echoed Israeli state talking points, infuriating activists within and outside the NDP (Haiven 2014; Yakabuski 2014). Both then and now, Israel could not prove its pretext for war: that Hamas militants had kidnapped and killed three Israeli teenagers in the West Bank. This was the justification for Operation Protective Edge, which then, not surprisingly, prompted a flurry of rockets by Palestinian fighters (and still more Israeli bombs).

			As this circle of violence continued, a widening network of activists (both in and outside the NDP) demanded the party acknowledge the larger context and the role the West had played in facilitating Israeli settler-colonialism. This was the context for a call I received in late July 2014 from Hassan Husseini, a friend and fellow Palestine solidarity activist. “Joel,” he said, “it’s time to seek an urgent meeting with Fluffy.” These were code words, I knew, for an imminent occupation of the constituency office of Paul Dewar, our member of Parliament for the riding of Ottawa Centre. At the time, Dewar was foreign affairs critic for the federal NDP and had been outspoken on various human rights campaigns. And yet, Dewar had defended Mulcair’s statement after it was issued. In light of this situation, activists both in and outside the NDP discussed how the party could be pushed to adopt a better position. From insiders, we knew Dewar had reprimanded NDP MPs pushing for this; we also knew he was largely ignoring complaints by phone, email and social media.

			Such intransigence required a more direct approach. And so, on July 31, sixteen Ottawa Centre residents (including myself) entered Dewar’s constituency office. Our delegation included youth and elders, NDP activists, non-NDP activists and people with various familial ties to the Middle East. We knew, from advance research, that Dewar planned to be in Ottawa that day, but was unavailable for the rest of the week. As a result, we demanded an urgent meeting on the humanitarian catastrophe in Gaza and the NDP’s position. Dewar’s office staff was gracious, to the extent that we answered media calls made to their office telephones. Our first acts were to release a public statement, affix an array of posters to convey our presence and, most importantly, read out the names of those killed in Gaza, a gut-wrenching process that was communicated widely across various social media. Those who read often stumbled, at times with the pronunciation of Arabic surnames, but more often because of tears. Humanizing the tragedy meant acknowledging that entire families had been killed, along with many small children. We thought about those enduring this tragedy and appealed for Dewar to meet with us.

			Within ninety minutes of our occupation, Dewar arrived. After inviting us into his small conference room, he proceeded to listen to our rationale for being there. A common theme was disappointment, anger and outrage over the NDP’s handling of the Gaza crisis. We demanded to know why it had taken so long to say anything and why Mulcair’s pointed words for Hamas weren’t also applied to Israel, whose bombs had strafed Gazan society with destruction. Why, we asked, was the NDP unwilling to name Israel as it bombed civilians and link this to a much longer process of settler-colonialism? Why had it discussed the latest conflict, like the other mainstream parties, largely in the present tense? Is this the best we could expect from the NDP?

			When it was my turn to speak, I showed Dewar a poster I had made at home with our kids. “Not in my name” was written in large font, under which a Twitter hashtag was posted (#Voters4Gaza), and red handprints from both my daughter and son (aged six and three). The sign, I explained, echoed a slogan being used in the West to acknowledge how our governments and corporations facilitated Palestinian misery and militarized life for both Arabs and Jews. Would Dewar, I asked, take his picture with the sign? Would he confirm his opposition to indiscriminate attacks on Gazans and Canada’s official policy of condoning such actions?

			“Oh, that would get me lots of love from activists,” Dewar responded, “but it wouldn’t really help.” “This isn’t about me, anyway,” he continued, “it’s about making an effort to bring people together — you can’t do that if you alienate one side.” He went on to say that the NDP had spoken directly to Palestinian communities — at home and abroad — and was producing a “balanced” approach that condemned all violence and called for an immediate ceasefire. This approach, he insisted, had earned praise from the mainstream media and isolated “ideological positions”; it had been adopted, Dewar claimed, by NDP leaders before Tom Mulcair, whose strong support for Israel led some to allege a pro-Israeli shift was afoot in the federal NDP.3 Not so, Dewar insisted. The NDP was opposed to the siege of Gaza’s borders and advocated for an eventual two-state solution. It called for the treatment of Gazan children in Canadian hospitals, an option the ruling Conservatives rejected. Above all, it sought a dialogue between opposing sides to facilitate a new peace process, one capable of bringing human rights and security to a war-torn region.

			As we listened to Dewar, it was clear the NDP was acting like a mainstream government party and ignoring the historical legacy of Israeli settler-colonialism. The party appealed to conservative Palestinian groups in Canada (many of which had ties to the Palestine Liberation Organization) and basked in praise from the mainstream media. In all of this, the NDP ceased to be a genuine “left” voice, in the meaning this term has implied since the French Revolution (see Bobbio 1993). Instead of challenging the status quo, the party accommodated itself towards it. The NDP found a “legitimate” space inside mainstream debates on Palestine/Israel and spun its political yarn from there.

			This strategy was repeated in the United States, where left-leaning politicians ignored attempts to criticize Israel or offered their unwavering support. Bernie Sanders, the avowed ‘independent’ Senator, blurted “that’s not where my mind is right now” when asked about the Gaza crisis and had harsh words for critics at an assembly in Burlington, Vermont, days later (Mak 2014). Elizabeth Warren, the anti–Wall Street crusader, backed Israel during the crisis and dodged reporters who asked for further comment. But perhaps most perplexing, no one in the Democratic Congressional Black Caucus (CBC) openly challenged U.S. support for Israel during Operation Protective Edge. That prompted a blistering comment by Bruce Dixon in the Black Agenda Report:

			Not a single member of the CBC, despite their much-heralded brand of standing for civil rights and against apartheid here and around the world, bothered to publicly question the racist ethnocracy that is the Israeli state. After signing the blank cheque with the rest of their colleagues, CBC members Conyers (MI), Lee (CA), Johnson (GA) and Ellison (MN) tried to cover their shame with a letter to Secretary of State Kerry urging a cease-fire, something which Kerry claims to have been doing anyway. (2014)

			The rationale for this silence was avowedly political, something Keith Ellison (the first Muslim elected to Congress) confirmed to the same reporter who questioned Sanders: “Look, man,” said Ellison, “I’m a politician, with multiple constituencies. Why should I alienate one just so you can write a story?” (quoted in Mak 2014). Implicit in these words was fear of angering the Israel lobby and the impact this would have for Democrats in the upcoming 2014 midterm elections. This concern was reiterated by an “American pro-Israel activist” who spoke anonymously to the Daily Beast:

			If you just keep your mouth shut, it’s hard to imagine progressives abandoning you.… There isn’t a lot of upside and potentially a lot of downside of a lawmaker getting on the wrong side of a community that is riled up, especially in the run-up to an election … intensity beats numbers, and the people who support Israel are very intense. (quoted in Mak 2014)

			While this logic made sense in the halls of elected power, it was perverse to Palestine solidarity campaigners, who sensed a new moment for their cause. As Operation Protective Edge intensified, polls were indicating a shift in ESNA attitudes on Palestinian human rights. In the U.S., a majority of Democrat voters claimed Israel had “gone too far,” and 47 percent claimed the current crisis was “unjustified.” In Canada, 51 percent of respondents disagreed with Prime Minister Harper’s unqualified support for Israel. The largest support for Palestinian human rights came from youth aged eighteen to twenty-nine, whose views were radically different to other generations. A Gallup poll taken midway through the Gaza crisis noted only 25 percent of youth respondents agreed that “Israel’s actions were justified” (all figures cited from JTA 2014).

			Despite these trends, the mainstream ESNA media was dominated by pro-Israel narratives, but this, for the first time in recent memory, was contested by insiders. A notable case was Rula Jebreal, an MSNBC commentator, who publicly accused her own network (on air) of being “disgustingly biased” in its coverage of the Gaza crisis (Fung 2014; Goodman and Jebreal 2014). Jebreal noted disproportionate airtime given to Israeli spokespersons and the network’s pulling of Ayman Mohyelidn, a correspondent broadcasting from Gaza, for allegedly “biased” reporting (Jebreal’s presence on MSNBC ended after making these claims). Jon Snow, a widely watched news anchor for Britain’s Channel 4, held court against Israeli spokespersons more accustomed to easier questions. Upon his return from Gaza, he broadcasted a passionate plea (seen by over a million viewers) to stop British support for the war, taking specific note of arms shipments (2014). On July 22, 2014, the Toronto Star (Canada’s highest-circulation newspaper) published a comment by Gabor Maté, a Vancouver-based emergency room doctor and former Zionist youth camp leader. Maté challenged the narrow confines of mainstream debate on the Gaza crisis with words that resonated widely:

			In Israel-Palestine the powerful party has succeeded in painting itself as the victim, while the ones being killed and maimed become the perpetrators. “They don’t care about life,” Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu says, abetted by the Obamas and Harpers of this world, “we do.” Netanyahu, you who with surgical precision slaughter innocents, the young and the old, you who have cruelly blockaded Gaza for years, starving it of necessities, you who deprive Palestinians of more and more of their land, their water, their crops, their trees — you care about life? There is no understanding Gaza out of context — Hamas rockets or unjustifiable terrorist attacks on civilians — and that context is the longest ongoing ethnic cleansing operation in the recent and present centuries, the ongoing attempt to destroy Palestinian nationhood. The Palestinians use tunnels? So did my heroes, the poorly armed fighters of the Warsaw Ghetto. Unlike Israel, Palestinians lack Apache helicopters, guided drones, jet fighters with bombs, laser-guided artillery. Out of impotent defiance, they fire inept rockets, causing terror for innocent Israelis but rarely physical harm. With such a gross imbalance of power, there is no equivalence of culpability.

			The media interventions of Jebreal, Snow and Maté were not isolated acts. They were inspired by Palestinians who survived unfathomable conditions and by the thousands of people who protested in cities around the world (including Tel Aviv). Large rallies were held across Canada and the U.S., giving voice to many who had long felt silenced. On August 2, over 50,000 gathered at the White House to register their dissent. Over the following two months, protesters in Oakland, California, (following an appeal by Palestinian unions) stalled Israeli ships attempting to deliver goods to local ports, and similar actions were held elsewhere. In Canada, large rallies on August 9–10 in Toronto, Montreal, Vancouver, Edmonton, Québec City, London, Waterloo and Calgary made headlines. The moment’s urgency was palpable and, coupled with horrifying scenes from Gaza, it led to major blemishes on Israel’s public relations record. Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu tacitly acknowledged this as he accused Hamas of using “telegenically dead Palestinians for their cause” (Samuel 2014). Public opinion in ESNA, previously sympathetic for Israel, was shifting, though where it would go remained an open question.

			Mapping the Colonized (and Decolonized) Left

			Contributing to that uncertainty was the left in ESNA, most of which is vague or problematic on Palestine. An instructive example were unions, where top officials have historically believed Israel’s alleged reputation as a bastion for labour rights. The Histadrut, the Israeli counterpart to North American union centrals, has indeed played an integral role in Israel’s development (as both a union and employer) and briefed delegations of visiting ESNA union leaders for decades. And yet, as one study attests, the Histadrut has also supported “policies that violate the basic civil, political, and human rights of Palestinians” (TUFP 2012). In the decades before Israel’s founding in 1948, it organized boycotts of Palestinian goods, undermined Palestinian labour strikes and even broke up unions with Jewish and Palestinian membership. In the decades after, the Histadrut became Israel’s largest employer, claiming (by 1983) 85 percent of employed Israelis as members. That influence has vastly diminished under neoliberal reforms, but the Histadrut remains a vocal ally for Israeli policies, a role corroborated by its allied groups abroad. In ESNA, the Jewish Labour Committee (JLC) has played this role since its founding in 1934 as an anti-fascist organization.

			Such work, as Yves Engler notes (2010), has been effective. Generations of union leaders in ESNA have made extraordinary efforts to promote Israel at the highest levels — notably during discussions at the United Nations. In 1975, when the U.N. General Assembly passed a resolution naming Zionism as a form of racism, Joe Morris, then president of the Canadian Labour Congress (CLC), said: “By this act, it can justifiably be argued the U.N. has ‘legitimized’ anti-Semitism and pogroms against Jews. Canadian labour will fight all moves to implement such a resolution and will exercise its influence to prevent further extensions of the resolution” (quoted in Engler 2010: 56). As recently as 2009, AFL-CIO president Richard Trumka spoke to the JLC’s Human Rights Dinner and confirmed his opposition to campaigns to boycott, divest or sanction Israel in any capacity (JLC 2009).

			A number of countertrends, however, suggest the Zionist consensus in ESNA unions is shifting. In May 2014, delegates to the twenty-seventh CLC Convention elected Hassan Yussuff as president, the first Muslim to accomplish this feat in the organization’s history. In previous union roles, Yussuff had served on U.N. Committees for Palestinian human rights and has been outspoken against anti-Arab racism in general. But the kingmaker in the CLC presidential race (decided by a mere 42 votes) was Hassan Husseini, a Palestine solidarity activist who played a key role in the occupation of Paul Dewar’s office noted earlier. Husseini’s campaigning around the CLC presidency did not hide his commitment to global solidarity and specific demands around Palestine. And while Yussuff did not discuss Palestine during his campaign, his inner circle includes activists with deep connections to (or sympathy with) the Palestinian cause.

			This may explain why Marie Clarke Walker, one of the CLC’s two executive vice-presidents, offered a blistering speech at a Gaza solidarity demonstration in Toronto on August 10, 2014. Walker’s perspective on Palestine is informed by her experience as a Black woman; from this standpoint, she offered a connection to Palestinian suffering which drew huge applause:

			How would you feel if your mother lived across the street and you couldn’t go to see her? If your children’s school was inaccessible because you had to go through another country to get there? If you couldn’t buy food or go to work because the supermarket and the place where you work was in Israeli territory? As a Black woman, why am I so passionate about this situation? I am sickened by the senseless killing of innocent children. As a Black woman of African descent, I see the resemblance to the Ma’afa. I see the resemblance and similarities to Apartheid South Africa. The same countries that are calling Hamas a terrorist organization claimed that the ANC in South Africa was also a terrorist organization and Nelson Mandela was a terrorist. In South Africa, there were settlements and occupations that destroyed the economy and effectively blocked Black South Africans from participating in any capacity in their own country. This is the situation for Palestinians today.

			These are rare words for ESNA labour leaders, and their emergence during activist ferment for Palestine is no accident. In 2009, as Israel presided over Operation Cast Lead, a select few unions decided to openly challenge Israel. In 2014, however, there was more evidence of this happening. Michael Letwin — a public attorney in New York and founder of Labour for Palestine — notes that more unions are starting to break with Zionist narratives, particularly at a rank-and-file level (see Davidson 2014). On campuses, recent decisions have seen large groups declare acts of solidarity. In December 2013, the Native American Indigenous Studies Association and American Studies Association both endorsed a boycott of Israeli academic institutions; a year later, UAW Local 2865 (representing over 13,000 student workers at University of California campuses), voted to endorse a campaign of boycotts, divestment and sanctions against Israel. Added to this are hundreds of local union leaders and activists who endorsed BDS measures during Operation Protective Edge. Though deference to Israel had been normalized for decades, organized labour in ESNA now faces internal debate, the results of which will be fought over for years to come.

			Similarly polarized discussions are also apparent in other constituencies. The Advocate (ESNA’s largest-circulation queer magazine) published an article on July 7, 2015, entitled “Why LGBT People Around the World Need Israel.” The article repeated claims made by those who insist that a homophobic, patriarchal norm is rampant in the Middle East, and that Israel is the sole exception. It celebrated Israel’s achievements in queer rights and Tel Aviv in particular as the world’s most queer-positive city. A memorable passage made the following claims:

			Unless we want the Middle East to turn into an absolute free-for-all controlled by extremists who want to kill us and turn women into their slaves, then we need to do everything we can to protect Israel and stand in solidarity in any way we can … not only is it in our interests, but Israel deserves it after all it has done for us. (Mason 2014)

			These arguments were echoed by conservative feminists in ESNA, like Phylis Chesler, who lionize Israel as a place where “free speech, freedom of inquiry, freedom of conscience, as well as women’s and gay rights movements flourish,” while Palestine allows the “forcible veiling of women, polygamy, arranged child marriage, the persecution of Palestinian Arab gays (who seek and receive asylum in Israel), the ‘routine beating’ of daughters and wives … and honour killing of women” (2014).

			A growing number of activists are challenging the racist and Islamophobic tropes implied in such remarks. Israel, they acknowledge, offers important civil rights protections, but these rights rarely extend beyond its Jewish citizens. This is particularly the case with queer Palestinians, who either live illegally in Israel (if they circumvent security barriers) or in war-torn conditions at home. These realities are obscured by “pinkwashing,” a term activists use to insist that Israel’s queer rights claims are a distraction from its legacy as a settler-colonial state. This is a point consistently made by alQaws (a Palestinian organization advocating for sexual and gender diversity) and echoed by several ESNA-based queer groups. Ghaith Hilal, a founding member of alQaws, explains:

			You cannot have queer liberation while apartheid, patriarchy, capitalism and other oppressions exist. It’s important to target the connections of these oppressive forces. Furthermore, pinkwashing is a strategy used … to garner the support of queers in other parts of the world. It is simply an attempt to make the Zionist project more appealing to queer people. This is another iteration of a familiar and toxic colonial fantasy — that the colonizer can provide something important and necessary that the colonized cannot possibly provide for themselves. Pinkwashing strips away our voices, history and agency, telling the world that Israel knows what is best for us. By targeting pinkwashing we are reclaiming our agency, history, voices and bodies, telling the world what we want and how to support us. (2013)

			The Toronto-based Queers Against Israeli Apartheid (QuAIA) followed a like-minded strategy and marched in yearly queer events from 2007 to 2014 to oppose pinkwashing in their city. In 2012, when Toronto Pride organizers sought to ban QuAIA from its march, activists launched a spirited campaign defending their right to free speech. The effort was successful, but QuAIA faced an intransigent opponent in John Tory, Toronto’s most recent mayor, who promised that “anti-Semitic” views will not be on display in the city’s queer events. Tim McCaskell, a QuAIA organizer, has since explained the group’s decision to disband in 2015, citing the need to “develop new strategies for supporting the Palestine solidarity movement and to make new links across oppressions in our communities” (quoted in Rider 2015).

			Evoking a similar debate on Indigenous rights, the Sun Media Network in Canada published an op-ed in 2013 by Ryan Bellerose — a self-identified Idle No More organizer and Zionist — who rejected the notion that Palestinian and First Nations claims were comparable. “There can be,” Bellerose insisted,

			no comparison of the Palestinians’ experience to that of Native Canadians. North American Indigenous peoples suffered unprecedented genocide. Our people were obliterated through massacres, disease, starvation and forced assimilation in an attempt to remove us from the pages of history.… The average Palestinian under Israeli rule lives in conditions that our people could only have dreamed of and that are often better than those on reservation.… Natives cannot let themselves be used merely as ornamentation to often-damaging Palestinian propaganda.

			Bellerose, and a select few Aboriginal participants, are veterans of a “development mission” to Israel in 2012, organized by Ron Evans (former Grand Chief of the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs) and the Canadian-based Centre for Israel and Jewish Affairs (CIJA). Such trips are usually taken by politicians, CEOs, faith leaders and officials of large non-governmental organizations. But in its Aboriginal outreach, as one CIJA official expressed, the objective is to “develop the next generation of First Nations leaders by looking through the lens of Israel’s inspiring story” (quoted in Walberg 2013). That story, for its proponents, has shared themes of thwarted self-governance and colonial dispossession. But as Robert Lovelace — a former chief of the Ardoch Algonquin First Nation and outspoken Palestine solidarity activist — makes plain, this is yet another instance of Israeli supporters cultivating hollow alliances:

			Mr. Bellerose would benefit from reading contemporary Israeli historians who through the study of Israeli archives and records have documented a systematic expulsion of Palestinians from hundreds of villages, farms, vineyards, olive groves, shops and houses.… The fact that millions of Palestinians continue to languish in refugee camps, not unlike Indian Act reserves, and are completely dependent on aid is another clear comparison. When Palestinians fight back, police and military respond with overwhelming power rather than challenging the root causes of discontent. The United Nations has repeatedly criticized both Canada and Israel for the same kind neglect and discrimination of Indigenous citizens, making Prime Minister Harper’s recent call for First Nations to support Israel all the more ironic. Israel continues to expand settlements in occupied territories in the same way that colonial settlement took place in Canada. The water resources of Palestinians are diverted for the use of Israeli settlements and unsustainable development. Either Mr. Bellerose does not understand the complexity of his own history or he is simply constructing a self-serving narrative. (2013)

			In recent years, green activists have disputed an analogous story about Israel’s reputation as a “environmental leader.” Since 2006, Israeli officials have produced a high-priced campaign to re-brand the country’s image as something beyond apartheid, occupation and military violence (Popper 2005). To this end, television ads were broadcast on CNN International in 2012 (during the U.N.’s Rio+20 Conference) noting that “40 per cent of Israel’s drinking water comes from desalination … [and] 70 per cent of Israeli wastewater is recycled and used in agriculture after undergoing a special purification process” (Government of Israel 2012).

			Such claims have been amplified by the U.S.-based Green Zionist Alliance (GZA), whose mandate espouses “ecological Judaism” (2014). The GZA, however, was co-founded by the controversial Jewish National Fund (JNF), which has led activists to question the legitimacy of the GZA’s green claims. The JNF, an Israeli NGO with groups in several countries, is the key decision-maker on land ownership in Palestine/Israel and solicits international donations for “environmental protection.” But as a study published by the International Jewish Anti-Zionist Network (IJAZN) makes plain, the JNF “partners with the State of Israel in destroying villages, bulldozing agricultural land, uprooting olive trees … and stealing land with water sources that have served Palestinian communities for hundreds and in some cases thousands of years” (Kershnar at al. 2011: 6). These realities led Eurig Scandrett, a contributor to the study, to offer this dire warning:

			The environmental movement is at risk of being infiltrated. I am not referring here to the infiltration of environmental activist groups by police and other security agents — that is clearly widespread. But the infiltration is from groups who wish to pass themselves off as environmentalists when in fact their objectives are contrary to the values of environmentalism. Their environmentalism is a mask, behind which is the objective of ethnic cleansing, colonial occupation and complicity in racist massacres.… This is what is happening with the Jewish National Fund. (7)

			This warning was heeded during global organizing which led to the Peoples’ Climate March (PCM) in New York City on September 21, 2014. When the GZA was listed as a sponsoring group, some activists openly disputed this decision and called on PCM officials to refuse GZA entry. Harsha Walia, a prominent activist and writer, made this widely read comment on the PCM’s Facebook page: “At a time when Israeli war crimes are massacring Palestinian people, how is a climate justice march (ostensibly rooted in social justice and human rights) aligning themselves with Zionism?” These arguments were picked up by other activists, who noted the PCM’s promised commitment to foreground Indigenous perspectives and the racialized impacts of climate change.

			In each case above, a battle has raged over Israel’s alleged “progressive” reputation, and, in the process, opportunities have been created for Palestine solidarity activism. This has happened despite mainstream societal institutions (electoral parties, the mainstream media and most circuits of business) continuing to insist, despite all evidence to the contrary, that Israel remains a “force for good” in a “troubled region.” But this belief also extends, as we see above, inside the ESNA left, which has been influenced by Israel’s alleged progressivism. The result is an apt picture of what Antonio Gramsci, the Italian revolutionary, once called “hegemony”; a societal “common sense” which equates Israel with democracy, and anti-Zionism with anti-Semitism. But how, many have asked, can this be overcome? With Marcuse as our muse, that is the question we turn to next.

			Towards Decolonization? Prospects for Palestine Solidarity in ESNA

			For activists, the ESNA debate over Israel/Palestine parallels what Marcuse captured in One-Dimensional Man, and repeated in later works. In the 1960s and 1970s, he challenged the hegemony of one-dimensional society and urged a politics beyond Western capitalism and Stalinist socialism. But this refusal, Marcuse insisted, should not lead activists towards self-congratulatory isolation that avoids what Chris Dixon calls a “mass movement context” (2014). Throughout his life, Marcuse faced an array of left critiques, many of which claimed his embrace of critical theory meant an abandonment of Marxist principles. For the most part, he saw such arguments for what they were: the expression of narrow dogma over a sober analysis of political constraints.

			Marcuse, like the Palestine solidarity campaigners reviewed here, believed activists should not be cowed by societal limitations, included those on the left. As a consequence, he engaged in a life-long dialogue with movement organizers (many of whom he worked with as students) to understand how transformative change was possible (Davis 2005; Katsiaficas 1996). It did not mean ignoring the establishment (including the left establishment) and being content with “pubertarian rebellion” (1969: 51) among like-minded activists. Genuine refusal, instead, meant rejecting the narrow limits ascribed to activism in a given historical context, while simultaneously working to expand them. Indeed, this refusal to accept the strictures of received wisdom was something Marcuse noted on the New Left by the late 1960s:

			Among the New Left, a strong revulsion against traditional politics prevails: against that whole network of parties, committees, and pressure groups on all levels; against working within this network and with its methods. This entire sphere and atmosphere, with all its power, is invalidated; nothing that any of these politicians, representatives, or candidates declares is of any relevance to the rebels; they cannot take it seriously although they know very well that it may mean to them getting beaten, going to jail, losing a job. They are not professional martyrs: they prefer not to be beaten, not to go to jail, not to lose their job. But for them, this is not a question of choice; the protest and refusal are parts of their metabolism, and they extend to the power structure as a whole. (46)

			In a similar manner, today’s Palestine solidarity activists reject the “peace process industry” on Palestine/Israel and interminable debates over “one” or “two” state solutions. Instead, they opt for what Gramsci called a “war of position”: they challenge Zionist assumptions through countercultural organizing, attempting to shift public debate. They do so in mainstream society, but also on the left, where support for (or ignorance of) Israeli settler-colonialism is normalized. In such useful transgressions, they contribute to humanizing the Palestinian cause, undermining Israel’s ideological claims and pushing the ESNA left towards the crucial goal of decolonization.

			As this process unfolds, activists would be wise to review Marcuse’s own reflections on Palestine/Israel made after indepth conversations with leaders and activists on both sides. Marcuse, once a Jewish citizen of Germany, fled the Nazis in 1933 to seek refuge in the U.S. academic institutions. In a speech after his first trip to Israel, Marcuse acknowledged the laudable goal of a “safe haven” for Jews and that such a place would have saved millions under Hitler’s murderous rule. He then claimed Israel was “strong enough to concede” for these reasons:

			Israel cannot exist as a progressive state if it continues to see in its neighbours the Enemy, the Erbfeind. And lasting protection for the Jewish people cannot be found in the creation of a self-enclosed, isolated, fear-stricken majority, but only in the coexistence of Jews and Arabs as citizens with equal rights and liberties. Such coexistence can only be the result of a long process of trial and error, but the preconditions for taking the first steps are given now. There is a Palestinian people which has lived for centuries on the territory part of which is now occupied by Israel. The majority of these people now live in territories under Israeli administration. These conditions make Israel an occupying power (even in Israel itself), and the Palestinian liberation movement a national liberation movement — no matter how liberal the occupying power may be.

			The national aspirations of the Palestinian people could be satisfied by the establishment of a national Palestinian state alongside Israel. Whether this state would be an independent entity, or federated with Israel or with Jordan, would be left to the self-determination of the Palestinian people, in a referendum held under supervision by the United Nations. The optimal solution would be the coexistence of Israelis and Palestinians, of Jews and Arabs as equal partners in a socialist federation of Middle Eastern states. This is still a utopian prospect. (1972)

			Marcuse uses the word “utopian” here in a positive sense. Unlike others, he celebrated movements challenging the boundaries of acceptable dissent and urging new prospects for radical agency and ideas. Were he alive today, I am convinced he would welcome new ESNA-based movements for Palestine solidarity, whose success is largely based on being “unrealistic” in mainstream terms. That success involves highlighting Palestinian suffering and Western complicity with that suffering and challenging those unwilling to open their hearts and minds. Such acts of refusal are crucial given the stakes of such heartrending conditions; decades from now, it may well be remembered, in Marcusean terms, as marking the “beginning of the end.”

			Epilogue — Understanding the “Sanders Moment”

			As is often the case with academic work, most of this chapter was written well before its publication. Though the analysis remains useful, a significant moment has happened since my initial research that is worth noting in some detail. On April 14, 2016, Bernie Sanders clashed with Hillary Clinton over Israel/Palestine during the Democratic Party’s U.S. presidential nomination race, and the context for the moment was interesting enough. The New York State primary was held in a voting district that is home to the largest Jewish population outside of Israel, and Sanders was the most successful Jewish-American candidate for president in U.S. history. In 2014, as I noted already, Sanders was dismissive to pointed questions from constituents around Israel’s Operation Protective Edge in Gaza. By April 2016, however, his tone had changed:

			In the long run if we are ever going to bring peace to that region … we are going to have to treat the Palestinian people with respect and dignity … right now in Gaza unemployment is somewhere around 40 percent … houses decimated, health care decimated, schools decimated. I believe the United States and the rest of the world have got to work together to help the Palestinian people. That does not make me anti-Israel. That paves the way, I think, to an approach that works in the Middle East. There comes a time when if we pursue justice and peace, we are going to have to say that Netanyahu is not right all of the time. (quoted in Norton 2016)

			These words were aimed at Hillary Clinton’s record on Israel/Palestine, which (like most ESNA politicians) has enabled hard-right Zionism in Israel. The human rights of Palestinians are rarely mentioned, and support for Israel is never questioned. The shift in Sanders’ analysis, however moderate it may seem outside the U.S. context, was a significant breakthrough. For Rania Khalek, the moment was created by the efforts of activists refusing a “one-dimensional” Zionist political consensus and shifting larger forces in doing so:

			The evolution in Sanders’ rhetoric is a testament to the hard work of the Palestine solidarity movement in mainstreaming justice for Palestinians among progressives. While Sanders’ position on Israel is hardly revolutionary, he is trying to reflect a stance that is more closely in line with his overwhelmingly youthful base. His forceful challenge to Clinton over support for Israel signals a serious departure from the narrow constraints of what establishment orthodoxy permits. It potentially creates space for other American politicians to speak out against Israel’s criminal behaviour. (2016)

			Of course, as Khalek went on to note, Israel’s supporters responded with a vigorous counterattack against Palestine solidarity activism. Simone Zimmerman, Sanders’ lead Jewish outreach organizer, was suspended after outcry from Zionist groups about her Facebook comments (made in 2015) depicting Benjamin Netanyahu as a “an arrogant, deceptive, cynical, manipulative asshole” and “the embodiment of the ugliest national hubris and tone-deafness towards the international community” (quoted in Norton 2016). On a large scale, twenty U.S. states tabled legislation to publicly list and restrict organizations supporting BDS against Israel. Most notably, on June 5, 2016, New York governor Andrew Cuomo signed Executive Order No. 157 to make this happen. This “first-in-the-nation initiative” empowered the State of New York to publicly list and sever funding ties (including tax-exempt charitable status) to groups engaged in BDS campaigns against Israel. In an editorial that ran days later, Governor Cuomo described his actions with these words:

			My order ensures that no state agency or authority will engage in or promote any investment activity that would further the harmful and discriminatory BDS campaign. New York will identify institutions and companies, with the list made available to the public and updated regularly, that engage in boycotts, divestment or sanctions activity targeting Israel, either directly or through a parent or subsidiary. All state funds will then be divested from such entities. If you boycott Israel, New York will boycott you. (2016)

			Cuomo’s action was praised by Israel’s boosters but also assailed as a modern form of McCarthyism (Norton 2016). The creation of BDS “blacklists” harkens to an era where political dissent was construed as unpatriotic and the state conscripted to support a wider agenda of political repression. Of course, as Ali Abunimah makes plain (Peries and Abunimah 2016), such harsh measures also suggest that BDS victories, however modest in the grand scheme of things, are adding up; the Palestinian-led call for BDS has drawn influential participants (e.g., faith groups, student unions, academic associations, pension funds, charitable foundations) and made pariahs of global firms contracting with Israel (like the security firm G4S, which has pledged, after many successful boycotts, to end its contract with the notorious Israeli prisons system in 2017). This is given the efforts of Palestine solidarity groups and civil liberties organizations who have held their ground against formable opponents.

			What might Marcuse say about this? Given his nuanced grasp of repression, resistance and social change — drawn from the disparate realms of political economy, political and social theory, and psychoanalysis — he would likely note the “Sanders moment” as demonstrative of the role movements play in challenging dominant modes of thought. Put simply, without a refusal of intellectual constraints, real progress is impossible. And to honour that insight, it is worth ending with a memorable passage from Marcuse’s An Essay on Liberation:

			Once a specific morality is firmly established as a norm of social behaviour, it is not only introjected — it also operates as a norm of “organic” behaviour: the organism receives and reacts to certain stimuli and “ignores” and repels others in accord with the introjected morality, which is thus promoting or impeding the function of the organism as a living cell in the respective society. In this way, a society constantly recreates, this side of consciousness and ideology, patterns of behaviour and aspiration as part of the “nature” of its people, and unless the revolt reaches into this “second” nature, into these ingrown patterns, social change will remain “incomplete,” even self-defeating. (14)

			Notes

			1. I use this acronym intentionally to note my subject and audience here. The reception for Palestine solidarity activism is different in French-speaking Québec, newcomer/migrant communities and First Nations communities. For each of these audiences, direct experience with colonialism creates a context more open to Palestinian solidarity appeals. Thanks to David Heap, Clayton-Thomas Mueller and Harsha Walia for their observations on this crucial point. 

			2. An obvious example is the gendered title of the book despite Marcuse’s life-long role as a cisgendered, male-identified ally of feminist movements. But as Angela Davis (who worked closely with Marcuse) notes (2005), there were other legacies of Marcuse’s that were curious for a thinker inclined to most things countercultural. 

			3. Of course, as Engler (2010) explains, the NDP leadership’s close ties to Zionism has a much longer history. Tommy Douglas, the NDP’s cultural icon, was an outspoken supporter of Israel, along with most NDP leaders of his generation.
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			Chapter 5

			The Radical Imagination Beyond Refusal

			Alex Khasnabish

			In this chapter, I explore the connections between the rise of robust and resilient radical social justice movements and the radical imagination — the collective capacity to envision social worlds that do not yet exist that is the spark of radical socially transformative action. My aim is to bring the radical imagination into dialogue with one of the central concepts advanced by Herbert Marcuse in One-Dimensional Man (ODM): the “Great Refusal,” the will to be against the dominant, technological order in overdeveloped, capitalist societies. My critical engagement with Marcuse’s argument in ODM is situated in that light with the understanding that I am not articulating a totalizing critique of Marcuse’s body of work. My own contribution to this dialogue is informed by solidarity research conducted with radical social justice activists in the north of the Americas since 2000. Set against the backdrop of globally ascendant neoliberal capitalism and the rise of the globalized regime of “austerity” (or, more accurately, a new cycle of accumulation by dispossession), I trace the significance and implications of understanding social movements as political ecologies generative not only of the Great Refusal but enlivened by the radical imagination.

			Context Is Everything

			In ODM, Marcuse offers a series of hypotheses about the nature and trajectory of life under advanced industrial civilization. Marcuse’s indictment extends to both capitalist and state socialist experiments, which, he argues, extend relations of domination “in the guise of affluence and liberty” to all spheres of life, including those which express opposition to the status quo or a desire to forge alternatives to it (1964: 18). As technology provides the means to satisfy the “vital needs” of life (“nourishment, clothing, lodging at the attainable level of culture”) it also produces an endless array of “false needs” — “those which are superimposed upon the individual by particular social interests in his repression: the needs which perpetuate toil, aggressiveness, misery, and injustice” (5). Rather than being tools for human liberation, the technological apparatus of advanced industrialized civilization become chains with which to bind people to the perpetuation of this “civilizing” project itself. To be clear, Marcuse isn’t making a technologically deterministic or primitivist argument here. Particularly in his later work, such as An Essay on Liberation (1969), Marcuse views the technological apparatus of advanced industrial civilization as something that can be retaken through struggle to provide the material basis for a liberated society. But without the technological apparatus capable of producing the material abundance necessary, first, to meet vital needs and, ultimately, to endlessly elaborate false ones, this system of domination and exploitation falls apart.

			The result, according to Marcuse, is a “society of total mobilization” through an administrative apparatus that combines within it the key features of the “Welfare State and the Warfare State” (1964: 19). The state’s repressive apparatus is mobilized against “outsiders” — both external and internal — deemed to pose threats to the system of production and reproduction while its technical and productive apparatus is deployed to pacify, co-opt and bind all others to the core mission of the reproduction of the system itself. In ODM and his work into the early 1970s (Counterrevolution and Revolt), Marcuse argues that these dynamics furnish the conditions for the containment of social change. Marcuse explains: “Decline of freedom and opposition is not a matter of moral or intellectual deterioration or corruption. It is rather an objective societal process insofar as the production and distribution of an increasing quantity of goods and services make compliance a rational technological attitude” (1964: 48). From the vantage point of ODM, written in the early 1960s, the circle seemed closed, with the project of advanced industrialized civilization finding in its own reproduction the very reason for its existence and perpetuation and, in each of us, either a useful cog in its reproductive apparatus or an enemy to be expunged.

			Rather than benevolence bestowed on the unwashed masses by enlightened elites, the welfare state was a product of the “class compromise” brokered between increasingly militant mass movements and capitalists by political elites utilizing the bureaucratic pivot of the state (see Epstein 1991; McKay 2005; Polletta 2002). In other words, the welfare state and the redistributive activities it undertook were the embodiment of a truce between some of those compelled to sell their labour in order to survive and those who sought to exploit them as completely as possible. In exchange for increased levels of productivity as well as their reconciliation with the dominant order and the abandonment of radical struggles for social justice, select segments of the waged working class were offered security through the welfare apparatus of the state in the form of a limited social safety net, including benefits from pensions to unemployment insurance to increased state funding of social programs such as education and health care. The gains embodied by the welfare state, won by mass movements seeking social justice, were not insignificant but they were by no means extended equally to everyone (the industrial waged working class, overwhelmingly white and male, was the primary beneficiary), and they came at the cost of the very forms of social mobilization that had won them in the first place.

			In addition, this compromise brokered by the state apparatus between the ruling class and waged industrial workers deepened and extended forms of social violence and exploitation upon which capitalism had always depended. So while certain segments of the working class were conscripted into the service of capital through the enticements of the welfare state, those who found themselves on the wrong side of the gendered, racialized, settler-colonial and imperialist line delineating insiders from outsiders found themselves marked by capital, the state and even members of more privileged strata of the working class as exploitable and marginal, but utterly necessary, sources of value (see Federici 2012, 2003; Mies 1986).

			Marcuse tends to overlook this critical development his analysis in ODM, although he does address it in subsequent work, such as An Essay on Liberation (1969). The conscription accomplished by the welfare state in the service of capital across the global north was not only a deeply gendered, racialized, colonial-imperialist project — it was also profoundly productive of such hierarchies of difference. As Marxist-feminists and autonomist Marxists so well remind us, primitive accumulation is not simply a moment in the history of capitalism when things that once were common were enclosed and made into capital; it is an ongoing process where accumulation proceeds through dispossession as well as through dividing the class of people who labour — in the most expansive sense of the word — against itself in order to better dominate it (Holloway 2002, 2010; Federici 2003; Linebaugh and Rediker 2000). It is not only the warfare state that gets unleashed upon the bodies of resisting others; it is that the welfare state is mobilized in the interests of the ruling class in order to fragment those who are the object of this rule against each other.

			Of Utopias and Invisible Worlds

			Part of what is so vexing about Marcuse’s ODM is not what it perceives but what it doesn’t. Arguably, ODM is much more concerned with alienated life under industrial capitalism than with the systemic oppressions required to accumulate and enclose wealth in the first place. Reading it, one is often left to wonder who the imagined subject of one-dimensional society is. Who is the subject to be filled with false needs, conscripted into the logic of industrial civilization and numbed into mechanical reproduction of the status quo through a barrage of material affluence? Clearly we are not discussing a universal experience here, even at the height of the welfare state. In centring the experience of the consumptive, waged, materially comfortable worker in the global north in the analysis in ODM, Marcuse describes a reality that simply does not hold for the vast majority of this planet’s inhabitants, even at the moment of his writing and much less so now. The absence of a consideration of the way that other forms of oppression (patriarchy, racism, settler-colonialism, xenophobia, ableism and more) stand at the doorway of the one-dimensional society, barring entrance to huge swaths of humanity, reduces Marcuse’s intervention to a consideration of the plight of the overwhelmingly white, male, cisgendered and heteronormative industrial working class. It is important in that sphere, but it is not an intervention applicable to society broadly. In later works, such as An Essay on Liberation (1969) and “Marxism and Feminism” (1974), Marcuse does move to address these dynamics but they are largely absent in ODM. This is vitally important to keep in mind if we are to understand not only how elite rule is exercised but also the possibilities for resistance and alternative-building.

			These kinds of assumptions about the subject of domination in the one-dimensional society extend to Marcuse’s theorization of how resistance to this system might appear — what he calls the Great Refusal. Tellingly, this Great Refusal is articulated explicitly in line with the experience of alienation rather than oppression. So, for example, the “higher culture of the West,” embodied for Marcuse in canonical works of art and literature as well as in the spaces of “the salon, the concert, opera, theatre,” “is the Great Refusal — the protest against that which is” (58–63). Art, alienated from the sphere of the everyday, is a site of negation and distance, while the sphere of the everyday is utterly complicit in the status quo and its reproduction. While Marcuse acknowledges that inequalities surrounding who can access and even produce works of art are problems attributable to a “repressive society,” he nevertheless maintains that such artistic production and consumption “provided a protected realm in which the tabooed truths could survive in abstract integrity — remote from the society which suppressed them” (64–65). While Marcuse is surely correct that the sphere of art — understood in its most expansive sense — can be a vital space of resistance and possibility, his dichotomous treatment of it as divorced from the fallen, material, quotidian world of existence and reproduction trades in Eurocentrism, the fetishization of cultural forms and elitism.

			Even in his final pages of ODM, the bodies and acts of refusal belonging to a host of others merit only the most cursory of mentions, and they are important not for what they are or who they are enacted by and for what purpose but, rather, what they represent. It is almost as if slave ships, plantations, genocidal settler violence, the femicidal witch hunts, the crashing waves of colonial and imperial dispossession, denial and displacement, and so much more figure not at all into the making of the modern world. It is as if the most dehumanizing experience one could have in an advanced industrial society is as a member of the middle class, awash in a sea of alienation and ennui. Marcuse’s account of these acts and the bodies carrying them out bears quoting at length both for what it contributes and what it obscures. He begins by describing the “conservative popular base,” figured as “the people,” the supposed modern subject of democratic sovereignty, who under the rule of advanced industrial civilization move from being a force for social change to one of social cohesion (256). To this he juxtaposes

			the substratum of the outcasts and outsiders, the exploited and persecuted of other races and other colors, the unemployed and the unemployable. They exist outside the democratic process; their life is the most immediate and the most real need for ending intolerable conditions and institutions. Thus their opposition is revolutionary even if their consciousness is not. Their opposition hits the system from without and is therefore not deflected by the system; it is an elementary force which violates the rules of the game and, in doing so, reveals it as a rigged game. When they get together and go out into the streets, without arms, without protection, in order to ask for the most primitive civil rights, they know they face dogs, stones, and bombs, jail, concentration camps, even death. Their force is behind every political demonstration for the victims of law and order. The fact that they start refusing to play the game may be the fact which marks the beginning of the end of a period. (256–57)

			In a work filled with references to specific writers, thinkers and artists from the Western tradition, Marcuse sweeps up the vast mass of resisting others (resisting, yes, but they’re not sure why) and turns them into a symptom of the system’s precarity. Tellingly, this faceless mass is entirely marginal to the operation of the system — indeed, they are outside the system itself. They are absolutely other, they have nothing left to lose, they are without (not only outside the system but are also without history, without voice, without organization, without consciousness, without culture), they are bare life only, a barometer for the possibility of epochal change, but even that they have no knowledge of.

			This flattening of a diversity of peoples and their struggles for dignity, liberty and justice recapitulates the familiar white supremacist, masculinist, Euro-Enlightenment epistemology that underwrites so much modern Western revolutionary theory. In an interesting semiotic move, Marcuse describes the lived realities experienced by this vast swath of humanity in the singular — their life, their opposition, their consciousness, their force. They are an undifferentiated, swarming mass rather than people engaged in struggle, and they cannot be plural because that would represent the capacity for critical consciousness, discernment, strategy and organization. We are told that “their opposition is revolutionary even if their consciousness is not,” and one wonders why their consciousness could not be revolutionary given that they are not worked on by the affluence engine that is the key focus of Marcuse’s analysis. Their refusal is important not in and of itself but because of what it reveals, the moment it marks with respect to the “end of a period” (257). In later work, such as An Essay on Liberation (Marcuse 1969), Marcuse acknowledges the potentially revolutionary significance of the radical Black Power struggle, national liberation movements, countercultural eruptions and student movements, amongst others, but such awareness is largely absent from ODM.

			A significant irony is that it is precisely these other bodies and the work they carry out — sometimes waged, often not — that makes the modern civilizational apparatus of industrial society that Marcuse assails possible in the first place and which continually reproduces it. As Stefano Harney and Fred Moten (2013) so powerfully and poetically remind us, there is no commons without the undercommons, that fugitive place of activity, creativity, encounter and reproduction that makes order possible. Or as Silvia Federici (2012, 2003) so incisively points out, the reproductive labour carried out so often by women in capitalist societies is not devalued, degraded, controlled and exploited because it produces no wealth and is marginal to accumulation but precisely because it is the very source of this wealth and the labour power that brings it into being. Glen Coulthard (2014) makes a similar argument about the necessity of understanding settler-colonialism and the systematic dispossession of Indigenous peoples of their territories and their autonomy as an ongoing, constitutive feature of capitalism rather than a historical moment through which capitalism had passed. As engaged scholars such as Federici, Harry Cleaver (2000) and Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker (2000) argue, primitive accumulation is not simply the act of turning that which was not capital into capital, it is the ongoing dispossession of peoples of their wealth, labour and autonomy as well as the multiplication of toxic hierarchies of difference between them that makes such accumulation possible. These people are not “exterior” to the system; in fact, they are absolutely central to it.

			Beyond Refusal

			Critical theory in many of its varieties is no stranger to pessimism and negativity. Indeed, such dispositions are difficult to avoid when one is contemplating systems of domination, particularly when such intellectual work is being done at a considerable distance from social change action and the movements that drive it. While Marcuse does not inhabit the same misanthropic, pessimistic and profoundly negative space as his fellow Frankfurt School thinkers Theodore Adorno and Max Horkheimer, ODM is also not entirely free of this tendency. This is not a counter-argument for a facile utopianism or optimism, but it is an exhortation to see with clear eyes what the limitations of polemic are. As Fred Moten argues with respect to the culture of critique in the university as well as society more broadly, there is a widespread tendency to reduce “intellectual life — to reduce study into critique,” followed by a “really horrific, brutal reduction of critique to debunking, which operates … like some kind of warped communal alienation in which people are tied together not by blood or a common language but by the bad feeling they compete over” (Harney and Moten 2013: 119). The consequence of this, Moten contends, “is you get a whole lot of people who … spend a whole lot of time thinking about stuff that they don’t want to do, thinking about stuff that they don’t want to be, rather than beginning with, and acting out, what they want” (119). Without throwing the baby out with the bathwater and consigning the vital work of critique to the dustbin of history, I think there is something vital here to consider. In some important ways, highly polemical and pessimistic critical theory of the variety advanced by Horkheimer and Adorno, although less so by Marcuse, makes the status quo seem so perfectly tailored for domination, so securely closed in its operation, so monolithic and overawing in its appearance, that it seems invincible. Indeed, in his last lines in ODM, Marcuse states that the struggle for liberation, for revolution, is nothing more than “a chance” and that it is mere accident if “the most advanced consciousness of humanity” and “its most exploited force” are to come together to put an end to this new barbarism of one-dimensional life (257). Nothing more than chance? What of the difficult, demanding and utterly necessary work of organizing and outreach that goes into any successful movement for social change? This perspective not only misreads the way social change happens, particularly in non-institutional settings, it also buttresses the status quo by affirming the futility of intentional movement-building and other organizing work that have always formed the basis of powerful, resilient and robust challenges to oppressive and exploitative systems (Buhle and Schulman 2005; Dixon 2014; Epstein 1991; Federici 2003; Linebaugh and Rediker 2000; Prashad 2008; Graeber 2009; Juris 2008; McKay 2005; Polletta 2002; Selbin 2010; Zinn 2005; Walia 2013)

			If the system of domination ushered into being by advanced industrial civilization is a nearly perfect circle of coercion and control, it makes sense that the most significant form of resistance would come in the form of refusing to play by the rules of its game. But if the circle is not closed, if domination is not complete, then possibilities for radical action expand. My brief critical engagement with Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Man distils to three key points that relate to this expanded field of action. The first relates to the welfare state: while for Marcuse the welfare state operates as a key apparatus for the co-optation of the people through a society of material affluence, the terrain looks dramatically different today against a horizon dominated by austerity. As Max Haiven and I argue elsewhere (Haiven and Khasnabish 2014), across the Anglophone North Atlantic world and, indeed, the global north today, rather than societies of abundance we are faced with the myth of middle-class belonging that has been extended far beyond the narrow identity categories meriting inclusion from Marcuse’s time (mainly white, cisgendered men) but which simultaneously has receded ever more out of reach. It is this promise of inclusion, of security from precarious life, that today stands as amongst the biggest barriers to the cultivation of the radical imagination and the social change that could flow from it.

			This is a world defined by debt, precarious or nonexistent work, an increasingly shredded social safety net, ever more toxic and climatically chaotic ecosystems, and crippling narcissistic individualism. The escape from precarious life once offered (to some) by the welfare state has given way to chronic insecurity, at least for those who identify in some way as belonging to the middle class. Of course, speaking in empirical or structural terms, there is no such thing as the middle class except in the most ambiguous and aspirational sense. Rather, those who have been led to see themselves as members of this middle strata of capitalist society are more appropriately regarded as belonging to the “professional managerial class” — an intermediary class whose members enjoy certain benefits and privileges, but no real control, as a result of the role they play on behalf of the ruling class vis-à-vis other workers further down the line (Ehrenreich and Ehrenreich 2013). While the class compromise endured, this class of workers thrived, but with its end these middle managers found themselves marginal — and suddenly much more insecure — amidst a much accelerated and invigorated cycle of accumulation (see McNally 2011).

			One consequence of this marginality was the conscription of some of these workers — whom Chris Hedges terms the “liberal class” — much more nakedly into the service of the powerful paired with their abandonment of the liberal democratic values they once seemed to embody and defend (see Hedges 2010). Another consequence has been the progressive immiseration and precaritization of these workers, seen through the proliferation of unpaid internships, precarious or non-existent work especially over the long term, and a culture of brand-building and self-improvement paralleled by the colonization of daily life by the logic of financialization (see Haiven 2014a, 2014b). Outside of pockets of relative (and sometimes not so relative) privilege in the global north and around the world, the new millennium has borne witness to a geographically and temporally unlimited war on/of terror where military force is projected, the security state profoundly augmented and a society of control created in order to furnish the biopolitical bedrock for a new and vicious round of primitive accumulation masquerading beneath the banner of austerity (see Federici 2003; Hardt and Negri 2000, 2004; Holloway 2002; Klein 2008; McNally 2011).

			The second point vital to understanding the possibilities for resistance and alternative-building on this new terrain is the clarity brought by anthropogenic climate chaos to Marcuse’s critique of advanced industrialized society. As some commentators perceptively note, the crisis complex initiated by anthropogenic climate change is not primarily technical in nature; rather, it is civilizational and compels us to consider in the most serious and urgent terms how we must learn to live otherwise if we are to continue to survive on this planet (see Scranton 2013; Klein 2014). While there’s significant value in the kind of critique Marcuse and others make about the nature of subjective domination carried out through the technical apparatus of industrial civilization, the focus on distinguishing between “vital” and “false” needs and the idea that the technological apparatus in and of itself leads to a society of domination smacks of a privileged politics of material renunciation that denies both the collective labour that has shaped and the benefits people have won in this context. It is also, fundamentally, a moralistic critique that relies on the acceptance of the idea that the technological apparatus of advanced industrial societies somehow mystically holds within itself the seed of domination and ruin. This denies that either this apparatus as a set of tools or the highly contested notion of development could be put at the service of other ends, a fatalism that not only seems metaphysical rather than empirical in nature but which also lets those who have and continue to benefit from the operation of this apparatus off the hook in terms of the debt their development has incurred for others (see Coulthard 2014; Prashad 2008; Walia 2013). In later work (see Marcuse 1969), Marcuse develops the argument that the industrial apparatus can be re-taken through struggle and put to work in the service of justice and liberation when combined with a revolutionary “new sensibility,” but this argument is not advanced in ODM.

			The third and final point has to do with the Great Refusal and what actualizing it might mean today. First, it’s necessary to acknowledge that the very bodies that Marcuse’s critique marginalizes — all those others outside the gates of the society of affluence (except when they are inside of them, doing the very work that makes such affluence possible) — are the very ones offering the most important lessons for resistance and alternative-building today. Rather than looking for the Great Refusal amidst the most alienated, creative sectors of highly (over)developed industrial societies, today the most vital and inspiring sites for radical resistance and alternative-building remain those spaces where people come together collectively to engage in struggle outside of the channels of formal politics: social movements.

			Enough!

			Two moments in recent political history make this clear. The first began on January 1, 1994, in the wake of the presumptuously declared “end of history,” which, for neoliberal apologists, marked the end of the clash of ideologies and the ascendance of capitalism and its tattered trappings of liberal democracy on a global scale. That day marked the initiation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), a template for neoliberal capitalist regional reorganization and accelerated wealth enclosure binding together Canada, the United States and Mexico. Many of the activists with whom I have worked over the last decade and a half remember this time as one of deep pessimism for those who identified broadly with the left, as the possibility of state-sponsored socialism lay seemingly in ruins beneath the rubble of the Berlin Wall. Neoliberal economics and neoconservative social policy combined to set the stage for an even more brutal, profound and accelerated cycle of accumulation by dispossession (McNally 2002). And then, from the jungles and canyons of the far southeast of Mexico emerged a guerrilla army of thousands of Indigenous insurgents whose cry of “¡Ya basta!” (Enough!) served not only to affirm the persistence of the Indigenous struggle after five centuries of colonialism and to declare NAFTA and the capitalist paradigm it embodied a “death sentence” for the Indigenous peoples of Mexico, but, perhaps most importantly, to light the fuse of a multiplicity of social justice struggles within and far beyond Mexico (Khasnabish 2010, 2008).

			This guerrilla army, calling itself el Ejército Zapatista de Liberación Nacional (EZLN, the Zapatista Army of National Liberation) was constituted by Indigenous Mayan communities in Chiapas, one of the richest states in the Mexican republic in terms of natural resources but one of the very poorest in terms of social welfare and development (Collier 1999; Womack 1999). In their first public statements, on January 1, 1994, EZLN spokespeople declared their collective intention to march on Mexico City, unseat the illegitimate government of President Carlos Salinas, defeat the Mexican military and allow Mexicans to freely and democratically decide the future of their country and their government (Marcos 2002). The uprising would not follow this linear trajectory, however, with the Mexican military initially caught off guard only to regroup and unleash a brutal counterinsurgency campaign targeting the civilian bases of the Zapatista movement in the days, weeks and years to come (Muñoz Ramírez 2008; Ross 2000). What would follow, however, was far less predictable and far more important than this familiar modern insurrectionary revolutionary trajectory.

			While to many outside of Chiapas, the uprising seemingly came out of nowhere, it was, in fact, decades and even centuries in the making if one understands the Zapatistas as part of a long tradition of resistance to colonialism, genocide, imperialism and capitalist plunder and oppression (Collier 1999; Khasnabish 2010; Marcos 2002; Muñoz Ramírez 2008; Womack 1999). Indeed, organizing the EZLN, a product of the encounter that began between urban-based mestizo guerrillas and Indigenous campesinos in the Lacandon Jungle in Chiapas in the early 1980s, took a decade and only bore fruit once the urban revolutionaries accepted the necessity of humbling themselves to and learning from the Indigenous realities of the far southeast (Gilly 1998; Muñoz Ramírez 2008). Grounding itself in the cultural soil of the non-traditional Indigenous communities of Chiapas, particularly those in the Lacandon Jungle, the arc of the EZLN’s existence can be traced through four distinct stages: first, its inception as a clandestine revolutionary organization comprised of only a handful of people and committed to a Marxist-inspired, modern revolutionary view of social struggle and transformation; second, as an emerging force organized for the self-defence of communities against the predations of wealthy landowners and the state; third, as a mass-based, publicly visible insurrectionary force; and, ultimately, as the armed wing of a grassroots, direct action, radical movement struggling to realize autonomy and social justice in its own territory while connecting with the struggles of a multitude of others locally and globally (see Khasnabish 2010).

			More than two decades after their initial uprising, the Zapatistas have managed to consolidate control over their rebel territory in Chiapas, nearly a third of the state, and have built relations of good governance, autonomy and social justice in the spirit of democracy, liberty and justice (the banner they have struggled under since their public emergence) while seeking no aid whatsoever from the state nor engaging in institutionalized and authorized forms of political action (Muñoz Ramírez 2008). This struggle has not been without significant hardship and my brief narrative cannot account for the ongoing violence the Zapatistas endure or the costs borne by a people engaged in building radical alternatives to the status quo with no significant material support from elsewhere. And yet perhaps because of this added dimension the Zapatistas offer a particularly stark corrective to the limits of Marcuse’s Great Refusal.

			While the Zapatista cry of “¡Ya basta!” would seem at first to be the very embodiment of refusal, the Zapatista movement stands as testament to so much more. Indeed, aside from the incredible work the Zapatistas have done on the ground in their own territory, particularly since 2003, one of the most important legacies of their struggle is the way Zapatismo (the political practice and philosophy of the Zapatista movement) has resonated with a diverse array of actors all around the world engaged in their own struggles in their specific contexts (see Khasnabish 2008). Instead of simply providing fodder for fetishes of revolutionary romanticism and its attendant consumption of other struggles actualized through familiar pathways of power (although this, too, happened) the rhizomatic transnational resonance of the Zapatistas’ struggle catalyzed many others and lit the spark that would ignite the alter-globalization movement (see Conant 2010; Khasnabish 2010, 2008; Klein 2002; Midnight Notes 2001; Notes from Nowhere 2003; D. Solnit 2004; R. Solnit 2004). Transnationalized Zapatismo followed pathways carved by solidarity delegations and report-backs, activist email listservs and websites, academic and journalistic accounts, popular media depictions of the Zapatista struggle and much more (Cleaver 1998; Conant 2010; Khasnabish 2008). Not only did they serve as inspiration, the Zapatistas organized in their own context even as they sought to create possibilities to build a transnational network of struggles “for humanity and against neoliberalism” in an effort to build a “world capable of holding many worlds” (Marcos 2004, 2002). Out of a moment of political despair for those who sought an alternative to globalized capitalism and imperialism, the Zapatista movement declared its refusal to conform to a logic that offered only oblivion. But this refusal was always about much more than refusal. Today, the Zapatista struggle endures, innovates and spreads its roots in the soil of the Mexican southeast even as it resonates globally amongst a multiplicity of others seeking to resist and build alternatives to the status quo.

			Occupy Together

			The second moment that assists in contextualizing the limits of the Great Refusal was the wave of popular uprisings that followed in the wake of the global financial crisis in 2008. In North America, much of the attention focused on the Occupy movement, which began in September 2011 with an occupation of Zuccotti Park in New York City and spread rapidly throughout the continent and, indeed, around the world (Juris and Razsa 2012; Graeber 2013, 2011; Taylor et al. 2011). Of course, Occupy was preceded by the wave of militant mass protest movements throughout the countries of the Arab League beginning in late 2010 that became known as the Arab Spring (Dabashi 2012). On the heels of Occupy and the Arab Spring, anti-austerity mobilizations erupted across the Eurozone from the U.K. to Greece to Spain and beyond. While the roots of each of these eruptions are different and need to be properly understood in their own contexts, the common thread connecting them is a rejection of elite rule, an emphasis on building democratic power from the grassroots, a renunciation of austerity (better understood as accumulation by dispossession) and an identification of widening inequality and the increasingly augmented security state as an apparatus critical to maintaining ruling class privilege and power (Campagna and Campiglio 2012; Sitrin and Azzellini 2014).

			In the immediate aftermath of the great meltdown of 2008, at a moment when it seemed that the increasingly hollow promises of globalized capitalism being a tide capable of lifting all boats had been revealed as a total sham, many were left to wonder at the apparent absence of mass movements rising to challenge elite attempts to return to business as usual (see Haiven and Khasnabish 2010). While revolution did not explode immediately across the global north, the mass movements that eventually emerged did so not simply as a rejection of the status quo and the logic of containment it represented but as manifestations of the collective will to discover and build ways of living otherwise. Much more than protest camps, the occupations of public spaces that became a hallmark of this new wave of popular mobilization signalled the desire on the part of participants to imagine new ways of living together (Dixon 2014; Graeber 2013; Sitrin 2012). Far from perfect or free of conflict and contradiction (see Khasnabish 2013; A. Taylor et al. 2011), these movements and the spaces they claimed became laboratories for resistance and alternative-building as people struggled to discover what it might mean not to seek a return to some mythical pre-crisis moment and instead start working out ways of living together in common that didn’t rely on the mechanisms of the state or capital for legitimacy or support.

			By 2012, many of these movements had fallen victim to state repression or reintegration into the dominant political field. This does not mean that we yet know all that might come of them or that they have been defeated or demobilized in any real sense. The key point here is that beyond a refusal of the ruling class demand to accept the new normal — a social landscape dominated by precarious life and austerity — these movements also manifested a will to experiment with new forms of living in common. Like the wave of alter-globalization activism before it, this most recent upsurge of social movement activity demonstrated a strong desire to use socio-political action as a laboratory for alternative-building (Dixon 2014; Graeber 2013, 2009; Juris 2008; Juris and Khasnabish 2013; Maeckelbergh 2009; Sitrin 2012; Walia 2013; Wood 2012). These experiments are not always successful but they are utterly necessary if we are to build institutions and relationships beyond the increasingly toxic, exploitative and oppressive status quo. This commitment to a prefigurative politics — a political practice that embodies in some meaningful sense, and so helps usher in, the world a given collective wants — is, of course, much older than recent waves of activism (Dixon 2014; Epstein 1991; Federici 2003; Linebaugh 2008; Linebaugh and Rediker 2000; McKay 2005; Polletta 2002; Rediker 2007, 2004), and its endurance stands as a testament to the necessity of a politics beyond refusal.

			A Collective Labour of Love

			What unifies these disparate examples of radical social change action that appear to push beyond the bounds of mere refusal? One possible answer is their relationship to the radical imagination. As Max Haiven and I explore at length elsewhere (Haiven and Khasnabish 2014, 2010), the radical imagination is not a thing we have but something we do and do together. Simply put, the radical imagination is a collective, open-ended form of inquiry that seeks to expose the roots of systems of exploitation and oppression even as it explores possibilities for how we might live otherwise. Rather than political ideologies that offer blueprints for making sense of the world around us as well as thinking about how it might be different, the radical imagination is a process of radical questioning that emerges out of the collective efforts of those doing the wondering. In this sense, it is not only an immanent process but one deeply connected, though by no means limited to, its context. Alongside a host of other critical thinkers (Graeber 2011; Katsiaficas 1987; Kelley 2002; Reinsborough 2010; Selbin 2010; Shukaitis, Graeber and Biddle 2007), we are convinced that the radical imagination plays a vital role in animating powerful and resilient social movements and catalyzing social change. Indeed, the radical imagination and the struggles for other ways of living together both share affinities with Marcuse’s “new sensibility,” a concept notably absent from ODM but which he later develops, in An Essay on Liberation (1969). Dubbed “the ascent of the life instincts over aggressiveness and guilt,” Marcuse describes this new sensibility as praxis since it emerges out of struggle that is both against the current order and seeking to build new forms of life beyond it (1969: 22–23). Affinities are clear here both with the concept of the radical imagination as well as a politics of prefiguration that seeks to embody in practice the world to which it aspires.

			Understood as the dynamic, contextual, deeply social process of thinking creatively together, the imagination has been recognized as a constitutive element of modern life (Appadurai 1996; Bloch 1986; Buck-Morss 2002; Castoriadis 1997, 1987; Taylor 2004). Beyond mere rhetoric, it is the radical imagination that is mobilized and that animates movements when they push beyond the point of refusal and begin to build alternatives to a status quo that denies those who constitute them lives lived with dignity, liberty and justice. While movements often seem most spectacularly visible at the point of confrontation with systems of oppression and exploitation, that is, at moments of dramatic resistance or refusal (a New Year’s Day uprising in the case of the Zapatistas, defending occupied space in the case of Occupy and the Arab Spring), they often do their most important work outside of these “orgasms of history” (Frémion 2002).

			The Zapatistas, for example, were never more in the spotlight than when they were spectacularly engaged vis-à-vis the Mexican state, either militarily or politically. Yet the balance of these engagements yielded relatively little in terms of concrete victories for the movement. Similarly, for Occupy, the Arab Spring and waves of anti-austerity mobilization, moments of high drama were to be seen in collective defence of the right to be together in public and to hold space against the forces of state repression. But this defence did not hold against the forces of the state. The point is to recognize that neither dramatic engagement with nor resistance to the agents of capital was ever the point to mobilizing in the first place. The Zapatistas walked away from any engagement with the Mexican government in 2002 following the passage of a law on Indigenous rights that was roundly denounced not only by the Zapatistas but an overwhelming number of other Indigenous groups in Mexico (Muñoz Ramírez 2008). While the Zapatistas had negotiated the San Andrés Accords on Indigenous rights and autonomy with Ernesto Zedillo’s government in the late 1990s as a key step to ending the insurgency, and had marched masked but unarmed on Mexico City in 2001 to push for the passage of the accords into law, the one the government of Vicente Fox ended up pushing through bore little resemblance to this negotiated settlement. Recognizing neither Indigenous peoples as legitimate political subjects capable of exercising autonomy within the Mexican state nor granting them control over natural resources sited on their territories, the law was widely condemned as racist, paternalistic and regressive. It was only after this disengagement, when the Zapatistas fell publicly quiet, that they began building in earnest, on their own terms and without seeking permission from anyone, relations and institutions of good governance in rebel territory in Chiapas (Khasnabish 2010; Marcos 2007; Muñoz Ramírez 2008). This experiment in autonomous government and grassroots democracy has thrived for more than a decade now, well after the spectacle of mere refusal passed into revolutionary nostalgia. In addition, none of this even touches on the profound resonance of Zapatismo transnationally during this time. The dialogic circulation of the Zapatistas’ political imagination and practice in the years since their uprising inspired not just resistance but a new wave of thinking and action about anti-capitalism, autonomy, radical alternatives to the status quo and solidarity that has indelibly marked the contours of the last two decades of global justice activism (Conant 2010; Khasnabish 2008; Juris 2008; Midnight Notes 2001; Notes from Nowhere 2003; Olesen 2005; R. Solnit 2004).

			As for movements like Occupy and its Arab Spring forerunner, much remains to be seen. It is interesting to note, however, that after the eviction of the Occupy Wall Street encampment, many of those active in the camp went on to engage in initiatives such Strike Debt and Occupy Sandy. Organizing under the banner “you are not a loan,” Strike Debt is an initiative aimed at mobilizing people around debt as a tool of isolation, alienation and control under capitalism (Strike Debt 2014). One of Strike Debt’s most successful efforts has been the initiation of the Rolling Jubilee, in which activists have raised money and bought people’s defaulted debt on the secondary market for a fraction of its original cost and then abolished it, informing individuals by letter after the fact (Strike Debt n.d.). The Rolling Jubilee is not a solution to the capitalist problem of debt but a route to mobilizing people collectively to take direct action against the debt system; in addition, the initiative is making a material difference in the lives of people crushed by debt.

			Similarly, when superstorm Sandy barrelled into New York City in November 2012, both the Red Cross and the Federal Emergency Management Agency appeared unable to cope with the scale of the disaster (Knight 2014). Declaring “we got this,” Occupy activists built a network coordinating aid across the city that was impressively more effective at delivering relief and meeting people’s needs than conventional charity-based responses (Dixon 2014; Knight 2014). This grassroots relief response was, once again, built on principles of horizontalism and mutual aid. Rather than working to refuse conventional relief responses, Occupy Sandy embodied an attempt to address an immanent crisis with a networked effort predicated on direct action, mutual aid and a politics of prefiguration — that is, a commitment to acting in a way that brings the world we want into being as we struggle toward it.

			The path this chapter has travelled began with a critical and contextualized but sympathetic reading of Marcuse’s polemic against advanced industrial civilization as an apparatus of domination and concluded with a brief exploration of a radical political imagination and practice beyond refusal. Rather than trying to celebrate or subvert Marcuse and his legacy, I used his twin notions of the one-dimensional society and the Great Refusal as critical foils to explore some of the possibilities for radical politics in the contemporary moment in the context of the Anglophone North Atlantic world. My intention here is not to be exhaustive. Instead, much like Marcuse’s ODM, I have offered a series of grounded provocations that point toward a more generative and, potentially, a more hopeful political space than Marcuse charted in ODM. Deploying sophisticated, seductive and often frightening tools to coerce or compel obedience, the nation-state formation in the global north has indeed become a resilient and powerful apparatus in the service of ruling-class interests. But this has always been its nature, as the historical record so compellingly demonstrates for anyone who cares to look (see Federici 2003; Linebaugh 2008; Linebaugh and Rediker 2000; Rediker 2004). Outside of the social experiences of those with relative privilege, both in the global north and elsewhere in the world, the reality is almost always much more violent and grim.

			In this sense, the welfare and warfare states that Marcuse traces in the one-dimensional society and its similarly flattened subject are both projections of the same juridico-political apparatus. The society of affluence that Marcuse believed posed the greatest obstacle to struggles for social change and social justice — indeed, to the capacity to even envision them — has morphed into a society of austerity. But this, too, is a historical pattern and not some uncharted territory into which we have suddenly passed. For five centuries, capitalism, fully-formed or emergent, has required primitive accumulation — enclosing the common, accumulating through dispossession, elaborating hierarchies of difference in order to divide people who ought to find common cause against each other. Contemporary theorists have explored and elaborated the biopolitical nature of the capitalist order — its utter dependence upon and thus compulsion to control the production and reproduction of social life itself (Dyer-Witheford 1999; Hardt and Negri 2000; Holloway 2002; Virno 2003). And yet again, this has surely always been true as life, both social and biological, is the source of labour and labour the source of wealth (see Federici 2012). As attentive participants in some of the most resilient radical social justice struggles in the global north today have remarked, powerful movements capable of changing the world understand themselves not only as political vehicles for resistance but alternative communities prefiguring new social orders, spaces of mutual aid and collective care constituted by forms of social reproduction striving to be non-exploitative and non-oppressive (Coulthard 2014; Dixon 2014; Graeber 2009; J. Juris 2008; Maeckelbergh 2009; Sitrin 2012; Walia 2013). In this sense, and in spite of all their imperfections, they already trace paths of possibility beyond a politics of refusal. What will come of these many experiments in living otherwise is yet to be seen. Waves of resurgent radical activism today run up against the chaotic, threatening and potentially catastrophic forces unleashed by anthropogenic climate change. But if one believes in a reality where social change is more than the coincidental tripping-into-each-other of world-historical forces then acting politically in the world must be about more than mere refusal, no matter how greatly offered. Beyond the limits of refusal lies the radical imagination — a collective labour of love without guarantees but pregnant with possibilities.
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			Chapter 6

			Moving Through the Impasse

			Richard Day

			Using the tools of dialectical critique, Herbert Marcuse was able to diagnose many of the ills of his time and to relate them to fundamental systems and structures, such as capitalism, the state form, domination of nature and the modern liberal subject. Throughout his life he proudly declared himself to be a utopian thinker, seeing the possibility of “freedom” only beyond, rather than within, what he called the Establishment. This is, for me, one of the aspects of his work that made him so important in his era and that gives lasting value to his legacy. But he also understood how the Establishment seduces subjects into remaining in its circuits, no matter how repressive those circuits might be. In such a situation — which if anything has only become more entrenched — Marcuse constantly probed the possibilities for critical thought with the potential to take us beyond mere reproduction of the same.

			Unfortunately, as Marcuse himself acknowledges in One-Dimensional Man, he was unable to make sufficient progress on this quest; he was caught between the stark efficacy of reasoned critique as a diagnostic tool and its inability to provide solutions to the problems it identified: “Dialectical theory is not refuted [by any rational comprehension of the Enlightenment] … but it cannot offer the remedy. It cannot be positive” (1964: 253).1 Thus, he found it difficult to take the step away from critique as negative dialectic, except through reference to a purported baseline of “instinctual” drives that, he thought, might provide the kind of energy needed to push subjects in the right direction.2 In this chapter I take a different turn at the point of impasse in Marcuse’s work. I accept the insight that the task of critique of the currently dominant order has been adequately fulfilled at a formal level, that enough instances of what Laclau and Mouffe (2001: 93–148) call “antagonisms” (oppression, domination, exploitation, alienation) have been identified to make it possible to comprehend the general operation — if not the particular content at a given point in time — of what Marcuse called the Establishment. At this point, the emergence of any new antagonisms, or a demonstration of new ways in which existing antagonisms intersect, will not make for any significant advance in our motivation, or our ability, to transcend the system itself.

			Of course, no one is born with this kind of understanding, so it remains the task of critical theories and pedagogies to bring each new generation, each new individual, up to speed with how bad things really are. But if one wishes to minimize the production of disheartened, disempowered subjects, after this task has been completed — and soon after it has been completed, or even better as an integral part of critical theory itself — the focus must shift to a value-driven effort to show how it is possible to live a life worth living, here and now, within, against and on the margins of the Establishment.3 We are surrounded by examples of this kind of utopian pedagogy, in the form of intentional communities, the establishment of autonomies by Indigenous peoples and insurrectionists all over the world.4 In keeping with Marcuse’s argument — or rather, in keeping with the way his argument arrives at particular points of impasse — I suggest that the apparent non-existence of utopian alternatives to the currently dominant order is of the order of discourse, not of materiality. There are, in fact, many examples of creative ways of living within and against, as well as beyond, the currently dominant order, but these examples are invisible from within that order, and hence appear, paradoxically, to be “nowhere in existence” (Marcuse 1967: 6).

			The Impasse

			In order to appreciate the path that leads away from the impasse in Marcuse’s thought, it is necessary to retrace the steps that brought him to that crucial point. These are the steps of a person steeped in European culture, quickened by a glimpse of the apparently endless horizon of modernity. “Utopian possibilities are inherent in the technical and technological forces of advanced capitalism and socialism,” Marcuse writes in An Essay on Liberation, apparently accepting the basic premise of the state socialist project that “the rational utilization of these forces on a global scale would terminate poverty and scarcity within a very foreseeable future” (1971: 13). But Marcuse had seen the results of the revolutions led by Lenin and Mao, so he knew that “neither rational use [of the productive forces] nor — and this is decisive — their collective control by the ‘immediate producers’ (the workers) would by itself eliminate domination and exploitation: a bureaucratic welfare state would still be a state of repression which would continue even into the ‘second phase of socialism,’ when each is to receive ‘according to his needs’” (14). Thinking through the common elements of state socialism and market capitalism, Marcuse was compelled to conclude that “the world of human freedom cannot be built by the established societies, no matter how much they may streamline and rationalize their domain” (15).5

			At this point, Marcuse turns towards the creation of needs, a move that reminds one of the Marx of the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts. “What is now at stake,” Marcuse declares, is not the satisfaction of needs, but “the needs themselves.… The question is no longer: how can the individual satisfy his needs without hurting others [as in classical liberalism], but rather: how can he satisfy his needs without hurting himself, without reproducing, through his aspirations and satisfactions, his dependence upon an exploitative apparatus which, in satisfying his needs, perpetuates his servitude” (14)? This observation has only become more compelling with time. We know that it is no longer possible to pick up a stone or a stick and simply make use of it; in a world where everything is done with a phone app, one is constantly relying upon a global system in order to achieve even the smallest effect. And here I add, as Marcuse surely would if he were writing today, that the individual seeking to meet their needs is dependent not only upon their own servitude, but upon the servitude of others, through the various systems of division within each national society (race, sexuality/gender, etc.), through hierarchical distinctions between each society and the others (e.g., colonialism) and of course through the dependence of the global order upon the domination of nature.6

			If it is impossible to meet our needs without perpetuating an apparatus of global servitude — that is, an apparatus that cannot meet what Marcuse sees as the most fundamental need of all, the need for “freedom” — then “a qualitative change must occur in the needs, in the infrastructure of man … the new direction, the new institutions and relationships of production, must express the ascent of needs and satisfactions very different from and even antagonistic to those prevalent in the exploitative societies” (14). This amounts, as Marcuse acknowledges, to a call for a change in “the ‘nature’ of man.” Perhaps surprisingly, to achieve this change Marcuse seems to rely upon a force that, for many readers, will seem to be at the heart of many of our most intractable problems: “technical progress,” which he sees as having “reached a stage in which reality no longer need be defined by the debilitating competition for social survival and advancement.” Instead of capitalist competition, the individual who embraces the possibilities of “the growth of productive forces” will experience “possibilities of human liberty very different from, and beyond those envisaged at the earlier stage [by Marx and Engels]” (15). Thus Marcuse argues that, “to the extent to which the work world is conceived of as a machine and mechanized accordingly, it becomes the potential basis of a new freedom for man (1964: 3, emphasis in original).7 At the same time as he recognized this potential, Marcuse clearly understood that conceiving of the world as a machine had its downside, and he was careful not to fall into the trap of what he called “technological fetishism.” “Technics,” he noted, “may increase the weakness as well as the power of man. At the present stage, we are perhaps more powerless over our own apparatus than we ever were before” (235).

			So what is going on here? How can Marcuse expect to have it both ways; how can he see the technological apparatus of western modernity as simultaneously both empowering and disempowering human subjects? Perhaps there is a clue in the quote above, where Marcuse cites the need not only for new needs but for new “satisfactions” as well. Although it is clear that both needs and satisfactions are crucial to the quality of human existence, for Marcuse, they are both in the realm of what we would now call the socially constructed or the discursive — they are not entirely pre-given at a biological level. Thus, one can imagine an infinite number of ways that a given need might be constructed and might be satisfied.

			One example of how new needs and satisfactions might come about can be found through Marcuse’s analysis of the rise of what is now known, within autonomist Marxist theory, as “immaterial labour” (see Lazzarato 1996):

			The progressive reduction of physical labor power in the production process (the process of material production) and its replacement to an increasing degree by mental labor concentrate socially necessary labor in the class of technicians, scientists, engineers, etc. This suggests possible liberation from alienated labor. (1967: 4)

			The global division of labour has, of course, frustrated this process to a great extent, “freeing’’ some subjects in the global north, such as those who design computers, while continuing to enslave others, usually in the global south, who build the computers and live with the environmental damage wrought by the processes of their production. But now that many of us are living the life of immaterial labour, we have discovered that even computer programmers are not free from exploitation and alienation (Coté and Pybus 2007; Dyer-Witheford and dePeuter 2012).

			But, once again, Marcuse also saw the other, darker side:

			When no vital need to abolish (alienated) labor exists, when on the contrary there exists a need to continue and extend labor, even when it is no longer socially necessary; when the vital need for joy, for happiness with a good conscience, does not exist, but rather the need to have to earn everything in a life that is as miserable as can be; when these vital needs do not exist or are suffocated by repressive ones, it is only to be expected that new technical possibilities actually become new possibilities for repression by domination. (1967: 5)

			It might be fair to wonder, then, where exactly Marcuse stood with respect to the question of whether technical progress would free us or further enslave us. In a different passage in The End of Utopia (EOU), he reiterates his belief that new human relations are possible only in a world that has undergone a “technical reorganization,” making it clear that what has to be reorganized is a specifically capitalist mode of “industrialization and commercialization” (5). What exactly is supposed to replace capitalist technics? Given the horrors of the Soviet Union, it cannot be merely a state-socialist appropriation of capitalist technology and industrialization. There must be a “total reconstruction of the cities and the restoration of nature,” at the same time avoiding a “romantic regression behind technology.” That is, there will be some kind of technology, some kind of industrialization, in Marcuse’s new socialist world; it will be non-capitalist, but other than that we don’t know quite what he is imagining.

			Negation — or critical thought — opens up spaces, indeed, but as Marcuse acknowledges, it can only open them up. But what can fill them? Marcuse says:

			If we are looking for a concept that can perhaps indicate the qualitative difference in socialist society, the aesthetic-erotic dimension comes to mind almost spontaneously.… Here the notion “aesthetic” is taken in its original sense, namely as the form of sensitivity of the senses and as the form of the concrete world of human life. Taken in this way, the notion projects the convergence of technology and art and the convergence of work and play. (6)

			At this point Marcuse refers to a contemporary resurgence of interest in the work of Fourier — the anarchist of lemonade oceans and the law of “passionate attraction,” not the mathematician of fast series. Is it the case that Marcuse believes, following Fourier, that we need only provide human individuals with the ability to do what they are “meant” to do in order for there to be individual, social and ecological harmony? As usual, the answer to this question is contradictory. In EOU, Marcuse argues that needs are historical, not instinctual, that they “lie beyond the animal world” and are “historically mutable” (4). In An Essay on Liberation (EOL), however, he says:

			Prior to all ethical behavior in accordance with specific social standards, prior to all ideological expression, morality is a “disposition” of the organism, perhaps rooted in the erotic drive to counter aggressiveness, to create and preserve “ever greater unities” of life. We would then have, this side of all “values,” an instinctual foundation for solidarity among human beings. (1971: 13, emphases added)

			Are ethics and morality instinctual (i.e., relatively transhistorical with respect to modern humanity) or historically mutable? This seems like a fundamental question for those of us who are seeking radical social change.

			The reference to “morality” in the quote above is a signpost to another, more productive, path that Marcuse tried to follow. When he was working on the possibility of “instinct” saving us, Marcuse had a tendency to disparage morality, ethics and values, all of which seemed to him to provide an inadequate foundation for the kind of subjectivity he thought might be able to take us beyond capitalism and the state form. But at other times, he seemed to invoke precisely these categories, as in the following quote from the same text: “Political radicalism thus implies moral radicalism: the emergence of a morality which might precondition man for freedom” (19). Given his famous hatred of the kind of morality that leads to “surplus” repression (1955: 35), and given the use of this and related terms above, it seems reasonable to assume that by morality, here, Marcuse is referring to the capacity/necessity of taking decisions in a situation of contingency, or what appears in a Levinasian-Derridean frame as “ethics” (Day 2001) — the task of giving oneself values, not taking them on unthinkingly from others. This reading is perhaps strengthened by Marcuse’s invocation of the Nietzschean category of the “transvaluation of values” (1971: 15), which provides a strong link to poststructuralist ethics, and occurs in a frame that is neither moral nor amoral (Heidegger 1991).

			Crucially, when he is following this line, Marcuse makes a break from the eternal wheel of the dialectic: “Dialectical theory is not refuted, but it cannot offer the remedy. It cannot be positive” (1964: 253). Is there anything else that can do the necessary job? Something that is non-dialectical or perhaps even non-theoretical? Yes, there is. “The dialectical concept,” to be sure, is capable of “comprehending the given facts” and “defines the historical possibilities, even necessities.” The “realization” of these necessities, however, “can only be in the practice which responds to the theory.” Marcuse makes a similar point in An Essay on Liberation and links it directly to the Nietzschean challenge:

			This “voluntary” servitude (voluntary inasmuch as it is introjected into the individuals), which justifies the benevolent masters, can be broken only through a political practice which reaches the roots of containment and contentment in the infrastructure of man, a political practice of methodical disengagement from and refusal of the Establishment, aiming at a radical transvaluation of values. (15)

			Political practice — conscious, on the surface, everyday, radical — seems to be where, for Marcuse, the possibility of radical change truly lies.

			Unfortunately, this conclusion also seems to be refuted in his texts. Sadly, “at present, the practice gives no such response. On theoretical as well as empirical grounds, the dialectical concept pronounces its own hopelessness” (1964: 252–53). For this reason, “Marxism must risk defining freedom in such a way that people become conscious of and recognize it as something that is nowhere already in existence” (1967: 6). Technology won’t give us the answer, nor will instinct, nor will ethics, nor will practice … what possibly could be left?

			A Shift in Empirical Focus?

			In An Essay on Liberation, Marcuse notes: “When I say technical reorganization I … speak with reference to the capitalist countries that are most highly developed” (5, emphasis added). Does this mean that when he was feeling particularly pessimistic, Marcuse was thinking only, or primarily, about the sad state of radical alternatives in the privileged societies of the global north? There is further evidence to support this reading in One-Dimensional Man:

			The totalitarian tendencies of the one-dimensional society render the traditional ways and means of protest ineffective — perhaps even dangerous because they preserve the illusion of popular sovereignty. This illusion contains some truth: “the people,” previously the ferment of social change, have “moved up” to become the ferment of social cohesion. (256–57)

			Of course, not everyone in the “developed” world had then, or has now, achieved the dream of a suburban middle-class lifestyle. In Marcuse’s time, as in ours, “underneath the conservative popular base is the substratum of the outcasts and outsiders, the exploited and persecuted of other races and other colors, the unemployed and the unemployable” (256–57). Their life, Marcuse argued, “is the most immediate and the most real need for ending intolerable conditions and institutions.”

			Here, then, on the margins of the Establishment, we find an “elementary force” that “violates the rules of the game and, in doing so, reveals it as a rigged game” (256–57). This is the critical dialectic put into practice, put into life. But this force, of course, also has its limits. While he acknowledges that “this mode of opposition is revolutionary,” Marcuse believes its “consciousness” is not. As something “elementary” in nature, it seems to originate, in Marcuse’s analysis, from the libido rather than purposeful planning. Not only are the protagonists on the margins unaware of what they are doing; because their action “hits the system from without,” it is “therefore not detected by the system” itself.

			This double lack of consciousness seems like it could be, once again, a fatal flaw. However, Marcuse has made an important shift here. It would seem that what’s needed to push us beyond the Establishment isn’t, in fact, “nowhere in existence” in some strict materialistic sense. There is a “thing” out there somewhere — or in this case there are subjects, practices, relations, networks that exist as alternatives to what is — but they are discursively challenged in that they do not appear to those who are immersed in the currently dominant order. Hence a new task beckons: “Precisely because the so-called utopian possibilities are not at all utopian … a very real and very pragmatic opposition is required of us if we are to make ourselves and others conscious of these possibilities and the forces that hinder and deny them” (1967: 6). Thus, it seems that radical otherness not only can be imagined, it is many places in existence. All that is needed is a little more consciousness of its possibilities.

			Learning from the Excluded

			Today, insurrection might be the best example of what Marcuse was talking about with regard to revolutionary alternatives within and against the currently dominant order.8 To name only those situations that have garnered significant attention from the Western mainstream media in the past few years, there have been long-running mass protests, accompanied by severe repressive responses, in Turkey, Thailand, Hong Kong and Egypt, which was part of a broader cycle of uprisings throughout the Arab world. Large, lasting, but less militant protests also have occurred in Canada (Québec students and Indigenous peoples and allies associated with the Idle No More movement), Spain (los indignados) and throughout the Western world during the height of the Occupy movement. During the 1990s and 2000s, the people in almost every country in South America rose up against neoliberalism, corruption and colonialism, establishing “socialist” governments throughout the continent, led by iconic figures such as Hugo Chavez in Venezuela, Lula in Brazil and Evo Morales in Bolivia.

			Applying Marcuse’s mode of analysis of the efforts of the excluded, it definitely does seem that these events are revolutionary — they involve lasting defiance of the powers that be, rely upon mutual aid and solidarity to keep themselves going, and lead to the generation of new values, practices and subjectivities. However, as Marcuse points out, in most cases their “consciousness” — their analysis of their position in a historical struggle against oppression, their ideological purity and so on — is not “revolutionary” in the Marxist sense. In most cases, these insurrections are aimed at short-term goals, like the removal of a particularly unpopular/dictatorial leader (e.g., Mubarak in Egypt), or the reversal of an unpopular policy or plan (like the development in Gezi Park in Turkey), or the ejection of all leaders, as in Argentina. They tend to be non-ideological in that they are neither incited nor managed by radicals of a particular stripe, in their rejection of political parties and in their tendency to favour horizontal structures of decision-making, such as the popular assembly, that work strongly against any kind of control “from above” — the kind of control that is strongly associated with, and perhaps fundamental to, ideologically driven revolutionary consciousness.9

			It might also be productive to evaluate these uprisings with regard to the revolutionary content of their outcomes. What has been their trajectory? What have they led to, in terms of concrete, radical, social change? As we have seen in so many cases, insurrections tend to bring out the best in people. Food is acquired, cooked and eaten together, and in public, rather than in the privacy of the home with immediate family. Decisions are made in the same way, sometimes involving hundreds or thousands of people, through assemblies, working groups and other forms of direct democracy. Security is not something for the police and army to take care of, but something the people manage for themselves, against the army and police. These are heady, intense times of cooperation, autonomy and self-reliance, but in every case, no matter how steadfast its protagonists might be, there is a fundamental limit to how long a people in insurrection can stay out in the streets. The agents of state repression know this and often wait them out, applying steady but moderate pressure in the hope that the uprising will fizzle out on its own. If this doesn’t happen, there will eventually be several waves of massive repression, overwhelming force that leads to severe injuries and loss of life and finally clears the streets.

			What has all of this activity, this suffering, this struggle led to in terms of concrete change for the better? One reading says not very much. Thousands of Egyptians died in a series of struggles that resulted in trading one military dictator for another, leaving in place all of the repressive structures the people had sought to overthrow and draining support for change from among the more complacent sectors of the society (De Smet 2014). There was a return not just to business as usual, but to a situation with seemingly fewer openings than before the uprisings occurred. In Tunisia, where the so-called Arab Spring began with the self-immolation of Mohamed Bouazizi, a precarious democracy is fighting for survival (Chomiak 2011). Things are much worse in Libya and Yemen, which are among the most disastrously “failed” states on the planet (Howard 2015).

			For many analysts, the cycle of insurrections of the early twenty-first century can be traced back to the iconic uprising of the Zapatistas in 1994. This was arguably the first postmodern revolution against neoliberalism, against colonialism, against even deeper structures such as capitalism and the state form (Khasnabish 2008), and it was, of course, entirely carried out by the Indigenous peoples of Chiapas, for the Indigenous peoples of Chiapas. From their various campaigns and encounters, and from the writings of Subcomandante Marcos, it is clear that the Zapatistas had the goal of inciting a broader popular movement in Mexico. They worked hard to mobilize other communities, both Indigenous and non-Indigenous, to follow their example, by seeking their own autonomy. These efforts, perhaps paradoxically, caught on more with North Americans and Europeans than they did with Indigenous peoples of Mexico — the Other Campaign really did remain Other … invisible, marginal.

			Perhaps the greatest hope can be found in Bolivia, where many years of struggle, through “wars” over state-capitalist appropriation of coca, water, and gas, led to the election of an “Indigenous” government with strong ties to the social movements. Here, the classic goal of insurrection — taking state power — was actually achieved. Unfortunately, the so-called Indigenous government is accelerating the displacement of Indigenous peoples from their lands, via the road through the TIPNIS reserve (Fuentes 2011), and any number of similar “development” projects related to mining, petroleum and hydroelectric plants (Webber 2011). And the “government of the social movements” is systematically dismantling any organizations that dare to challenge its policies, that is, any movements that act like movements at all. For example, in retaliation for their opposition to the road through TIPNIS, CONAMAQ and CIDOB, two Indigenous organizations that were crucial to the election of the Morales government, have been violently expelled from their offices, and officials who promise to be more “friendly” to state objectives have been installed (Peralta 2014). As Rafael Puente (2015), a former member of the Morales government and long-standing social activist, put it, Evo Morales has lost any kind of connection with the social movements that put him where he is and has become “drunk with power.”

			In Argentina, “the people” did not manage to take state power, but there has been a return to statist left-populism that, along with the recovery of the economy, has just as effectively drained the movements of almost all of their energy. This turn of events, from great promise to great despair, has led activist theorists Colectivo Situaciones to speak of an “impasse” in the trajectory of mass popular movements, not only in Argentina, but throughout Latin America — and this thesis can perhaps be extended to the global context.

			Because of their many “failures,” it is tempting to follow Marcuse in declaring that these insurrections are the work of an “elementary force” not possessed of a “consciousness” adequate to achieving its revolutionary goals. However, as the bloody twentieth century showed all too well, ideologically driven movements that were as “revolutionary” in their awareness as any movement could possibly be didn’t fare so well either. So perhaps the problem is not that “the people” aren’t revolutionary enough, aren’t thinking enough, but that they are “thinking” too much — their approach is still too dialectical, that is, they are working too much within the Establishment to bring about change to that system. They are the excluded, indeed, but to a great extent their goal is to be included — to become truly part of the mass, or as Marcuse might say, to enter fully into the one-dimensional society, with all of its perks and privileges.

			So, perhaps there is something else to be learned from this cycle of insurrections, something that is not about failure, if we look at them a little differently, paying attention not to what is most visible, i.e., to the masses as seen in the mass media, but to what is almost always ignored by the cameras that have become so ubiquitous in our world — what goes on at the micro level, which is usually still chugging away, even after the streets have been cleared of protesters and (to some extent) the police. Returning to the cases just discussed as examples of “failure,” and directing our gaze in this way, we can see evidence of the conscious appropriation of values and practices that are more sustainable — ecologically, politically, socially and individually — than those they seek to replace. In Argentina, despite the return of statist populism, the worker recovered enterprises are holding the ground they gained during and after the financial meltdown in 2001. The ERT model is simple: when the owners of factories think it is in their best interest to shut down operations and bring their money and machines with them out of the country, the workers take over the factory and continue production. But they do it in a different way, using horizontal decision-making processes and equal-wage policies and maintaining relations of mutual aid and solidarity with neighbours, other recovered enterprises and broader communities and movements (Sitrin 2006). Having been proven as a way of dealing with capital flight in Argentina, the ERT model is now spreading to other countries in Latin America and beyond (Ozarov and Croucher 2014).

			In Bolivia, while Evo Morales may be drunk with power, certain changes have occurred at the level of subjectivity, changes that are deep, structural and irreversible. Again citing Rafael Puente, one of these changes has been the recovery of the dignity of the Indigenous people. “It is unthinkable that indigenous peoples in Bolivia will ever again accept that they are treated as second class citizens.” Something similar can be said about the several Mayan nations that make up the core cadres of the Zapatistas — and not only said about them, but by them:

			Before, we would ask the government to give us everything, and they would give us handouts — some housing material, a little bit of money, a few sacks of corn. But now we realize that we can solve our necessities ourselves. The communities created the autonomous municipalities so we could be free to create what our thoughts tell us, to create what we want according to our needs and our history. (Javier Ruiz Cruz, quoted in Mora 1998)

			And while they may not have succeeded in transforming Mexican society as a whole, the Zapatistas have undoubtedly had a strong influence on social movements and Indigenous peoples all over the world, through their work with organizations like the People’s Global Assembly, La Vía Campesina (Reitan 2007) and through the enduring power of Zapatismo, a spirit of radical transformation through autonomous activity (Khasnabish 2008).

			These few examples can be multiplied; they can be found wherever people rise up, out of despair and into dignity. As Marcuse suspected, but was not situated to fully appreciate, there are now, and always have been, alternative values, practices and subjectivities bubbling up from within and beyond the currently dominant order, precisely in those places where the normalized denizens of that order do not wish to look, precisely where what happens, by definition, “does not matter.” In addition to noticing, and learning from, these values, practices and subjectivities — and most importantly for the argument I make in this chapter — critics of the Establishment can also learn an important lesson from the affect that goes along with them, an affect that underlies a life of doing and being other than what is normally and properly considered as “politics.”

			Towards a Joyful Militancy

			The affect I am speaking of is known in Spanish-speaking countries as militante alegre, or joyful militancy. The concept and practice of joyful militancy arise from a desire to escape from the sadness (tristeza) that is often associated with life in the currently dominant order, including the life of the activist. The following excerpt outlines the move that is being made:

			We live in a time profoundly characterized by sadness. Not only the sadness of tears, but above all the sadness of the lack of power to create. Men and women of our time live in the certainty that life is so complex that the only thing we can do is submit to the discipline of the economy, interests and individualism, under penalty of increasing this discipline if we try to avoid it. Social and individual sadness corrodes us and convinces us that we no longer have the means to live an authentic life, and so we submit to order and to the discipline of survival. The tyrant needs sadness to keep each of us isolated in his own little world, virtual and disturbing, but at the same time sad people need the tyrant to justify their sadness. We believe that the first step against sadness (in the form it takes in our capitalist lives) is the creation of solidarity and concrete connections. To break the isolation, to create solidarities, is the beginning of a commitment, of a militancy that no longer works “against,” but “for” life, for joy, through the liberation of the power to create. (Alternative Resistance Network 1999)

			Of course, much of what is being said here, as diagnosis but especially as prescription for radical change, will be familiar to readers of Herbert Marcuse’s An Essay on Liberation:

			The new radicalism militates against the centralized bureaucratic communist as well as against the semi-democratic liberal organization. There is a strong element of spontaneity, even anarchism, in this rebellion, expression of the new sensibility, sensitivity against domination: the feeling, the awareness, that the joy of freedom and the need to be free must precede liberation. (61)

			Interestingly, there are hints that Marcuse, who anticipated so much of what was to come in radical theory, also was an early adopter of what has become known as the “affective turn”:

			The advent of a free society would be characterized by the fact that the growth of well-being turns into an essentially new quality of life. This qualitative change must occur in the needs, in the infrastructure of man (itself a dimension of the infrastructure of society).… Freedom would become the environment of an organism which is no longer capable of adapting to the competitive performances required for well-being under domination, no longer capable of tolerating the aggressiveness, brutality, and ugliness of the established way of life. (9–10, emphasis added)

			By envisioning freedom as the “environment of an organism,” Marcuse pushes his analysis away from the liberal-capitalist centring of individuals and their emotions, towards a Spinozan understanding of joy as an affect that multiplies our collective powers.

			But there are also some important differences between libidinal revolution and joyful militancy. First, joyful militancy is pursued as a continuously reiterated choice of action, whereas there are very strong indications, throughout EOL, that libidinal revolution involves giving oneself over to an instinctual force of the body/nature that seems to lie beyond discourse and history.

			In non-repressive sublimation [the life instincts] would provide the libidinal energy for work on the development of a reality which no longer demands the exploitative repression of the Pleasure Principle. The “incentives” would then be built into the instinctual structure of men. (63)

			The rebellion would then have taken root in the very nature, the “biology” of the individual. (9–10)

			We would then have, this side of all “values,” an instinctual foundation for solidarity among human beings. (13)

			Second, for the kinds of protagonists who invoke the concept of joyful militancy, building our alternatives is both the means and end of our activity — this practice is not only necessary, it is sufficient unto itself. For Marcuse, despite his many, authentic rejections of the Marxism of Mao and Lenin, there seems to be a bit of longing for the totalizing revolution, which again might be seen as related to a desire to hang on to the dialectical approach. A portion of a previous quote shows this tendency in action:

			The new radicalism militates against the centralized bureaucratic communist as well as against the semi-democratic liberal organization. There is a strong element of spontaneity, even anarchism, in this rebellion. (61)

			In this passage, Marcuse seems to affirm the essential quality for anarchism of the identification of ends and means, which is clearly not so strong in many forms of Marxism and all modes of liberalism, which are content to work through and with centralized hierarchical structures in order to achieve what appears to them as liberation. But then, a few sentences later, Marcuse qualifies his support for the spontaneous approach:

			To be sure, within the repressive society, and against its ubiquitous apparatus, spontaneity by itself cannot possibly be a radical and revolutionary force. It can become such a force only as the result of enlightenment, education, political practice — in this sense indeed, as a result of organization. The anarchic element is an essential factor in the struggle against domination: preserved but disciplined in the preparatory political action, it will be freed and aufgehoben in the goals of the struggle. (61–62)

			This is strong evidence of a repetition of the impasse I identify in Marcuse’s thinking on radical social change: on the one hand, there is an appeal to a libidinal energy that exceeds the boundaries of civilized life; on the other, a submission to what might be called the “discipline” of the dialectic, of the simultaneously destructive, preserving and uplifting quality of sublation (aufhebung).

			I suggest that it is possible and desirable to evade both the tyranny of the instinct and the tyranny of the dialectic. By “tyranny,” I refer to the positing of some force that seems to operate outside of discourse, beyond our ability to affect it. In the case of the libidinal revolution, that force would be instinct or instinctual drives, which as previously noted, Marcuse says have “taken root” in the “very biology of the individual” (9–10). In the case of the dialectic, be it positive or negative or somewhere in between, we are faced with the rather mystical quality, traceable back to Hegel’s The Phenomenology of Spirit, of the teleological march through inferior states that leads us to Geist, Absolute Spirit — in the case at hand, and perhaps in all cases, an abstract freedom that is, in the end, not what Marcuse nor those of us who have been inspired by him really want or need.

			Joyful militancy is anything but abstract. It is based in concrete, lived experience, in what Marcuse called practice, and does not seek any grounding beyond that practice. It implies neither acceptance of the system, nor acceptance of defeat by the system, nor even acceptance of the necessity of rejecting the system — the latter course having been proven to lead to militante triste, the sad militancy associated with so many movements that work through parties to take state power, and that waste their creative power on races to radicalism and purity, breaking connections with each other rather than making them stronger.10

			So, rather than rubbing the faces of normalized citizens in the failures of the society that made them, joyful post-dialectical theorists and practitioners might set out to help these citizens become more aware of the creative, powerful, inspiring alternatives that are being created here and now, all around us. Yes, this is being done by under classes and races and regions, as Marcuse noted, and that work must be made more visible. But as a basic understanding of intersectional analysis makes clear, there is no subject, no community, that can be characterized entirely by its inclusion-privilege, nor entirely by its lack. Everywhere there are margin-centres and exclusion-inclusions, and it is on these interfaces that we will find the emergence of that which is not the same, that which is a recovery of the power to create, of what I think Marcuse, on his good days, was sensing and urging us towards.

			The global insurrection was intended as an example of this pedagogical practice, but it can, and should, be massively expanded. The global cities are increasingly visible within the dominant order, wherever they are located geographically, as are the most privileged subjects who inhabit them — but that doesn’t mean that everyone who lives in them is visible, especially when what we are talking about is raising the profile of alternative practices among alternative communities. It is even more difficult to raise awareness of what is happening in rural areas, where even the most committed first world backpackers and Internet journalists rarely go, the places where peasants, Indigenous peoples and intentional communitarians are doing their work.

			It might seem that I am speaking of the role of the intellectual, the role of pedagogy, as though it involves only talking about what others might be doing. Here I have been following Marcuse, who, despite his lasting influence on radical activism, saw his calling and performed primarily as a purveyor of ideas. This was clearly an important role for him, and it remains an important role for those of us who continue to search for ways out of the impasse that he outlined. However, I am advocating, and I try in my own life, to break down the distinction between living and analysis, between doing and theorizing. I have spent years being mistrusted by academics because I do too much, and by activists because I think too much, and I am deeply tired of this distinction. It does more harm than good. We need people who can build a house, as well as present a historical-structural argument supporting the choice to build that house, here and now, rather than some other house, somewhere else, at a different time. We need people who can consciously decide not to grow wheat on the prairies, despite that being what everyone does, because it’s a crop suited for feeding the soldiers of a state on the march, for extractive industrial-capitalist agriculture and for an energy-inefficient farmed-meat economy, not for the subsistence of an autonomous community. There are people like this all over the world, and their number is increasing all the time.

			Nothing stops us from expanding this pedagogy and practice of joyful militancy — except perhaps longstanding cultures of mutual critique that overwhelm our attempts at solidarity and creativity, and equally longstanding ways of thinking about what it means to be an intellectual. Probably the most oft-quoted of Marx’s many marvelous turns of phrase is the bit about philosophers getting up off their chairs to not only interpret the world but to change it. Marx definitely tried to do that, but he did it dialectically and oppositionally, using hierarchy and dirty secret deals among a few “leaders” — thus setting the stage for a hundred and fifty years of sad militancy. It’s time for that to change, for the política afectiva (politics of affect) that is alive and well in places like Argentina, Mexico and Bolivia to be taken up more broadly; and most importantly to be taken up within the Euro-colonial domain, where sad affects radiate disaster triumphant.

			Isn’t This a Little Too Utopian?

			Stepping off the bus of sadness and self-defeating radical-intellectualism seems impossible — utopian in the bad sense of not paying adequate attention to what seems to be the logic of history, the conditions out of which the future must emerge. Here it is instructive to turn to Marcuse one final time. In The End of Utopia, he discusses two senses in which a given future might be seen as not feasible:

			In the usual discussion of utopia the impossibility of realizing the project of a new society exists when the subjective and objective factors of a given social situation stand in the way of the transformation.… Communistic projects during the French Revolution and, perhaps, socialism in the most highly developed capitalist countries are both examples of a real or alleged absence of the subjective and objective factors that seem to make realization impossible. (2)

			This argument claims, at its core, that some particular projection towards the future is against “the laws of history.” But Marcuse rejected this criterion, perhaps because he understood that there are in fact no laws to history at all. Thus, he notes: “The project of a social transformation … can also be considered unfeasible because it contradicts certain scientifically established laws, biological laws, physical laws; for example, such projects as the age-old idea of eternal youth or the idea of a return to an alleged golden age. I believe that we can now speak of utopia only in this latter sense, namely when a project for social change contradicts real laws of nature” (3).

			Using this criterion, it would seem that the Establishment is looking a lot more utopian than most of its proposed alternatives. The continued expansion through domination of nature that is inherent to the capitalist economy, for example, is bringing on climatic change that will almost certainly undermine the conditions of possibility of capitalism itself. No one but the most foolish, frightened and greedy among us are still doubting that this is the case — it is as scientifically proven as anything could ever be.11 The project of modern development is equally ridiculous, in its attempt to ignore the finite size of planet Earth — there is simply no way, given current or any realistic (I love being able to use that word against the dominant order!) technology, that enough energy — here standing for water, food, everything we need — can be generated to allow a population of eight to ten billion people to live like residents of a suburb in Los Angeles. There are many signs that the collapse of the currently dominant order is already underway, proceeding through a phase of fortress states and economies, like Europe and Canada/U.S., surrounded by, and of course utterly dependent upon, “failed” states and economies like Yemen and to some extent Mexico. The “failures” are also increasingly occurring within the fortress states themselves, as evident in (sub)urban uprisings, economic fragility and increasing resurgence of the Indigenous colonies within settler societies, leading to living, working, and shopping fortresses being created within the major cities and on their margins in gated communities.

			Enough, then, I say, with critical theory and negative dialectics. Those of us who have been fully immersed in the horrors of the currently dominant order have nothing new to learn from continuing to poke through its entrails. Let us make our practice one of a joyfully militant pedagogy, learning from others and creating ourselves. Let us follow Herbert Marcuse’s call to prepare for a life beyond the Establishment, a life other than what the Establishment offers. Here and now, surrounded by the falling petals of this dying rose, let us dance.

			Notes

			1. To reinforce the impression that I am offering an immanent, friendly critique, I cite an observation made by Christopher Holman: “Rolf Wiggershaus will recall an instance in which a student questioned Marcuse about the potential forces of radical change in contemporary society: ‘Instead of addressing this, Marcuse admitted his helplessness in the face of the vicious circle that, in order for the new demands to develop, the mechanisms that reproduced the old demands would first have to be abolished; while, on the other hand, in order to abolish those mechanisms, the demand for them to be abolished would first have to be created. The only solution he could envisage, as he had already mentioned in the essay on tolerance and again — almost to excess — in an interview, ‘Professors as State Regents?,’ published in Der Spiegel several weeks after the Berlin event, was an educational dictatorship’” (2014: 148). This is a slightly different sort of “helplessness” than the kind I am working with here, but this quote highlights the fact that some followers of Marcuse, and Marcuse himself, acknowledge the status — and value — of what I call impasse in Marcuse’s work. 

			2. I am not implying that I think Marcuse believed that social change must always be internal to the established system of authority, an immanent working out of that system’s contradictions (though Note 1 indicates that he struggled with the possibility that this might be the case). I am saying that Marcuse believed that while analysis must come from “inside,” the impetus for radical social change must come from “outside” the existing order. What I call the impasse in his work arises from the difficulties he had in imagining what this “outside” might call for. I think, he refused to try to imagine this, so as to avoid what could only seem to him as a moment of Leninist intervention-domination (the theorist knows best what the social actors must do).

			3. This kind of work could lead to approaches that would be characterized as reformist, revolutionary or prefigurative, or would simultaneously appear to participate in any or all of these logics. All of these logics maintain an otherness to the currently dominant order at the same time as they reproduce that order in certain ways. It seems to me that these two observations follow naturally from a dialectical analysis. I’ve discussed my way of thinking about radical social change at length in Gramsci Is Dead (2005) and in more recent articles (e.g., Day and Montgomery 2014).

			4. My experience is limited to autonomy-oriented movements and events (such as insurrections), i.e., those that seek distance from capitalism, the state form and the modes of division that allow the state form and capitalism to perpetuate themselves, such as racism, (hetero)sexism, colonialism, xenophobia, Eurocentrism and other forms of exclusivist nationalism. This is the primary reason why I discuss only insurrections that seem to be driven by these values (though some definitely contain a nationalist element, which I would say is not an insurrectionary element). But also, an “insurrection” that seeks to take state power from one group and give it to another, such as what has been going on in Ukraine for example, is better seen as a step on the way to a “revolution,” as envisioned by someone like Mao or Lenin — neither of whom are likely to be seen as fellow travellers of Herbert Marcuse. I also avoid lumping in autonomy-oriented struggles with what the followers of xenophobic movements in Europe and the U.S. are seeking, which use the power of the state to keep out Others and remove Others, to protect what they see as a threatened self-interest. However, interesting analyses can be conducted in this regard (e.g., see Terry Maley’s chapter in this volume).

			5. Marcuse makes a similar argument in The End of Utopia: “All the material and intellectual forces which could be put to work for the realization of a free society are at hand. That they are not used for that purpose is to be attributed to the total mobilization of existing society against its own potential for liberation” (3).

			6. Perhaps not surprisingly, given his concern for “libidinal-natural” forces, Marcuse mentions “conquest of nature” as one of the ways in which the Establishment threatens the conditions of its own possibility (e.g., in One-Dimensional Man: 255).

			7. This move reminds one of the way Hardt and Negri work with the concept of the “biopolitical” in Empire (2000) and later books in that series.

			8. Again, I stress that I don’t believe Marcuse thinks that this is the only way social change can or should be achieved, nor do I think that. It is one way among many, with its own perils and possibilities, which I explore in a forthcoming documentary entitled After the Barricades: Insurrection and Institutionalization in Latin America.

			9. A number of writers point out the power of horizontalism in recent social movements. One of the first and one of the best (due to its embeddedness in the movements themselves) is Marina Sitrin’s Horizontalism (2006). 

			10. For more on this aspect of joyful militancy in English, see <cultivatingalternatives.com/tag/joyful-militancy/> and <earthlingopinion.wordpress.com/2014/07/31/the-ecology-of-joy-in-our-radical-movements-and-spaces/>.

			11. This is an allusion to the post-Popperian understanding of science as an exercise in refutations rather than proofs — nothing is ever established as an unalterable law or fact.
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			Chapter 7

			Radical Opposition  to Neoliberal Globalization

			Francis Dupuis-Déri

			Rereading Herbert Marcuse can be useful for anyone who wants to grasp the mindset and worldview of the radical participating in today’s movement against capitalist globalization and economic austerity policies. Marcuse’s writings of the 1950s and 1960s, while not a direct source of inspiration, seem to anticipate the current variety of radical thought. This is hardly surprising. In the late 1960s militant young radicals and anti-authoritarian students from Berkeley to Berlin, inspired by his work and recognizing themselves in it, would invite Marcuse to conferences to discuss philosophical and political issues (Bergmann, Dutschke, Lefevre and Rabehl 1968; Marcuse 1970; McAdam and Rucht 1993: 72).1

			In proposing a rereading of Marcuse, we hope to facilitate a better understanding of the radicals active in today’s “anti-globalization” movement and the mobilization against economic austerity policies, whether in Greece, the Spanish Indignados movement, the Occupy network that in 2011 spread across cities of the West, or the fight against tuition fee increases in Québec, Chile and Great Britain in 2011–12. In Québec, for example, the student strike against tuition increases involved multiple forms of collective action, including rallies, street theatre and hacking of government websites. A number of marches turned into riots and were met with brutal police repression resulting in thousands of arrests and many serious injuries. The extent of the mobilization was unparalleled in contemporary Québec history and quickly evolved into a broad popular movement that saw nightly demonstrations for months in Montreal and Québec City, neighbourhood rallies with residents banging on pots and pans (manifestations de casseroles) and, more recently, autonomous neighbourhood meetings (assemblées populaires autonomes de quartiers, or APAQ) (Charbonneau 2012; Hale 2012; Gabbatt 2012; Hamilton 2012).

			My goal is not to analyze the economic structures or political realities that constitute the environment in which these mobilizations occurred but rather to illuminate the vision and political discourse shared by Marcuse and the radical protestors of the turn of the twenty-first century. Of course, Marcuse’s theses are not all appropriate to the political reality of today, but the limitations of his thought perhaps point to the limitations of contemporary radicalism while highlighting its originality when compared to the protest movements of the previous generation.

			Reformists and Radicals in the Anti-Globalization Movement

			Those who are active in the anti-globalization movement that first arose in the West in the late 1990s believe that the globalization of capital has caused serious economic, legal, ecological, political and cultural problems. The financial crisis of 2008 and the ensuing economic austerity policies provide ample evidence in support of this critical appraisal, as the following examples attest:

			• economic problems: the gap has widened not only between rich and poor countries but also between the rich and the poor within each country (OECD 2011);

			• legal problems: by relocating to countries in the process of industrialization, companies avoid the stricter legal norms in the rich countries of the West with respect to workers’ rights (union rights, minimum wages, health and safety regulations, job security, etc.);

			• ecological problems: the globalization of capital enables the unbridled industrialization of countries lacking strict environmental protection rules; furthermore, the higher levels of production and consumption stimulated by economic globalization result in higher levels of pollution and the disastrous effects of accelerated climate change;

			• political problems: the institutions officially representing national sovereignty grant more and more rights to investors, to the point where arbitration tribunals can be petitioned to override national laws. Activists also denounce the hypocrisy of the leaders in post-industrialized countries, charging that even as they push for market liberalization, privatization of public services and increases in rates and fees for services, they do not hesitate to close the borders to the poor and to subsidize large, homegrown companies; and

			• cultural problems: these are caused by the effects of the globalization of capital on the television, music and cinema sectors, among others, such that cultural diversity is jeopardized by the steamroller of Americanization.

			Anti-globalization activists, despite what that label may suggest, are defenders of global justice, global solidarity and global resistance.

			Just like the protest movements of the 1960s (Hardt 2002), today’s movements against the globalization of capital and austerity policies consist of two tendencies with rather fluid contours: reformist and radical. For many commentators, the demarcation between them is determined by their different tactical choices. Reformers demonstrate calmly, whereas the radicals are simply “troublemakers” who ransack McDonald’s restaurants and bank branches and defy the police (Montes 2001; Dupuis-Déri 2010, 2013).2 Yet the economic and political choices that distinguish the two tendencies are more significant. On economic matters, the reformists are social democrats, whereas the radicals are anti-capitalists. In the political sphere, the reformists consider liberal democracy legitimate but deplore its failure to represent the diverse interests of civil society. By contrast, the radicals regard liberal democracy as fundamentally illegitimate, preferring direct democracy and indeed anarchy. Direct democracy and anarchy are embodied in radical groups such as the Anti-Capitalist Convergences (in Montreal; Washington, DC; New York; Seattle) (Epstein 2001; Graeber 2002). Similarly, in the context of the Québec student movement, the general meetings of student bodies and the autonomous neighbourhood meetings are examples of direct democracy.

			Surprisingly Topical Words

			As early as 1964 Marcuse wrote about “present-day … neo-liberalism,” portraying an unjust global system that today’s radicals easily associate with the one they are combating. The global environment depicted by Marcuse is characterized by a democratic deficit, mergers of large firms to the detriment of smaller ones, a market economy ruled by the law of the jungle and the consequent weakening of governments in the face of the market. The following quote conveys Marcuse’s tone and spirit on this subject:

			A comfortable, smooth, reasonable, democratic unfreedom prevails in advanced industrial civilization, a token of technical progress. Indeed, what could be more rational than the suppression of individuality in the mechanization of socially necessary but painful performances; the concentration of individual enterprises in more effective, more productive corporations; the regulation of free competition among unequally equipped economic subjects; the curtailment of prerogatives and national sovereignties which impede the international organization of resources. (1964: 1)

			The economic forces that Marcuse described in the 1960s modified, even constructed, the identities of individuals. Today the opponents of neoliberalism say “No to the commodification of the planet!” Thirty years ago, Marcuse already referred to a “productive apparatus [that] tends to become totalitarian to the extent to which it determines not only the socially needed occupations, skills, and attitudes, but also individual needs and aspirations” (vx). More specifically, “people recognize themselves in their commodities; they find their soul in their automobile, hi-fi set” (9); and the economic system fosters “the need for possessing, consuming, handling, and constantly renewing the gadgets, devices, instruments, engines, offered to and imposed upon the people” (1969: 11).

			What about the political actors? For Marcuse, political parties resemble one another more and more, labour unions share the general objective of the owners, and the world economy is locked into “a world-wide system of military alliances, monetary arrangements, technical assistance and development schemes” (1964: 19). Poor countries are engulfed in war: yesterday Vietnam, today Afghanistan, Libya, Palestine and, once again, Iraq.

			Even the relationship between this unjust system and its opponents is described by Marcuse in terms familiar to today’s anti-globalization militants. Consider the opening statement of the preface to An Essay on Liberation, published in 1969: “The growing opposition to the global dominion of corporate capitalism is confronted by the sustained power of the dominion: its economic and military hold in the four continents, its neocolonial empire, and, most important, its unshaken capacity to subject the majority of the underlying population to its overwhelming productivity and force” (vii). In short, Marcuse’s criticism of the economic and political system of his time is identical to the one formulated by activists in the current movement against the globalization of capital: lack of political freedom, self-serving rationalization on the part of the economic and political powers, company mergers motivated by the perpetual drive to boost profits, free enterprise to the exclusive benefit of the strongest, restraints on the prerogatives of national sovereignty and so on. Furthermore, Marcuse’s analysis of the necessary response by protesters is also echoed by the radicals of today: in opposition to the globalization of oppressive forces there must be a globalization of solidarities, one that conceives of liberty and other fundamental needs in nonmarket terms. For Marcuse, “solidarity” is the key feature of the “new sensibility” of the radicals of his era, of those wishing to break with the prevailing system of domination and competition (Marcuse 1964).3 Likewise, many present-day militants prefer to describe their movement not in terms of opposing globalization per se but rather of promoting “global justice” and “global solidarity.”

			Domination in a Rich Society

			In spite of some spectacular failures, the globalization both of markets and new technologies provides the majority of people in the West with an enviable standard of living in comparison with conditions in developing countries. Those who advocate justice and solidarity are of the view that the gap between rich and poor can only increase under global capitalism and that society may be generally richer but it is not necessarily more just. A generation ago, Marcuse was already criticizing the irrationality of an “advanced industrial society [that] becomes richer, bigger, and better” (1964: ix). Such a society is “irrational” because it is rife with internal contradictions: the acceleration and increase of productivity leads to accelerated and increased destruction (of the environment and traditional cultures, among other things), production is ever more automated and computerized but the amount of time devoted to work remains essentially unchanged, and so forth. In sum, people may be quantitatively happy because of their numerous possessions, but their lives are qualitatively impoverished, and the world they inhabit is headed for disaster. And then there are all those who consider themselves wealthy because they have access to credit, which actually serves to enrich the banks through the interest payments on private and public loans, whereas people eventually find themselves financially ruined, either personally (as in the United States) or collectively (as in Greece).

			People are not free in this irrational system because “reason,” which in the Age of Enlightenment was presumed to be liberating, has become despotic, disciplinary and destructive (1964: xiii, 84). A truly rational system of thought must admit that given the present level of technology and production, “the abolition of poverty and misery is possible … as [is] the abolition of alienated labor” (1970: 64).

			In 1968, Marcuse affirmed that justice and happiness were finally within reach thanks to the vast technical and productive capacities of the West. Nevertheless, Marcuse consistently warns against the assumption that new technology necessarily leads to political change. While telecommunications may make direct democracy feasible, they do not determine whether it will be instituted. Just because the Internet renders a certain form of direct democracy possible, governments and parliaments will not automatically give up their executive and legislative power. Similarly, robotics may enable the reduction of the time devoted to labour, but, as Marcuse points out: “When no vital need to abolish (alienated) labor exists, when on the contrary there exists a need to continue and extend labor, even when it is no longer socially necessary … it is only to be expected that new technical possibilities actually become new possibilities for repression by domination” (1970: 66–67).

			The relations of domination that persist in advanced capitalism are not markedly inconsistent with other stages of human civilization. According to Marcuse, openly inspired in this instance by Sigmund Freud and Charles Fourier, all “civilization” is repressive. In a pre-civilized world, human beings are guided by the “pleasure principle,” yet they quickly learn that pleasure is not constant and that all their desires cannot be satisfied fully and painlessly. Worst yet, human beings must deal with scarcity. The quest for pleasure is thus subjected to economic imperatives, and the individual discovers the “reality principle,” which modifies the pleasure principle so that it can no longer be perceived as immediately realizable. Human beings discover “reason” and enter civilization, where the dominant impose a “performance principle” on the dominated, which in turn makes it possible to establish an economic system geared to satisfying not the needs of everyone but the ever-growing needs of a privileged few. In this system the majority are obliged to work “for an apparatus which they do not control, which operates as an independent power to which individuals must submit if they want to live” (Marcuse 1966). Thus, individuals “do not live their own lives, but perform pre-established functions. While they work, they do not fulfill their own needs and facilities but work in alienation.” The principles of reality and performance are interiorized to such an extent that individuals may eventually convince themselves that they are really free.

			Marcuse makes it clear that all human life necessitates the modification of the pleasure principle by the reality principle, while the performance principle is the specific form that the reality principle takes in “advanced” economic societies. If all civilizations are repressive in order to cope with the “reality principle” (human existence demands basic [self]repression), not all civilization is surplus repressive. This surplus repression has become historically entrenched and persistent in capitalism as well as in state-socialism. According to Marcuse’s ideas and hopes, a future anti-authoritarian socialist society would require some organization and, of course, institutions, thus some kind of (self)repression, but it would not be surplus repression (see Horowitz 1977). To recast an anarchist slogan consistent with the “reality principle,” the society of tomorrow should be about “order without power.”

			In the current state of affairs, however, as the means of production and technology expand and develop, those who dominate inculcate the dominated with “false needs” that cannot be satisfied without another individual being dissatisfied, indeed exploited and dominated. The system is necessarily unjust, since the liberty and happiness of some requires the submission and unhappiness of others. False freedom is a means of domination. Individuals believe they are free so long as they can choose between different candidates during elections, different models of cars, different TV stations (Marcuse 1964: 4, 6–7). Marcuse’s thought is close here to that of authors currently popular among “anti-globalization” militants — for example, Noam Chomsky, on freedom of the press, and Naomi Klein, on the freedom to choose between competing logos. The lie about freedom operates in tandem with the lie about equality, which, Marcuse remarks, turns on employee and employer watching the same television shows, owning beautiful cars and buying fashionable clothes (1964: 8).

			These shallow senses of equality and liberty seem to satisfy the majority of individuals because their ability to think critically is diminished by the political uses of discourse. Reason is trapped in a closed discourse, which imprisons the individual in a “one-dimensional” logic of insubstantial returns. Marcuse’s analyses, inspired by the writing of George Orwell (Marcuse 1964: 88),4 are akin to those of contemporary authors like Ignacio Ramonet and Chomsky, whose work in turn resonates among the radical militants opposed to neoliberal globalization. To cite a specific example, Ramonet, editor in chief of Le Monde Diplomatique and one of the founders of the ATTAC movement,5 uses the concept of la pensée unique (universally accepted ideas) to designate the neoliberal ideology that became hegemonic in the wake of the collapse of the so-called communist states of Eastern Europe.

			In this one-dimensional discourse, words with positive connotations, like freedom, equality, democracy and peace, are associated with things favoured by the powers that be: markets and firms are free; democracy signifies elections, heads of state, political parties; the free and democratic world wages war on behalf of peace (as in Bush’s discourse during the 1991 war on Iraq). Meanwhile, “bad” words6 (Marcuse 1969: 72; Jackall 1995) serve not just to qualify and condemn the enemy but to constitute it. The negative qualifiers systematically applied to the enemy gradually construct the identity in which official discourse imprisons it. The enemy is stripped of all ambiguity and nuance (74). Marcuse also draws attention to the waltz of more or less abstract labels — NATO, U.N., U.S., to which he would today no doubt add WTO, IMF, G8, G20, FTAA and the like — which “denote that and only that which is institutionalized” (94). Such terms participate in a “functional language” that is “anti-critical and anti-dialectical” and prevents one from fully grasping the object in question, from seeing what it is in reality and, finally, from questioning that reality (97). What’s more, anyone transgressing these discursive codes is accused of engaging in propaganda.

			On the front line of the struggle, at the heart of demonstrations where blows are struck against symbolic targets — McDonald’s, banks and the like — and confrontations take place with the police, words still matter. The “anti-globalization” label, for example, erases all possibility of positive potential for a large part of the public; henceforth, the movement figures as a purely negative force within public discourse. As for the violence of the demonstrators, very often described as “troublemakers” and “vandals,” today’s discourse resembles that of 1968.

			The demonization of militant “violence” is especially apparent in North America, where the myths of social peace and the moral and political superiority of nonviolence (on the domestic scene, at least) dominate public discourses, including those of progressive forces. In the case of the Québec student strike launched in February 2012, almost every minister of the provincial government made public statements denouncing the students’ violence. In actual fact, a few windows were smashed and some stones were thrown at the police. A number of columnists and reporters expressed their outrage when students tried to block a bridge connecting Montreal to its suburbs on the South Shore. One TV host even lamented to the student he was interviewing, “I was stalled in my car for an hour and a half because of you!” Some activists were charged under the anti-terrorism law after smoke bombs went off in subway stations (Hamilton 2012), and several columnists readily used the term “terrorism” when referring to the direct actions of the student movement. Meanwhile, the police made over 3500 arrests and used large amounts of pepper spray; at least one student was permanently blinded in one eye, while others suffered skull fractures, broken arms, shattered teeth and so on. According to Marcuse:

			The traditional distinction between legitimate and illegitimate violence becomes questionable.… Can one meaningfully call it an offense when demonstrators disrupt the business of the university, the draft board, the supermarket, the flow of traffic, to protest against the far more efficient disruption of the business of life of untold numbers of human beings by the armed forces of law and order?… The established vocabulary discriminates a priori against the opposition — it protects the Establishment. (1969: 76–77)

			Marcuse’s words recall those of radical militants today, who, when accused of disturbing the proper functioning of society with their large demonstrations, reply to their accusers that it is the large official summits, such as the 2010 G20 in Toronto, that really disturb urban life, since for days and nights entire districts are sealed off by long, high fences and battalions of police. The militants argue, furthermore, that capitalism in general and economic globalization in particular are infinitely more violent and destructive than any anti-globalization demonstrator.

			Marcuse makes clear, however, that he does not accept flexible definitions of the concept of violence. In discussions with radical German students, he explains that there is no symbolic violence; for violence to exist, force such as a truncheon blow, or the threat of force, must be wielded. Manipulation by words and publicity cannot be defined as violence since nobody is physically forced to consume or to watch television or to read the newspapers (1970: 73).

			Though a declared leftist, Marcuse concedes that the liberal state is less objectionable than other political regimes and admits that the orthodox Marxism of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics does not offer an attractive model (1964, 1958). In this connection, Marcuse feels a greater kinship with Charles Fourier, a “utopian socialist,” than with Karl Marx, while thinking about the liberation of human beings from alienating work; indeed, the former hoped to transform work into play. What distinguishes play from work is that it is an end unto itself: the goal of play is playing. On the other hand, workers do not work because they draw satisfaction from their work; they work to produce (often for others) and to collect a salary. The act is detached from its object, and the actors consequently find themselves in a state of alienation (1964: 50–51). Marcuse’s thoughts on play distance him slightly from today’s militants, who are generally skeptical about the historical experience of communism and of the U.S.S.R., showing a preference for anarchism, at least in North America.

			Reform the System or Contest It by Radical Means?

			Currently, as in Marcuse’s time, there are many political and social movements actively opposed to the advanced capitalist system and the politicians that support it. Today, as in the past, there is a division between reformists (social democrats) and radicals (anti-capitalists and anti-authoritarians). Marcuse felt closer to the radicals — first, for personal reasons. When radical German students asked him what he thought of reformism, Marcuse alluded to his own experience of German social democracy: “From the time of my own political education, that is since 1919, I have opposed this party [German Social Democratic Party]. In 1917 to 1918 I was a member of the Social Democratic Party, I resigned from it after the murder of Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht.” For Marcuse, this double assassination epitomized the duplicity of the Social Democrats regarding the ideal of true liberation. Marcuse does not blame the Social Democratic Party so much for believing “that it could work within the framework of the established order” as for consciously working “in alliance with reactionary, destructive, and repressive forces” (1970: 102) Thus, he shares with the radical students of yesterday — and so anticipates today’s radicals — “a strong revulsion against traditional politics … against that whole network of parties, committees, and pressure groups on all levels; against working within this network and with its methods … Nothing that any of these politicians, representatives, or candidates declares is of any relevance to the rebels; they cannot take it seriously” (1969: 63). In addition, the reformist approach is much too slow and cumbersome for the fervent sensibilities of the radicals.

			At a distance from the winding road of reformism, Marcuse privileges the tumult of street demonstrations, which are true to political philosophy’s old and rich tradition of the “right of resistance” (1969: 66; see also Turchetti 2001). For Marcuse, this “right of resistance, namely civil disobedience, belongs to the oldest and most sanctified elements of western civilization.… The recognition and exercise of a higher right and the duty of resistance, of civil disobedience, is a motive force in the historical development of freedom, a potentially liberating violence” (1970: 89–90). This right of resistance sets superior values against existing law — that is to say, the Law against the law. While any law is by definition legal, it is not necessarily legitimate from a moral, religious or constitutional point of view. Citizens can legitimately challenge the government when it transgresses moral or religious laws or the spirit of the constitution. It is hence possible to distinguish between, on the one hand, the force of those who resist, which is just and emancipatory but immediately criminalized, and, on the other hand, the force of the state, which is both unjust and oppressive yet automatically legal (1965: 103–17).

			What about the state in Western societies in 1968? Its legitimacy appears to have been grounded in negatives: there was no civil war, no disorder, no economic disaster, and generally speaking people did not lack any essentials. So why criticize the state? Marcuse proposes to rethink the right of resistance in light of the foreign actions of the state. Even if the domestic policies of a state are relatively just, citizens have the right, indeed the duty to oppose the state if its foreign policy is illegitimate (1969: 67). For Marcuse, the war the U.S. was waging against Vietnam was sufficient reason to contest the political power of the U.S. Today, the radical opposition is less focused on issues of war and peace, though it does express serious concern about the internationalization of economic (rather than military) problems — more specifically how the wealthier states, starting with the G8, have instituted directly or through the agency of international institutions (e.g., the International Monetary Fund, World Bank) an iniquitous economic system. In the case of Greece, the protesters believe that international financial institutions, in collusion with incompetent domestic elites, are responsible for the country’s ruination and forcing the Greek people to foot the bill.

			If Marcuse and the demonstrators against the globalization of capital are to be believed, this gives them the right to contest their respective states in the name of transnational justice. In accordance with the idea that capitalism becomes global through a violent and destructive process, Marcuse’s contention of a generation ago still holds true today: when protesters “use violence they do not start a new chain of violence but try to break an established one” (1965: 117).

			Marcuse’s Limits?

			While Marcuse’s discourse seems at times to coincide with that of today’s radicals, there are nevertheless crucial distinctions, which may help present-day radicals to clarify certain strategic issues. Marcuse was greatly troubled by the Cold War and “the threat of an atomic catastrophe” (1964: ix). Even though this threat still exists, given the thousands of operational atomic warheads, it no longer worries as many people, except when the governing elites of the U.S. and Israel complain about the nuclear threat of small regional powers, such as Iran and North Korea (though these threats pale in comparison with the pre-1989 Soviet threat). Also, Marcuse delves into the use of drugs (1969: 37), an issue that mobilizes relatively little energy among today’s radicals. Finally, Marcuse’s interest in psychoanalysis seems out of step with the radical spirit in these early years of the new millennium, a time when sexuality more readily evokes mortal danger than it does freedom. The AIDS epidemic deeply affected young Westerners and threatens millions of Africans due, among other things, to the inertia of international institutions in the face of the obdurate selfishness of major pharmaceutical companies. Furthermore, the parents of the present generation of radicals, having experienced the sexual revolution of the 1960s, did such a good job of overturning the old sexual norms that their children no longer see this as an important field of struggle. A notable exception in this regard is the queer tendency, which explicitly aims to deconstruct the binary gender system through transgressive practices and is influential in certain anarchist networks, especially in North America (Heckert and Cleminson 2011; Plummer 2010; Dupuis-Déri 2009). The same holds true for art. Modern art has been largely confined to the museum, along with abstract art, conceptual art and others. Today, relational art has gained prominence (Bourriaud 1998; Cohen-Cruz 1998), and demonstrations against capitalist globalization regularly include performances that are at once festive, artistic and political. Still, art is not a central theme in the largely economic and political discourses of contemporary radicals, who would surely not recognize themselves in Marcuse’s Kantian approach to aesthetics and his obsession with the idea of the beautiful (1969: Ch. 2).

			Finally, Marcuse thinks of reality as unified and therefore puts forward a globalizing, homogenizing and strategic analysis. His positions on economic and political realities are often black and white and rely on traditional rhetoric about the links between economic and political forces. Yet in certain cases international institutions and free trade agreements may actually have made it possible for labour and environmental rights to be introduced into countries or sectors where there were none, but Marcuse’s analyses — and in this respect he is emulated by today’s radicals — leave little room for such subtleties.

			The dynamics of radical struggle is another area where Marcuse’s globalizing approach is at odds with that of present-day radicals. According to Marcuse, the ultimate way out of this reality — that is to say, the movement from revolution towards liberation — must be understood as a global and strategic endeavour, because vast operations must be undertaken to overthrow the whole system — the state and capitalism. This is the main discrepancy between the radicalism of today and that 1968: the radicals of the older generation dreamed and spoke a great deal of revolution. One has only to peruse the texts, discourses and manifestos of the period to confirm this. The radicals of today — despite the obvious variety of their viewpoints — generally display a kind of historical-political realism. They do not share the romanticism of the preceding generation, thinking more in terms of confrontation, defiance and resistance than of revolution. They see their actions not as a prelude to the final victory but as critical messages or here-and-now experiences prefiguring their ideals for organizing society in an egalitarian spirit.

			Marcuse, for his part, oscillates between pessimism and optimism when he broaches the thorny question of the coming revolution. For him, the Marxist analytical framework is inadequate for decoding the revolutionary process that may eventually lead to the overthrow of advanced capitalism. The workers — the proletariat — are no longer the standard bearers of a revolutionary dream; instead, they have attained a higher standard of living and better working conditions thanks in part to the shifting of productive forces from traditional sites such as factories and mines to the service, information and technologies sectors. This process is accompanied by the implementation of new forms of management, allowing for the participation of workers in workplace organization, giving them a new sense of partnership with their employers (1964: 22–48, 1970: 85, 1969: 60; see also Boltanski and Chiapello 1999).7 It is for these structural reasons that workers (especially white-collar workers) are not revolutionary. They are at best trade unionists and hence inclined towards reformism rather than radicalism. Only a very serious socioeconomic crisis causing living standards to plummet could turn them into revolutionaries (Marcuse 1969: 53–54, 57).

			Marcuse argues that even if workers do not want a revolution, it would be necessary for them collectively because of the “union of growing productivity and growing destruction” (1964: xiii). At the same time, the structural reasons that the great majority of contemporary workers are not revolutionaries do not imply that young radicals have no grounds for challenging the established order, which is destructive, hence fundamentally irrational. This revolution must be anarchistic in spirit — in other words, anti-authoritarian — to avoid repeating the tragedy of previous revolutions, of which the primary beneficiaries were the new elites, who manipulated the masses in order to overthrow the old order to their own advantage. Still, in spite of his enthusiasm for the dissidents, Marcuse does not regard the young radicals as a new revolutionary force. Thus, he declares: “Revolutionary in its theory, in its instincts, and in its ultimate goals, the student movement is not a revolutionary force, perhaps not even an avant-garde so long as there are no masses capable and willing to follow” (1969: 60). Consider the Québec student movement, which grew into a popular movement in which trade unions kept a low profile, although they published statements of solidarity with the students’ cause and even contributed to the legal defence fund in response to the massive criminalization of dissent. They also organized conferences on the subject and on several occasions asked their salaried personnel to take part in rallies. Yet they did not see fit to take advantage of the opportunity created by this movement to mobilize their forces in an economic and political struggle (i.e., general strike).

			But isn’t it foolish, in the absence of a revolutionary class, to decry the existing economic-political system and to hope for a revolution? Marcuse was well aware of how crazy it may have appeared to dream of revolution in the West in 1968. Nevertheless, in reply to those who regarded an anarchist vision of the world as purely utopian, he answered that utopias are unrealizable not in and of themselves but owing to the combined economic and political forces standing in their way. Yesterday’s utopia is simply the society imposed today by the victors of the last revolution. Marcuse’s proposal is for utopians to regroup and overthrow the reactionary forces preventing the achievement of a new utopia. The first barrier is ideological, the barrier of thought and discourse. The question is this: who is the master of the will, the system or oneself? As Marcuse puts it, “We have whatever we want. But the aim here is to transform the will itself, so that people no longer want what they now want” (1970: 77; see also Marcuse 1966: 152–53). This statement seems solidly rooted in the socioeconomic reality of the 1960s and 1970s, a period when the living standards of the Western middle class improved from one generation to the next. But over the last three decades or so the situation of the middle class has deteriorated in the West. The past few years have been especially trying in certain countries, such as Spain, Iceland and Greece. Nevertheless, today’s radicals are trying to change what people want, through discourses produced and disseminated on the Internet, particularly through pastiches of commercial publicity, and by means of popular education campaigns and public conferences. Aside from demonstrations and direct actions, the radicals work on a daily basis to disseminate information through the alternative media (e.g., the militant coverage of the Québec student movement by Indymedia, A-Infos, Infoshop, the Internet and CUTV [Concordia University’s community television station] and to organize anarchist book fairs [e.g., in Montreal, Toronto, London]) They are also active on the music scene, in social housing groups and squats, in free food distribution (e.g., Food Not Bombs), the Occupy movement and so on. The very existence of radical groups, to quote Marcuse, “is the ferment of hope” because “it testifies to truth of the alternative — the real need, and the real possibility of a free society” (1969: 60).

			The radical opposition today, like that of 1968, functions principally through small, flexible and leaderless autonomous groups. Their members, generally speaking, are inspired by anarchism, which according to Marcuse is essential because it is the only ideology whose objective is total political liberation, whereas other revolutionary ideologies have always made it possible to justify the power of a new elite (1969). Today such groups, organized according to anti-authoritarian principles, are experimental sites for libertarian practices, sites where a different kind of political relationship can develop.

			To the extent that they dream of a global revolution, the radicals of today are children of modernity, but they are also postmodern because they celebrate their tactical gains and the autonomous zones of freedom that are created for a time within their groups or during their events. A political experiment does not need to be permanent or global in order to be significant for those involved in it or who study it with a view to drawing its theoretical and practical lessons. In fact, all political experiments are perforce historically specific, ephemeral, limited and pervaded by multiple dynamics.

			At first glance, the spaces provided — and liberated — by today’s radicals are more extensive than was the case for their predecessors, who often limited their struggles to the university environment.8 Now many radicals are students, but they are often active outside that environment, possibly returning there to criticize its organizational principles and, especially, to denounce the close ties between universities and private investors as well as the on-campus publicity contracts granted to companies. But the radicals of today run the risk of spinning their wheels and indulging in their momentarily liberated spaces, where they may have temporarily liberated themselves but no one else (Churchill 1998; Zinn 2002: 39–53). Only a short time ago they would have been accused by Marxists of being petty bourgeoisie. But even if they wanted to merge with the masses, whose strength would be a source of revolutionary hope, their very radicalism would no doubt prevent them doing so. This is a problem already identified by Marcuse. He points out that radical practice becomes part of a dangerous process, whereby protest actions actually cut the radicals off from the masses, who are quick to categorize them as vandals, allowing the state to intensify its repression. By way of example, Marcuse quotes the French communist newspaper L’Humanité concerning May 1968 and its aftermath, when the radicals were dismayed by the easy re-election of the Gaullistes: “Every barricade, every torched automobile, provided the Gaulliste party with tens of thousands of votes.” Forty-four years later, in the midst of the Québec student conflict, as the provincial elections loomed large, many progressives spoke out to persuade the student movement to moderate its actions and to reign in its unruly rank and file, for fear that the ruling Liberal party, by presenting itself as the party of law and order, might profit from the chaos to maintain its hold on power. As it happens, Marcuse’s response to the position of L’Humanité could just as well apply to the situation in Québec:

			This is perfectly correct — as perfectly correct as the corollary proposition that without the barricades and car burnings the ruling powers would be safer and stronger.… The radical opposition inevitably faces defeat of its direct, extra-parliamentary action, of uncivil disobedience, and there are situations in which it must take the risk of such defeat — if, in doing so it can consolidate its strength and expose the destructive character of civil obedience to a reactionary regime. (Marcuse 1969: 68)

			To “take the risk of such defeat”? Certainly a move fraught with danger.

			Conclusion

			Marcuse believed that the protestors of his time formed a kind of fifth column which was in a position to benefit from the revolutionary push abroad, particularly in Vietnam and Cuba (which Marcuse tried not to over-idealize), and thus overthrow a system weakened by far-flung conflicts (1969: 86, 79–82). Today, especially after the September 11, 2001, attack against the U.S., there is a new exterior enemy, but it is one that radicals cannot identify with. Some of them may have smiled as they watched the collapse of the World Trade Center9 — a name that says it all, Marcuse would have surely mused — but unlike the students at the barricades in Paris’s Latin Quarter in May 1968, who could identify with the Vietnamese fighters, their contemporary counterparts are unable to relate to the political principles of authoritarian, intolerant, misogynist Islamists. On the other hand, they can certainly empathize with the throngs who, starting in the spring of 2011, filled the streets of Tunisia, Egypt and other countries, in protest against authoritarian regimes.

			These mass demonstrations have been used to justify the increased mobilization of resources and minds. The Islamist threat simultaneously reinforces the state both internally and externally (Marcuse 1969: 85–86), reducing the latitude of radicals to the point where in some cases they are identified as “terrorists” for the purposes of the new anti-terrorism security measures. Indeed, the Terrorism Group of the Council of the European Union considers certain acts “committed by extremist radical groups” to have “clearly created situations of terror at the heart of society, and require a reaction by the Union, which has drawn up a list of acts and defined them as infractions according to the first article of the framing-decision in the fight against terrorism” (E.U. Council 2000, emphasis added). As previously mentioned, the students in Québec who were said to have set off smoke bombs in the Montreal subway were accused of having acted with the intention of inciting “apprehension that terrorist activity is occurring or will occur,” which in Canada is defined as a crime in the anti-terrorism legislation hastily enacted in the wake of 9/11 (Montreal Gazette 2012).

			Barring a spectacular turn in the situation, the prevailing balance of power does not offer much hope that the radicals can revolutionize the economic and political system. Undeniably, the waves of protest in Chile, Greece and Québec were unexpectedly massive, dynamic and turbulent, but they remain defensive maneuvres in response to the neoliberal offensive.

			Of course, the action and political experience of an individual or a group need not have a permanent, global impact to be significant. Thanks to their postmodern ethos, today’s radicals find satisfaction in temporarily liberating a public space (during a street protest, for instance, or when they set up tents for a few weeks or months in a downtown square) and in making known their radical criticism of the system through public protests. Also, when defeat eventually comes, they find reassurance in at least the knowledge that the experience has helped educate a new generation of activists. Given his overly globalizing thesis, Marcuse would no doubt conclude they are not doing enough for the revolution, whereas the outlook of radical activists in the early twenty-first century is more realistic. That said, there is nevertheless an element of tragedy in every revolutionary ethos that gets trapped in a dead end.

			Notes

			1. This chapter is reprinted with the permission of the Radical Philosophy Review, which published a first version in English of an article originally published in French, in Variations: Revue international de théorie critique. It was translated by David Leahy and Lazer Lederhendler.

			2. This typology is popular in the mass media but also among some university professors (see, e.g., Montes 2001).

			3. These ideas are in One-Dimensional Man (1964), and in An Essay on Liberation Marcuse returns to this theme, writing about the “emergence of a new, spontaneous solidarity” and stating that the “political radicalism…implies a moral radicalism,” which leads to a reversal of accepted values and the renewal of humanism and solidarity (1969: 52, 10, 20–21). 

			4. Orwell’s novel 1984 is well known, but Orwell develops his systematic analysis of the politics of language in his essay “Politics and the English Language,” in Inside the Whale and Other Essays (1962).

			5. Association pour la Taxation des Transactions financière et l’Aide aux Citoyens’ (Association for the Taxation of Financial Transactions and Aid to Citizens).

			6. The use of “good” and “bad” words for propagandistic ends is also mentioned in 1937 by the Institute for Propaganda Analysis, “How to Detect Propaganda,” in Jackall 1995.

			7. It is interesting to note that Marcuse describes, similarly, a system of management that recalls the “new spirit of capitalism” described by Boltanski and Chiapello (1999), given that these two authors affirm that this spirit is inspired by — or rather “recuperates” — the libertarian values of May 1968. Marcuse admits as much: “Naturally, the market has invaded this rebellion and made it a business” (1969: 60).

			8. This was not true of all radical Germans in Berlin at the end of the 1960s; as Bernd Rabehl notes: “We can distinguish two principal currents in the antiauthoritarian movement. One, which operates especially within the realm of the university.… The others, the “anarchists,” were ready to oppose all norms and pretensions of social institutions and universities” (1968)

			9. This is a reaction I came across myself from anti-capitalist activists involved in the alter-globalization movement at the time, in France as well as in Québec.
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			Chapter 8

			Québec Students Strike  for Free Higher Education

			Interview with Jérémie Bédard-Wien

			We include this timely interview with former Québec student leader Jérémie Bédard Wien in the collection because it raises important issues about the new forms of, and the intersection between, consciousness and organization in today’s global student (and other) movements.1 It is sometimes forgotten that it was not only a fundamental change in consciousness, or a “new sensibility,” that was crucial to Marcuse’s idea of liberation. Just as important, as Douglas Kellner reminds us, was Marcuse’s engagement with the student, feminist and other movements over issues of organization and strategy.2 Marcuse was intensely involved not only in theoretical and philosophical discussions of a new, radical consciousness, but also with the movements about how to organize.

			The issues that concerned the social justice movements in Marcuse’s time remain crucial today. While Jérémie’s interview focuses on the Québec student protests and does not address Marcuse’s involvement in the 1968 student movements directly, there are many fruitful affinities — both points of commonality and key differences from which we can learn — between issues raised in this collection and Marcuse’s involvement with the movements during his New Left period of the late 1960s and early 1970s. Chapter 7, by Francis Dupuis-Deri, assesses these issues directly.

			The interview is also part of an important sub-text in this volume, a debate on the left about the relationship between theory and praxis, and about which forms of organization best serve the interests of radical change. Some contributors to this collection (see Chapters 5 and 11 in this volume) discuss the newer, multi-centred, horizontal forms of leader-rotating organization. The media reports of the “Maple Spring” demonstrations in 2012 showed tens of thousands of pot-banging protesters filling the streets of Montreal. It is easy to see how onlookers, both outside and even inside Québec, may have got the impression that this was another big protest similar to the Occupy movement. But Bédard-Wien’s description of how the mass assemblies were organized shows that they grew organically out of the specific historical context in Québec and were not leaderless in the way we are used to thinking of Occupy and other protests. Bédard-Wien says, in fact, that the mass assemblies were structured, that there were leaders and that the model of democratic decision-making was not by consensus.

			These reflections are indicative of what Hilary Wainwright notes as activists’ needs for multiple ways of thinking about organizing, for different types of structure and for “diverse sources of power, and the need to devise organizational forms for different purposes and contexts” (2013: 61). This discussion between different experiences and ways of organizing is part of a crucial, ongoing debate within current anti-capitalist struggles. In many ways it is an ongoing debate with Marcuse, one that is absolutely essential for the left and for human emancipation today, fifty years after One-Dimensional Man.

			Québec student leader Jérémie Bédard-Wien attended the recent Young Democratic Socialists student conference in New York City as an official representative of the Association pour une Solidarité Syndicale Étudiante (ASSÉ), formerly CLASSE, the national student organization formed to stop tuition hikes in Québec. Jérémie has acted as treasurer, co-spokesperson and member of the executive committee of ASSÉ, and he sat down after the plenary session for an interview with Democratic Left.

			Maria Svart, DSA: We just got out of a great panel where you discussed the student strike in Québec, and we think there are a lot of parallels but also a lot of lessons and contrasts with the student movement here in the U.S. and with some of the work that YDS is doing even. So can you start by telling us a little bit about the history of the strike, what sparked it, and how you ultimately were able to win.

			Jérémie Bédard-Wien: Well, it starts in 1969. I will spare you the forty years of syndicalist history in Québec, which is rather important because we were able to draw from these past experiences to mobilize for the strike, how past strikes succeeded, what they were like, so on and so forth. Very extensive archives for the student movements.

			But the preparations for the current strike started in 2010 when the tuition hike was first announced. It was going to start being put into effect two years later, so we were given two years’ warning, thankfully, which we were able to use to properly mobilize. So we went on several one-day strikes, at least four or five during that time to allow for an escalation of some kind — starting small toward a general strike. It requires a lot of time, a lot of mobilization. And mobilization was indeed our focus for those two years. There were mobilization committees at every union where people could come in, learn about these issues, and in turn mobilize others, hand out propaganda over a long period of time. Constant mobilization rather than periodic mobilization — when you have nothing to mobilize for, you just mobilize over information regarding the tuition hikes, their effects and so on.

			From the get-go, we used systemic analysis to get our point across, and our analysis of the tuition hikes encompassed not just the economics of it, the number ($1,625) but also drew the tuition hike into a broader analysis of politics, of this being part of a systematic neoliberal shift in public services in Québec, which used to be entirely free and accessible to all (except education, which always had rather low tuition fees). We contrasted this with our vision for education — which is for it to be free to all, funded by the taxpayers, and accessible to everyone including international students, and free of corporate influence, which we see as a very subtle influence on the politics of higher education — how we perceive higher education, where funds are invested. This is also something we sought to denounce.

			So two years. Two years where we also held general assemblies, which we always do to decide what the union should do and bring more and more people into those methods of decision-making, which are hallmarks of our model of direct democracy. We all knew that we were going to have to go on a general strike to defeat the tuition hike because governments don’t move that easily in the history of Québec. But this was something that we could establish only after a fair amount of mobilization and action had been done already. And so in November 2011, we did a protest, and 30,000 people showed up. We did it in collaboration with other national student unions that are less radical than ASSÉ, and at that point we created CLASSE as a coalition to quickly get other unions to join on the premise of defeating the tuition hike from the perspective of free education and also on the premise of participatory democracy.

			In January and February 2012, we mobilized quickly for the general strike. At that point we had done our own work for the tuition hike itself. People were convinced that this was a bad measure and that we had to attack it; now we just had to make the case for this ultimate method of action. It’s important to say that the general strike is not only a way of getting people out to demonstrations. It has its own economic effects, and the most economically threatening part of that movement, much more so than the demonstrations or anything, because you still have to pay teachers, you still have to pay staff at the university and other colleges all throughout the strike, and every day that you strike adds up through the semester, which when the strike ends will have to be retaken.

			So the strike cost $3 million for the government per day at some points. And more problematically, it threatens the cancellation of the semester. At some point, you can only cancel the semester and start the next one, which means that everyone who would graduate this semester will go on for another semester and will keep his or her place at the university or the college which means someone else will not take that place. So it delays the entry of an entire graduating class into the job market. That creates untold amounts of economic damage because the job market expects a number of graduates every year. So that’s what the effects of the strike were. We started getting mandates early on in February. As I mentioned in my talk the first one was when I was in college. I had never gone on strike before, but then you know you build up momentum. It’s an unstoppable momentum and the government has to react to the strike for it to stop. It is renewed every week, but there is no reason to renew it if the government has not reacted to it, and in fact it did not really react until late March, March 22nd after the weekend of the big demonstrations.

			Matt Porter, YDS: I may take this in a slightly different direction, but you mentioned in your talk that in 2007 you worked on a campaign for free higher education. You had to take time to rebuild because the campaign had some issues. Clearly you went from a low point to pulling off a highly successful strike, so how did you rebuild as an organization and do something so fantastic and complicated?

			Jérémie: 2007 came hot on the heels of another strike in 2005, which was incredibly successful and lasted for two months, which at the time was the longest strike we had ever gone on. It didn’t have as much international resonance as this one, but it was in protest of a shift of $103 million from the bursaries program to the loans program. It was pretty brutal and uncalled for, so we went on strike over that. It was less successful for our own organization. We were smaller at the time, but still this reignited our confidence. In 2007, a tuition hike was announced, a smaller one, a test for the one that was to come, so we said “OK, we’ll just go on an offensive campaign to demand free education,” but that failed completely. The strike votes weren’t successful. The most radical students voted against. At that point, we couldn’t get it up and running again.

			But the structures remained. The unions kept running, they retained their funding, they kept doing political action, maybe not coordinated nationally but they were still doing stuff locally. Political action at a national level was pretty much dormant. The only thing we did in 2008 was I think one protest or something. But as you have those structures, and as people don’t stay in university or college that long, you’re able to conveniently move past failures and move on to better things. We never talked about the failed attempt at a strike when we mobilized for this one. We only used carefully chosen points of reference which showed that student movements succeed. You have to craft your own history in a way. And I hope that right-wing media in Québec will not quote that, because they have been quoting me in interviews that I did for Belgian media six months ago!

			Matt: The point you keep raising is that the structures allow you to bounce back from failures, whereas things like Occupy Wall Street didn’t have that.

			Maria: And you mention forty years of syndicalist history in Québec. So what kind of foundation existed in Québec that can be contrasted with here? The second question is what kind of organizing tactics did you use? You mentioned in your talk that it wasn’t just social media — you went out at six in the morning every day to leaflet and talk to every single student.

			Jérémie: When I say “syndicalist history,” I mean student syndicalism. There wasn’t much union/labour syndicalism anywhere in Québec either. It started in the 1960s, as most of those movements did. In 1969 we had our first general strike. There were a number of movements happening all at once; this was the height of the sovereigntist movement as well, so there was a campaign to make McGill into a Francophone university. There was a crippling lack of accessibility to higher education at the time. We had colleges that had just been created, but they weren’t prepared to accept many students. So this general strike demanded loans and bursaries and better accessibility to higher education, and in response to that the Université du Québec à Montréal (UQAM) network, which is kind of like the UC system in California, was created, the first victory of the student movement in Québec. These structures kept running, and we had nine general strikes to further and defend accessibility, defeat tuition hikes, defeat reforms, privatization and so on on different issues. It continued through the 1990s, which was a dark time for the left everywhere. The big hegemonic student organization at the time which was in every student organization in the province, which had been going strong in the 1970s stumbled in the 1980s and became a bureaucratic monster with very little political ambition, and it was finally killed off in the 1990s. That gave rise to new corporatist unions founded on the premise of not going on strike, which we have to deal with to this day. But things picked up again on syndicalist foundations and ASSÉ was created in 2001 to draw on the failures of past organizations and the successes of a certain brand of combative syndicalism.

			To build an organization like ASSÉ, you need to draw people in. Draw them in through meetings, draw them in through general assemblies, draw people in through political spaces of organization. And that’s done through intense mobilization through this print culture that we developed. We printed newspapers, we printed tracts, leaflets, fliers, and gave them out in record numbers every day. We have a printer that never stops. We’re terrible environmentally that way, but I think it’s worthwhile. You just have to get a piece of paper in someone’s hands, and that becomes a way to strike up a conversation to confront them on their received ideas and challenge their conceptions of education and political action and make them move over to your side. That takes a lot of time, but that’s what we did over two years, we talked to people. It’s a lost habit, really.

			Maria: The fliers themselves weren’t doing the convincing.

			Jérémie: You hope people read them, but it’s much more effective to talk to people than to just flier people. It puts a human face on those political ideas. I don’t mean to diminish the great work done by our newspaper committee but yeah.

			Maria: You engaged with students, and you created general assemblies and brought people in that way. Can you contrast your general assemblies and how they run with what you observed in Occupy Wall Street? How were they a way to get students to support student democracy?

			Jérémie: Because it’s a collective decision taken by a large group of people at the same time. You get people into the same space, and suddenly they aren’t an individual in a larger society, they’re part of a collective, part of a student class for a moment in time, and that moment allows them to vote on a collective action. The more people vote for a strike, the less impact it will have, like a boycott on Budwesier, for instance. Because it involves such a large number of people. That’s the difference between individual political action or affinity organizing and these mass general assemblies that involve a lot of political tendencies and even non-political students voting against a tuition hike.

			It’s about getting people into the same space, and that space is nothing like Occupy Wall Street general assemblies. It’s extremely formalized. Every member of the union has the right to vote, to propose motions and to speak during those general assemblies, but that’s it. Non-members do not even have the right to speak. There is a chair, there is a note-taker; it’s all regulated by a very formal code of procedures and the association’s bylaws. It’s very hard to chair one of these meetings; you need to know the rules very well. You have to keep order and so on. And votes are taken for the most part by majority. The strike was taken by majority; there was no consensus. Consensus is not really democratic — it allows a small group of people to block the process for hours on end if they want to, and you cannot vote a strike by consensus, obviously.

			Matt: There’s been a lot of talk about trying to organize a critical mass of students in the U.S. to refuse payment of their student loans at a huge personal risk. I’ve been wary of this concept and I think a lot of people in YDS have thought of it as a bad idea, and I was curious to get your opinion on this strategy.

			Jérémie: Yeah, it’s never really worked. We tried a boycott in the 1980s, a boycott of tuition fees, and less than one percent of students did it.

			Maria: Not to mention that your fees are much lower than here.

			Jérémie: Yes! We’re not even talking about defaulting on debt. We’re talking about not paying low tuition fees. So the personal cost is so great, and it’s such an individual action in the end, even though it’s dreamed up collectively, that in my perspective it’s bound to fail. A strike is a collective action. We’ve seen those at the UC (University of California) universities. That’s the kind of action that should be done rather than individual boycotts.

			Maria: And the strike was not just about tuition hikes, but also about democracy and ultimately about free higher education. You characterized stopping the tuition hikes as a necessary compromise, but it’s not the end. In this country, we have a few public university systems that had historically been free, and were sent down the slippery slope by chancellors and other decision-makers explicitly saying that they’ll begin only by charging a small fee but increase that fee over time. Can you talk about this broader goal of free higher education?

			Jérémie: A small fee, even though it may be small, still represents a commodification of higher education. It means that you have to pay for a product. Education is not to be conceived as a product in my opinion, and as such should be free like health care. Is health care a product? Do you buy yourself a new kidney? Education is a right for all, so is health care, and it should be funded collectively.

			I was in the Czech Republic a few months ago, and they recently started charging 3,000 crowns, which is less than $100 I think, for a year in the university. Even those amounts represent a worrying shift that should be reversed. For us, this was part of a broader neoliberal program sponsored by this government — a cultural revolution of sorts — and we wanted to defeat it as a whole. We worked with other groups to defeat other measures of the same kind in other public services, and we always had a wide, overarching rhetoric that bordered on revolutionary at times. In fact, at the end of the strike when it became extremely big, many were hoping it would transform into some revolutionary struggle. Of course that did not materialize. This was relying on general assembly votes after all, and many students were still opposed to the tuition hike but not opposed to capitalism. This was something that was never bridged, but at the same time our analysis encompassed elements of anti-capitalist analysis and of challenging more than simply tuition hikes and more than simply education. And this was very successful as a way of radicalizing and politicizing students. Other organizations will have to take that and make it something more radical.

			Maria: To what extent did your political ideas help to stop the tuition hike and defeat Bill 78?

			Jérémie: If we were only going to talk about the tuition hike itself and the $1,625 it would have lasted for three weeks. The government would have offered us something insignificant and students would have accepted it because they would not have any kind of further analysis than just the numbers. “Let’s just have a smaller increase, that’s totally fine.” When you challenge the idea of paying for education itself, it creates a lot of resolve among the student body. Some even took on mandates to go on strike indefinitely until we had free education, and these were in general assemblies of thousands. It made our strike much stronger. Even though we had many offers on the table, they were repeatedly rejected. The freeze was the minimal compromise we could have done to end the strike. This radicalism was not only expressed by student leaders, it was expressed in general assemblies. It was expressed by single mothers, by those who came in the streets to support us but weren’t students. It was not only a rhetoric belonging to the enlightened leaders, but in the general student body you encountered it fairly often. It did more for radical anti-capitalist movements than most of what these organizations do themselves.

			But then again, the strike doesn’t belong to one organization. It’s an opportunity, it’s a platform. Once you go on strike you’re liberated from the constraints of traditional political thought and the constraints of being occupied with school, so you can do a lot more than simply challenge the tuition hike.

			Within days of this interview, ASSÉ had mobilized ten thousand students to protest the new government’s education summit, breaking with their more moderate colleagues in the student federations who participated in the summit while still pushing for a tuition freeze.

			Matt Porter is YDS national co-chair and a member of Metro Washington, DC, DSA. Maria Svart is DSA’s national director. Our thanks to the Rosa Luxemburg Stiftung for bringing Jérémie to NYC.

			Notes

			1. Jérémie Bédard-Wien’s interview with the Young Democratic Socialists of America can be found at <dsausa.org/quebec_students_strike>. Reprinted with permission.

			2. See Kellner’s insightful discussion of Marcuse’s engagement with these issues, for example Marcuse’s talk with the U.K. Guardian newspaper on its twentieth anniversary in 1968. There Marcuse said, as he said elsewhere in the midst of the 1960s student protests, that protest might take the form of “organized spontaneity” in smaller groups. The balance or tension between organization and “spontaneity” is not fixed. See Kellner 2004: 27).
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			Chapter 9

			Rethinking Social Reproduction Through the Multi-Dimensional Woman

			Meg Luxton

			Feminism is a revolt against decaying capitalism, against the historical obsolescence of the capitalist mode of production. This is the precarious link between the utopia and reality; the social ground for the movement as a potentially radical and revolutionary force is there; this is the hard core of the dream. But capitalism is still capable of keeping it a dream, of oppressing the transcending forces which strive for the subversion of the inhuman values of our civilization. (Marcuse 1974: 288)

			— Herbert Marcuse, “Marxism and Feminism” (1974: 288)

			As one of the leading social critics of the mid to late twentieth century, Herbert Marcuse aimed to develop the tools to understand how contemporary society works and what social and political changes would foster freedom and liberation for all. He was particularly aggrieved by what he saw as the dehumanizing effects of capitalist society. He struggled to determine how oppositional movements could mobilize to challenge the hegemony of capitalism.

			In One-Dimensional Man: Studies in the Ideology of Advanced Industrial Society (ODM), Marcuse argues that the traditional source of organized opposition to capitalism, the working class, was no longer positioned to lead anti-capitalist struggles. That text weaves together his grief that working-class opposition to capitalism had been defeated; his in-depth analysis of the forces that had produced in the working class a vested interest in maintaining and even sustaining capitalism; and his hope that revolutionary opposition to capitalism was still possible from those most oppressed and with little or nothing to lose if capitalism failed or was overthrown. As he says in the introduction to ODM, the text “will vacillate between two contradictory hypotheses: (1) that advanced industrial society is capable of containing qualitative change for the foreseeable future; (2) that forces and tendencies exist which may break this containment and explode the society” (1964: xxx).

			His central argument is that industrial society, as found in both Western capitalist societies, such as the U.S., and in communist societies, such as the Soviet Union, had obliterated class conflict and oppositional culture and politics by generating one universal system of thought and behaviour. ODM challenges readers to disrupt the prevailing hegemonic one-dimensional thinking with dialectical thinking, by rejecting the enticements of rational, technological consumer society and by advancing an oppositional socialist politics that aspires to a freer and happier mode of existence.1 It became one of the most important and controversial books of the period, presenting a sophisticated and compelling sociopolitical analysis of the way U.S. society worked, generating hostility among many who disagreed with his argument and offending some working-class activists by undervaluing their efforts. It offered the emerging New Left an analysis that made sense of the conditions they faced and advanced a political vision that effectively captured their aspirations.2

			More than fifty years later, Marcuse’s questions remain pertinent and his analysis reverberates through many current studies of the social and political dynamics of capitalist societies; ODM offers important insights for contemporary politics. The book’s strengths are its trenchant critique of the dominant ideology of capitalism and the ways in which that ideology produces depoliticized conformity in the working class and its vision of a liberating alternative socialism. Marcuse’s critique is even more relevant today, and his vision is even more needed; in particular, his important recognition that social transformation requires both struggles to redistribute wealth and resources and struggles to transform human consciousness, subjectivity and what it is to be human.

			At the same time, ODM is flawed by his failure to consider gender and race, racialized sex/gender divisions of labour, especially the work of social reproduction embedded in families and communities, and their centrality to the production and reproduction of both labour power and political consciousness and social relations. Much contemporary class analysis reiterates the same problems inherent in Marcuse’s work, and I argue that the kind of oppositional politics Marcuse calls for depends on rethinking class to take account of social reproduction, to be understood as integrally shaped by racialized and gendered hierarchies. Feminist political economy’s analysis of social reproduction, augmented by the insights of feminist psychoanalytic theories of intersubjectivity, deepens Marcuse’s critique of the power of contemporary ideology and has the potential to inspire the transformative radical and revolutionary force Marcuse called for. An analysis of “multi-dimensional woman” complicates and strengthens Marcuse’s critique of the dominant socioeconomic regimes of the capitalist (and communist) worlds of the 1960s and renders it even more applicable to the contemporary period of global capitalism.

			Constraints and Possibilities

			Marcuse’s ODM was written in a period of economic prosperity for many in America, and one of its central premises is that advanced industrial society has produced a standard of living that makes most people relatively content. This has transformed people so that they cannot act autonomously; they freely accept their oppression and do not know their own needs. Instead, they identify with and imitate the powers that be, are unable to resist the demands of the dominant culture and increasingly submit to total domination. His explanation begins with a recognition that the relative prosperity of consumer society intrinsic to capitalist profit-making undermines resistance to the ruling elites by providing a comfortable standard of living: “Independence of thought, autonomy, and the right to political opposition are being deprived of their basic critical function in a society which seems increasingly capable of satisfying the needs of the individuals through the way in which it is organized” (4). In doing so, it links the interests of the majority of the population with the “smooth operation” of the system: “Under the conditions of a rising standard of living, non-conformity with the system itself appears to be socially useless, and the more so when it entails tangible economic and political disadvantages and threatens the smooth operation of the whole” (4).

			The most obvious illustration of this dynamic can be seen in a private enterprise where employees recognize that their jobs depend on the economic success of the business and are willing to tolerate pay cuts, loss of benefits and intensified working conditions rather than challenge their employer and risk having the enterprise fail or move. More complex situations occur when, for example, workers’ pension plans and savings are tied to investments in capitalist projects or when people vote for a political party whose goals are hostile to the concerns of those voting but which is widely considered to be the most capable of ensuring economic growth.

			But Marcuse’s analysis goes much deeper than just showing how people’s material interests may give them a vested interest in the success of a capitalist economy. He argues that because the growth of industrial society depends on private profit based mainly on developing markets for consumer goods, it depends on creating endless new needs and is indifferent to the actual needs people have. Industrial society has produced a wealth of resources by which authentic or true human needs are overwhelmed by needs administrated and imposed by technological society. So, for example, developers buy up urban land to build expensive and profitable housing regardless of how many people in the area need housing but cannot afford what is built (Smith 2002), while other industries pollute the atmosphere and make particular environments uninhabitable in order to make profits for company investors, regardless of the devastation imposed on others (Nixon 2011).

			This dynamic both depends on, and results in, a social organization that puts the requirements of private profit-making ahead of concerns for the well-being of the population. For Marcuse, one of the greatest tragedies of life in such societies, is the way in which efforts to improve human existence are sacrificed:

			This society is irrational as a whole. Its productivity is destructive of the free development of human needs and faculties … its growth dependent on the repression of the real possibilities for pacifying the struggle for existence — individual, national and international. (xl)

			By repressing or even destroying human faculties, industrial society creates one-dimensional thinking. Marcuse argues that one-dimensional man is unable to imagine any alternative way of living and the few who do resist or protest are seen to be naïve, misguided or threats to be eliminated: “Non-conformity with the system itself appears to be socially useless” (4).

			Here Marcuse is deeply pessimistic, far more so than in other works both before and after ODM, about the chances of a liberated future. For him, one-dimensional thinking is so entrenched that the only possible opposition might come from those who are denied access to the “good life” made possible by the proliferation of consumer goods and the resulting increase in the standard of living available to the majority in advanced industrial societies:

			However, underneath the conservative popular base is the substratum of the outcasts and outsiders, the exploited and persecuted of other races and other colors, the unemployed and the unemployable. They exist outside the democratic process; their life is the most immediate and the most real need for ending intolerable conditions and institutions. Thus their opposition is revolutionary even if their consciousness is not. Their opposition hits the system from without and is therefore not deflected by the system; it is an elementary force which violates the rules of the game and, in doing so, reveals it as a rigged game. When they get together and go out into the streets, without arms, without protection, in order to ask for the most primitive civil rights, they know that they face dogs, stones, and bombs, jail, concentration camps, even death. Their force is behind every political demonstration for the victims of law and order. The fact that they start refusing to play the game may be the fact which marks the beginning of the end of a period. (260–61)

			Central to Marcuse’s argument is his vision of the alternative, a freedom-seeking actor who practices authentic self-determination (255). He imagines a world where technological developments might “release individual energy into a yet uncharted realm of freedom beyond necessity” (4). If that happened, “the very structure of human existence would be altered; the individual would be liberated from the work world’s imposing upon him alien needs and alien possibilities. The individual would be free to exert autonomy over a life that would be his own” (5).

			He understood that such a project of social transformation would require profound changes in individual and collective consciousness. Even in works before ODM and his New Left period, such as Eros and Civilization (1955), Marcuse explored some of the processes essential for political transformation. He also hoped for a world in which some of the attributes of masculinity in capitalist societies — aggression and competition — would be eliminated and conventional attributes of femininity — nurturing and receptivity — would become universal:

			At stake is … the ascent of Eros over aggression in men and women; and this means, in a male-dominated civilization, the femalization of the male. It would express the decisive change in the institutional structure: the weakening of primary aggressiveness which, by a combination of biological and social factors, has governed the patriarchal culture. (1972: 75)

			Writing in the U.S. at a time when opposition to the imperialist American war in Vietnam was growing, the civil rights movement was putting racism on the public agenda and demanding rights for African-Americans, and widespread radical movements of women, students, Indigenous peoples and many others were developing critiques of the existing system and demanding change, Marcuse had a vision of revolutionary change. He based his hopes on the emerging forces of radical opposition, who, in the early 1960s he anticipated were “refusing to play the game,” a response that he hoped “marks the beginning of the end of a period” (260–61).

			Over fifty years later, the organizing efforts of the “outcasts and outsiders” have significantly altered gender and race relations, and various social and political movements regularly articulate opposition on a wide range of issues. But the society Marcuse wrote about has been transformed even more by the rise of neoliberalism — free market capitalism — which has generated a declining standard of living for many people and sharply increased the inequality between the richest sectors and the rest of the population (Piketty 2014; Atkinson 2015). In the early twenty-first century, oppositional movements are typically local or issue specific, mobilize relatively small numbers and rarely manage to sustain their activism over lengthy periods (Shah 2011). There is little evidence of revolutionary movements mounting sustained opposition to capitalist economics and the global political institutions that sustain them. In this context, what does Marcuse’s work offer an aspiring radical opposition and social theorists trying to understand — and change — the world?

			Women and Racialized Sex/Gender Divisions of Labour

			Not surprisingly but unfortunately for his analysis, Marcuse was a man of his time. The individual he imagines, either trapped by one-dimensional ideology or (ideally) liberated from the alien needs and possibilities of the world’s work, is a white, Euro–North American man.3 Throughout this text, Marcuse reiterates the prevailing elite masculine conventions of his period, glossing human beings as Man, using men’s experiences as if they can represent all human experiences, and not focusing on women and the deeply entrenched sex/gender divisions of labour that shape the advanced industrial societies he is discussing. By implication this man is also white and of Euro–North American descent, not of “other races and other colors.” Marcuse has little to say about racialization in this text, and his treatment of women is banal, repeating conventional stereotypes. They appear in six places, as high pressure saleswomen (28), as sexy office and sales girls (78), as sexy women in contemporary literature (81), as good girls approved of by priests (208) and as beautiful girls (214, 217). Missing from his discussion is an analysis of gender, the social significance of sex/gender divisions of labour or the work of social reproduction. In ODM he offers no insights into the relationship between class, racialization and gender, and his analysis is flawed by this gender and race blindness.

			This absence is embedded in his understanding of what he calls “vital needs”: “The only needs that have an unqualified claim for satisfaction are the vital ones — nourishment, clothing, lodging at the attainable level of culture” (7–8). Focusing entirely on specific material needs of daily life, his list fails to recognize that the survival of human life depends on new generations being conceived, born, raised and cared for when ill or frail, and that capitalism depends on the daily and generational production and reproduction of labour power. Nor does it include the labours that so many racialized and Indigenous woman must do to protect themselves, their loved ones and their communities from, and to resist, racism and the ongoing impact of colonialism. His list ignores all the labour so many women provide for their partners, their parents and children: not only the domestic labour that ensures “nourishment, clothing, lodging at the attainable level of culture,” but also the labours of care and psycho-social relations central both to individual survival and to collective social relations and organization — the maintenance of culture and society across generations. In particular, in this text, Marcuse omits the whole gamut of human needs for social relations and discounts those relating to needs for care, from child-rearing to the care of ill or disabled adults and frail seniors.4 His concept of needs does not encompass the centrality of familial and communal psychic relations, an exclusion that weakens his central contribution about how one-dimensional thinking exerts such power.

			In disregarding the centrality of gender and race in class and in taking for granted rather than theorizing the daily and generational reproduction of the population, Marcuse was following a well-established tradition in mainstream political economy and in Marxism, one that continues to dominate class analysis (Picchio 1992; Cock and Luxton 2014; Coburn 2014).5 Feminists have extensively critiqued this sex- and race-blind bias (Hartman1979, 1981; Hartsock 1983). The critiques are entirely appropriate, but what are the implications of this absence politically and theoretically?

			Most theorizing about class has focused, as Marcuse partly does, on the sphere of “production,” that is, on the sites where labouring populations produce the goods that are then appropriated by ruling or owning classes (for example, under feudalism as rent; under capitalism as goods or services sold in the market for profits). As the sites of explicit competition between the vested interests of workers struggling to win better wages and working conditions and those of employers striving to maximize profits, production is readily understood as an important site of class struggle and for many theorists and activists, as the only significant location.

			However, for a capitalist economy to function, employers rely on workers showing up each day ready and relatively willing to work. This requires workers who are appropriately socialized, educated and healthy. It also requires new generations of workers available to replace those who retire or die. Marx is famous for having claimed that employers could leave this responsibility to the self-interests of workers: “But the capitalist may safely leave this to the worker’s drives for self-preservation and propagation. All the capitalist cares for is to reduce the worker’s individual consumption to the necessary minimum” (1990 [1867]: 718).

			Feminist political economists argue that “self-preservation and propagation” cannot just be assumed but need to be theorized. Following Frederick Engels’ formulation (1972 [1886]), they insist that human socioeconomic life consists of two related labour processes: the production of the means of life and the production of life itself. From this perspective, most people depend for their survival on two kinds of labour — the activities involved in making a living, such as gathering and hunting, farming, running a business, fishing or earning a wage or salary, and the activities involved in daily subsistence (in capitalist societies — running the home) and caring for the people who live there. While the two labours sustain individuals, their families and kith, they also are key aspects of social reproduction — the activities required to ensure the day-to-day and generational reproduction of the population (Seccombe 1974, 1992, 1993). Feminists insist that capitalist economics depend, not only on the labour power provided by working people in exchange for wages, but on the domestic labour women (and to a growing extent men) do in the home to ensure the daily and generational reproduction of that necessary labour power (Luxton 1980; Bezanson 2006; Bezanson and Luxton 2006; Bakker and Silvey 2008). Based on this argument, class analysis must account for both labours and must investigate the consciousness and potential mobilizations produced by each and both in relation to each other (Livingstone and Mangan 1996; Federici 2004; Ferguson and McNally 2015).

			In contemporary capitalist societies like Canada, the organization of income-generating work on the one hand and domestic labour, and especially care, on the other, has resulted in a situation where the demands of one are contradictory to the demands of the other. The state partially regulates the conflicts between the two spheres (for example, through the provision of education and health care or by legislating maternity/parental leaves) while also shaping the context in which both operate (for example, with health and safety legislation, minimum wage laws). As a result, throughout the past century, the problems posed by those contradictions have led to struggles between, for example, women and men, employees and employers, and citizens and their governments — struggles that have generated profound social changes in the way families and communities work and in the situations of women globally. As many of these struggles involve possible redistributions of wealth from private profit and high income earners to universal social services or benefits for those with low incomes, they are class struggles. They pose important political demands and theoretical challenges that include, but move way beyond, the demands raised at the point of production.6 Johanna Brenner argues: “Understanding the ways that workplaces, households and communities are inter-related leads to more effective ways of organizing, and more possibilities for coalition politics, making connections between what are often seen as very different/separate struggles” (2014: 45). Such struggles offer a class politics that puts gender and race at its heart, a politics that could provide a complement, or an alternative, to the working-class labour movement militancy that Marcuse despairs of in ODM.

			Marcuse understood that the social transformation he envisioned required much more than struggles over material resources. He was deeply committed to the overthrow of capitalism itself and to creating the basis of a future socialist society. He understood that such change would require a transformation of the most essential individual psychic structures as well as the social relations and practices of everyone in the society.

			As Barbara Cameron notes, feminist political economy similarly recognizes that social reproduction includes more than

			physical reproduction, in the sense of both biological reproduction and the daily maintenance of the current and future generation of workers. It encompasses as well the transmission from one generation to the next of a historical legacy of skills, knowledge, and moral values. Social reproduction also includes the construction of individual and collective identities and the maintenance across generations of cultures. (2006: 45–46)

			However, most feminist work on social reproduction focuses on the labours involved and on the distribution of responsibility for social reproduction among households, communities, states and markets (Picchio 1992). Efforts to understand “the construction of individual and collective identities” and the ways in which it is reproduced over generations has been developed more systematically by feminists engaging with psychoanalysis.

			Anchoring Domination in the Hearts of Subordinated Peoples

			Central to Marcuse’s project was an attempt to explain why “the popular base” is so vulnerable to authority, so indifferent to resistance and so readily seduced into collusion with ruling capitalist-class interests. Strongly informed by psychoanalytical thought, Marcuse analyzes how “the consciousness of servitude” is repressed and denied by the apparent satisfaction of basic needs. His goal is to replace the needs and satisfactions of advanced industrial society with “true” needs:

			All liberation depends on the consciousness of servitude, and the emergence of this consciousness is always hampered by the predominance of needs and satisfactions which, to a great extent, have become the individual’s own. The process always replaces one system of preconditioning by another; the optimal goal is the replacement of false needs by true ones, the abandonment of repressive satisfaction. (9)

			Marcuse’s theory describes brilliantly the way domination works to promote the free acceptance of oppression but is less able to explain how and why people are so vulnerable to it.

			As feminist scholarship notes, at the time Marcuse was writing, most psychoanalytical thought paid little attention to gender and gender roles beyond affirming a normative sex-based binary development as boys or girls (Chodorow 1978, 1989). It typically took for granted a heterosexual nuclear family based on a sexual division of labour. Although women as mothers were deeply implicated in the psychic development of the individual child, they were inconsequential to prevailing psychoanalytic theories of domination or subordination (Mitchell 1974). Instead, psychoanalytical enquires into authority focused almost exclusively on the world of men, and domination was formulated in terms of the father-son struggle. Women had no place in these theories, except as a prize or a temptation to regression (Millet 1969).

			As Marcuse points out, especially in Eros and Civilization (1955), Freudian psychoanalytic thought also paid little or no attention to the historical and social dimensions of human development. In examining domination and submission to authority, it was preoccupied with the individual’s inner psyche and paid little attention to social relations (Young-Bruehl 1992). Marcuse insists on the importance of specific historical and social contexts, offering a historicized and politicized psychoanalytical alternative. However, in ODM, because the whole gamut of human needs relating to care is excised from his analysis, Marcuse’s one-dimensional man is very much a Freudian individual (closely related to the individual of neoliberal theory — acting in self-interest and rejecting dependency), someone who is devoid of social intersubjectivity. In contrast, more recent feminist psychoanalytical theory offers analyses that focus on intersubjectivity and show how the social and, in particular, contemporary family forms and divisions of labour, contribute to a psychic development almost inevitably predisposed to domination and subordination.

			Given the importance for feminism of understanding the emotional and psychological bonds between the powerful and the powerless, feminist theory reworks psychoanalytical theory both to include women as subjects and actors and to explore the gendered problem of domination and subordination. This effort began with Simone de Beauvoir’s recognition that, given gender polarity, woman functions as man’s other, as object to his subject, as immanence to his transcendence (2011 [1952]). Subsequent feminist scholarship exposed the ways in which most psychoanalytical thought took for granted both hierarchical, unequal gender relations and sex/gender divisions of labour in relation to the acceptance of authority (Mitchell 1974; Segal 1999; Zaretsky 2004). There is now an extensive feminist literature investigating the ways in which people submit to domination, collude with their oppressors, or resist and mobilize in opposition.

			One of the most useful and provocative works on this topic is Jessica Benjamin’s The Bonds of Love: Psychoanalysis, Feminism, and the Problem of Domination (1988). A central theme in her detailed and complex argument is a critique of Freud’s intrapsychic model, which Benjamin says ignores or even denies the essential social dimensions of human development. In contrast, she offers a theory that links individual psychic development with social relations, arguing that in Western culture, the gender polarity of men’s domination and women’s subordination is “formidable in its unconscious roots” in the individual psyche and “replicated in intellectual and social life” where it “eliminates the possibilities of mutual recognition in society as a whole” (184).

			The individual’s abstractness lies in the denial not merely of the nourishing and constraining bonds that engage him in society, as Marcuse argues, but also of the primary emotional bonds, conscious and unconscious, that foster and limit his freedom. (1988: 188)

			Insisting that individual development is profoundly social, Benjamin contends that a fundamental struggle for mutual recognition is both essential for the process of individuation and necessary for a more egalitarian society. From the earliest moments of infancy and continuing throughout adult life, the individual lives with what Benjamin calls a tension7 between the self and other based on the need to assert the self (a desire for independence) and the need to be recognized by an independent other, who must also be recognized as an independent other (a desire for dependency). This tension between the desires and demands for independence and dependency is complex and difficult:

			Assertion and recognition constitute the poles of a delicate balance. This balance is integral to what is called “differentiation”: the individual’s development as a self that is aware of its distinctness from others. Yet this balance, and with it the differentiation of self and other, is difficult to sustain. In particular, the need for recognition gives rise to a paradox. Recognition is that response from the other which makes meaningful the feelings, intentions, and actions of the self. It allows the self to realize its agency and authorship in a tangible way. But such recognition can only come from an other whom we, in turn, recognize as a person in his or her own right. (12)

			Benjamin insists that the need for recognition is reflexive; it includes not only the other’s confirming response, but also how individuals find themselves in that response. People have a need to recognize the other as a separate person who is like them yet distinct. The psychic processes involved in this differentiation/recognition tension are extremely intricate and powerful but also fragile. The struggle for recognition requires the self to relinquish its claim to absoluteness but if the tensions breaks down, the self may resort to asserting omnipotence, either of its own (producing dominating tendencies) or of the other (producing submissive tendencies). Benjamin argues:

			We need to understand the process of alienation whereby these desires are transformed into erotic violence and submission.… The individual tries to achieve freedom through slavery, release through submission to control. Once we understand submission to be the desire of the dominated as well as their helpless fate, we may hope to answer the central question: How is domination anchored into the hearts of those who submit to it? (52)

			For Benjamin, “domination and submission result from a breakdown of necessary tension between self-assertion and mutual recognition that allows self and other to meet as sovereign equals” (12). She goes on to argue that “domination does not repress the desire for recognition, it enlists and transforms it” (219) so that “our deepest desires for freedom and communion become implicated in control and submission” (84). This process begins with the breakdown of the tension between self and other and proceeds “through the alternate paths of identifying with or submitting to powerful others” (219). In an ideal state a person is able to be fully self-absorbed and fully receptive to the other; they are able to be alone or together. But when the tension between assertion/independence and recognition/dependence breaks down, the person feels that aloneness is only possible by obliterating the intrusive other, that attunement is only possible by surrendering to the other. When opposites cannot be integrated, the stage is set for domination where one side is devalued, the other idealized (50).

			While that can occur in a number of ways, one of the most prevalent and most powerful is rooted in the infant’s relationship with its primary caregiver. Benjamin acknowledges that not all infants are raised in heterosexual nuclear families where the mother is the primary caregiver. She recognizes and supports the existence of different arrangements, although she does not investigate the ways in which other family forms and child-rearing practices, or racialization or class location, might alter the psychic dynamics. However, her theory clearly reflects the gender polarity that produces and is produced by the gender relations and sex/gender divisions of labour typical of white, heterosexual, nuclear families in North America. When women are the primary caregivers and emotional nurturers, and men are primarily associated with the rationality and independence of the world beyond the family, femininity and masculinity become associated with submission and domination. By locating gender differentiation in the pre-oedipal stage, and linking it to the gender division of labour and prevailing gender identities in heterosexual nuclear families, Benjamin shows how girls and boys inculcate gender identities that predispose them to feminine submission and masculine dominance. The human and social costs of these dynamics are high:

			Gender polarity deprives women of their subjectivity and men of an other to recognize them. But the loss of recognition between men and women as equal subjects is only one consequence of gender domination. The ascendancy of male rationality results finally in the loss and distortion of recognition in society as a whole. It not only eliminates the maternal aspects of recognition (nurturance and empathy) from our collective values, actions and institutions. It also restricts the exercise of assertion, making social authorship and agency a matter of performance, control and impersonality — and thus vitiates subjectivity itself. In creating an increasingly objectified world, it deprives us of the intersubjective context in which assertion receives a recognizing response. We must face the enormity of this loss if we are ever to find our way back through the maze of domination to the heart of recognition. (218)

			This analysis of the internalized inability to exercise assertion complements and strengthens Marcuse’s analysis of the ways in which one-dimensional thinking represses “independence of thought, autonomy, and the right to political opposition” (4). Where Marcuse, in ODM, despairs at the absence of working-class refusals to collude with their oppressors, or to make efforts to resist and mobilize in opposition, Benjamin offers a more optimistic vision of the possibilities for producing different gender relations and from that, for developing social relations less prone to replicating submission and domination. The alternative she envisions depends on a mother’s ability to be both available to her baby and unavailable because she has other interests and concerns in her life. By allowing the baby to experience her attentive presence and her absence, a mother enables the infant to engage in mutual recognition, something missing from the world of domination Marcuse describes in ODM. For Benjamin, by encouraging women to assert their subjectivity, feminism “has opened up a new possibility of mutual recognition between men and women. It has allowed men and women to begin confronting the difficulties of recognizing an other” (224). It has also undermined the prevailing gendered psychic predisposition to submit to subordination and domination, creating new possibilities for resistance.

			Black and post-colonial feminist scholarship offer important correctives to Benjamin’s white heteronormativity (Abel, Christian and Moglen 1997) that also provide depth to Marcuse’s analysis of authority relationships. Angela Davis (1981), for example, argues that the experiences of slavery and racism resulted in equality between African-American women and men, while the systematic destruction of their families and their reliance on extended communities produced profoundly different and more social and collective child-rearing practices than in white families. Patricia Hill Collins (1990), writing about African-American women, and Massaquoi (2007), writing about African-Canadian women, both suggest that Black women’s fights against racism render them more instrumental that most women who have not faced racism. Indigenous women’s traditions and their collective struggles against colonialism may produce similar instrumentality in their lives and parenting practices (Anderson 2011). The question for Benjamin’s theory is to what extent do such racialized and colonialism-based historical, social and cultural differences impact on the dynamics of infant intersubjective development. As Benjamin points out, the dynamics she reveals play out both in the individual psychic development of infancy and in the deeply entrenched social and cultural representations and practices of the society and cannot be changed at the level of individual families:

			The core feature of the gender system — promoting masculinity as separation from and femininity as continuity with the primary bond — is maintained even when mother and father participate equally in that bond…. regardless of what real parents do, the cultural dualisms sustain the splitting of gender and recreate parental images as polar opposites. (218)

			Anti-racist feminism and critical race theory, beginning with Franz Fanon’s studies (1986 [1952], 1990 [1961]) of the psychic dynamics of colonialism for both colonized and colonizer, offers important insights into the relationships between racialization, power, domination, subordination and political consciousness (McCulloch 1983; Lorde 1984a, 1984b; Massaquoi 2007). Anti-racist feminism and Black feminist thought offer important understandings of the way psychic racialized and gender hierarchies, embedded in the deepest needs and desires, are central to social practices of domination and subordination, but, as far as I can determine, studies of the relationship between infant psychic development and the domination and subordination based on race that could complement Benjamin’s analysis of gender are not yet available. Likewise queer, trans and gender nonconforming practices explicitly challenge gender divisions of labour, identities and subjectivities. The extent to which social and cultural practices developed from different historical traditions and in opposition to dominant white Euro–North American culture can disrupt the core features of the gender system is yet to be determined. But Marcuse would have identified them as important potential sources of radical opposition.

			Putting Social Reproduction at the Centre of Oppositional Politics

			Unlike most men of his time, Marcuse enthusiastically welcomed the emergence of the women’s liberation movement in the late 1960s. In his 1974 lecture “Marxism and Feminism,” he declared: “I believe the women’s liberation movement today is perhaps the most important and potentially the most radical political movement we have” (1974: 165). He outlined in general terms the social transformation that he anticipated would result from the political struggles of the women’s liberation movement and in so doing, anticipated the kinds of analyses and demands of feminist political economy:

			But the very goals of this movement require changes of such enormity in the material as well as intellectual culture that they can be attained only by a change in the entire social system. By virtue of its own dynamic, the movement is linked with the political struggle for revolution, freedom for men and women. Because beneath and beyond the male-female dichotomy is the human being, common to male and female: the human being whose liberation, whose realization is still at stake. (1974: 166)

			The challenge feminist political economy and its commitment to social reproduction pose to conventional class politics is not just the demand that women and women’s experiences, and the recognition of both the racialized diversity of women and of queer subjectivities, be added to existing understandings of class. It starts from a central feminist insistence that gender, sexuality, race and class are interconnected in profoundly complex ways. It goes beyond the insistence that other social and political movements and their struggles must be understood as part of class struggle (Panitch and Albo 2015), while simultaneously recognizing that many anti-oppression struggles — for example, against racism, sexism, discrimination based on national origin or language, environmental degradation; for equality for sexual minorities, people with disabilities, Indigenous peoples — are implicated in and by class struggle, but are also autonomous and often cross-class movements.8 Feminist political economy demonstrates that in any class-based society, the labour involved in social reproduction and the resources devoted to it are essential constituents of class struggle and of other anti-oppression struggles (Braedley and Luxton 2010). All the political struggles subordinated people engage in to sustain or improve their lives are class struggles.

			The recognition that social reproduction relates to the population, to communities, to standards of living and quality of life opens up the possibilities of examining the ways in which the deep inequalities based on social distinctions other than class, such as race, ethnicity or national origin, Indigeneity, ability, age, religion, sexual identity/orientation and gender, are also maintained, reproduced, intensified or reduced. It also invites examinations of the environments people live in and evaluations of the extent to which they foster or hinder health and well-being. While the struggles between labour and capital, especially over pay rates, benefits and working conditions are central, they are not the exclusive or even the most important issues.

			Many of the struggles related to social reproduction are wide ranging and relatively well-known, but they have rarely been recognized as central to class struggle. Many are intended to reduce women’s economic vulnerabilities, give them greater control over biological reproduction and foster at least some degree of social support or collective responsibility, both from men and the society as a whole, and for the care of people. They are demands that the work of social reproduction be recognized as central to the economy and valued in ways that support and reward those who do it (Waring 1988; Swiebel 1999). Practically, they include demands such as improved maternal and child health, access to free, safe birth control and abortion, paid parental leave, access to child-care, micro credit, clean water, air, healthy food and adequate housing, an end to men’s violence against women and to racist violence against racialized or religiously designated populations, access to education and good secure jobs, and greater involvement by men in care work. In different times and places, some of these demands have been partially met, especially in welfare states where women have been able to organize strongly and where employers need women’s labour-force participation.

			In contrast, the neoliberal policies of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries rest on their ability to download more and more of the costs and labour of social reproduction onto individuals and their families (Bezanson and Luxton 2006). While neoliberal policies have succeeded in dramatically increasing the wealth of elites by reducing the livelihoods of working people (Picketty 2014), they have not succeeded in convincing the majority of people that declining standards of living and reductions in people’s ability to provide good care is in the general interest. Instead, as the OECD warns, growing inequality will be one of the most important issues facing the world economy: “Sustaining growth while addressing rising inequality will be a major policy challenge” (2014: 1).9 The widespread acceptance of the Occupy movement’s formulation comparing the one percent to the rest of us suggests that many people find the growing inequality between the richest and the majority of the population outrageous and unacceptable. A politics concerning the broad range of issues relating to social reproduction could possibly mobilize more people than workplace issues on their own are able to. Such a politics would also require networks and coalitions of people from many different sectors, potentially producing the kind of oppositional movement Marcuse dreamed of.

			But in ODM, Marcuse envisioned something more than just an oppositional movement.10 He, like many in the socialist and communist movements of the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries, aspired to a liberation movement that would eventually bring an end to social inequality and, even more exciting, would lead to new ways of being in the world:

			Socialism … would use the productive forces not only for the reduction of alienated labor and labor time, but also for making life an end in itself, for the development of the senses and the intellect for pacification of aggressiveness, the enjoyment of being, for the emancipation of the senses and of the intellect from the rationality of domination: creative receptivity versus repressive productivity. (170)

			Marcuse understood that overcoming the power of one-dimensional thinking and creating new socialist ways of being would require new forms of subjectivity, but in ODM he does not discuss how such subjectivities could be produced. One of the recurring themes of socialist and communist movements has been that the dominant household and family forms under capitalism — the private (until recently, heterosexual) nuclear family and the related binary sex/gender system — produce people predisposed to the individualistic competitiveness suited to both alienated labour and consumption under capitalism. From the French socialists and British cooperatives of the early nineteenth century (Tayler 1983) to members of the Bolshevik party in the early twentieth century (Kollontai 1920) and socialist women’s liberation activists of the late twentieth century (Firestone 1970; Abrams and McCulloch 1976; Red Collective 1978), that family form was critiqued for anchoring women’s subordination to men, for imposing heteronormativity and gender binaries and for undermining collective interests by being anti-social (Barrett and McIntosh 1982). Benjamin’s analysis offers another critique, suggesting that it encourages individuals to tolerate and even foster the psychic domination and subordination essential to capitalism.

			These understandings challenge anti-capitalist movements to rethink their assumptions about, and their politics relating to, gender relations, sex/gender divisions of labour, family and household forms, and early child-rearing practices, at both the level of the society as a whole and at the level of individual families. What living arrangements, child-rearing practices and ways of caring would foster the personality predispositions for “making life an end in itself”? How might contemporary politics be developed to prefigure the ways of relating to each other and of living and loving that Marcuse dreamed of?

			The demands of existing racialized sex/gender divisions of labour mean that most women juggle the competing demands of income-generation work and domestic labour, while nurturing family and community ties and striving to overcome the dominant ideologies and prevailing practices that support inequality. They and their labours are central to social reproduction. Positioned as multi-dimensional women, their social locations and consciousness challenge the one-dimensional man Marcuse so feared. A politics that integrates their work, and takes the “feminist revolt” and its insights seriously, provides, as Marcuse asserts, “the social ground for the movement as a potentially radical and revolutionary force” (1974: 288).

			Notes

			1. I thank Terry Maley for encouraging me to write this chapter and then for helping me clarify the arguments. Patricia McDermott, Jim Petersen, Jane Springer and Larry Lyons read earlier versions and provided detailed and helpful comments. Two anonymous reviewers also provided helpful comments. 

			2. Marcuse identified both the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. as advanced industrial societies and claimed that his argument applied equally to both. However, his main focus was actually on America. In this chapter I focus only on his analysis of the U.S. and its implications for other “advanced capitalist” societies.

			3. For studies of the male-centred Euro–North American tradition of social and political theory, see Lloyd 1984, Brown 1988, or Bolough 1990. 

			4. Elsewhere Marcuse is clear that human relationships and social ties are vitally important. Rejecting the reified relations imposed by capitalist relations, he aspires to the unalienated relations he envisions in a socialist society. 

			5. One of the most influential theorists of modern capitalism, David Harvey, for example, defends excluding consideration of gender and race discriminations from his study of the contradictions of capitalism, because they are not foundational: “although they are omnipresent within capitalism they are not specific to the form of circulation or accumulation that constitutes the economic engine” (2014: 7).

			6. Class struggles play out in a variety of other locations such as Indigenous struggles over land claims, environmental struggles against the destruction of environments by capitalist projects such as mining, forestry, hydro-electric dams and over safe food production (Nixon 2011). The challenge for class analyses is to understand the dynamics of each while recognizing the interactions of each. The challenge for activism is how to build solidarity links among participants in different struggles that offer sustained and effective opposition to capitalism while developing alternatives.

			7. I think this might more usefully be considered a dialectic.

			8. The intersectionality and complexity of these issues are recognized in this volume in the chapters by McDermott, Bedford and Cheney, and Khasnabish.

			9. The report goes on to call for “better redistributive policies, enhanced focus on equality of opportunities and reviewing both funding mechanisms (e.g., for education) and tax structures to account for rising global integration” (OECD 2014: 17). 

			10. He also recognized the dangers of liberal feminism. In Counterrevolution and Revolt (1972), Marcuse raises a vitally important question about gender equality. He warns that if femininity is lost as women adopt masculinity (such as the aggressive, competitive relations of capitalist profit-making and labour markets), “this equalization of male and female would be repressive; it would be a new form of female acceptance of a male principle” (78). 
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			Chapter 10

			The Potential for Transforming  Gendered Consumption

			Patricia McDermott

			One of Marcuse’s most compelling and prescient contentions in One-Dimensional Man (ODM) is his notion of capitalism as a system that “delivers the goods” for the “good life.” False needs are created in an irrational drive for profit, and the fall-out is not only lives that are largely reduced to one-dimensional consumption and compulsory work, but the earth’s resources sacrificed, as Bedford and Cheney argue in Chapter 3, on the altar of a destructive, disposable culture. The result is reduced freedom and the lost possibility for transition to a more egalitarian, post-capitalist, more rational society. The interconnected environmental and social catastrophes that Marcuse identified already in 1964 — ecological degradation and deterioration of health (both physical and psychological), along with global social and economic inequality and its attendant dislocation — have all helped create the potential for significant resistance to corporate capitalism rooted in wasteful consumerism. This resistance is one form of what Marcuse called the Great Refusal in ODM. It must, I argue, take gender into account and see women as key players in the shift to a post-capitalist sensibility that comes to see capitalism, after Marcuse, as irrational and destructive.

			From the vantage point of current debates over consumerism among sociology and cultural studies scholars and activists, Marcuse was essentially dismissive of capitalist consumption as an illusory freedom. Some of Marcuse’s critics in the 1970s, long before postmodernism became popular in North American universities, argued that he saw consumerism negatively and so missed a major terrain of analysis. Ellen Willis (1970), for example, takes issue with Marcuse on two counts. First, she disagrees with what she sees as the “implicit moralizing about consumerism that appears to underpin or follow from the Marcusean critique,” arguing that “there is nothing inherently wrong with consumption,” that it is a necessary and can be an enjoyable human activity, and that “the market-place has been the center of social life for thousands of years” (14). Second, Willis raises the critical issue of the historically sexist society in which we live, one that arguably has seen relatively modest changes since ODM and may now be sliding dangerously backwards (think of Donald Trump). The reasons for women paying so much attention to their appearance and consequently being more susceptible to the allure of consumerism, particularly fashion, diet and cosmetics, have to do for Willis with patriarchy, “the oldest and most basic form of class exploitation,” which, she notes, “was not invented by a smart ad man” (15). But for Marcuse, patriarchy also intersects with modern capitalism and consumerism. Regarding patriarchy and the left, Nina Power agrees with both Willis and Marcuse, adding that focusing only on a gendered critique of women and consumerism reveals another issue. It could “provide a handy get-out-of-jail-free card for comrades unwilling to admit their own complicity in patriarchal behaviours” — still sometimes a challenge for men on the left more than fifty years after ODM and second-wave feminism (2013: 76).

			Also recall Marcuse’s critique of the split gender roles under capitalist patriarchy that he elaborated in his now relatively forgotten gender critique ten years after ODM, in the 1974 lecture “Marxism and Feminism” (M&F). What I ultimately take from Marcusean, feminist and other critics of consumerism is the “utopian” idea that consumption and capitalism need to be separated in a way that parallels Maley’s discussion in Chapter 11 of why, for Marcuse, democratic politics needs to be separated from the institutions of the neoliberal state and global capitalism. In ODM and in his later New Left work (1965 to early 1970s), Marcuse provides a critique that can be used as a template for a strategy of dis-integrating production and consumption from both capitalism and patriarchy, a critique that has been elaborated in different ways by critics of consumerism, such as Naomi Klein, and by scholars Kate Soper, Martin Morris and Daniel Miller. What Marcuse brings to the discussion is the connection between patriarchal domination, the social/historical construction of masculinity/aggression, and capitalist consumerism as a form of social control. What feminist discussions add are the nuances and complexity of the connections between capitalist consumerism and gender. There is tension between feminist critiques of consumerism and Marcuse’s critique, but there are also, in the cases of Soper and Morris particularly, significant affinities — ways in which these critiques are complementary to Marcuse’s discussion in ODM and later works such as Counterrevolution and Revolt (CR&R) and M&F. My exploration moves between Marcuse’s critique of consumerism and some of the current discussions of gender, the ecology and consumerism, which have both affinities to it and disagreements.

			In ODM Marcuse focuses on what he saw as new forms of social control that were, in the 1960s, turning American society — its economic production and consumption, its politics, thought and popular culture — into a one-dimensional yet contradictory universe of “totalitarian” cultural domination. He said in the Introduction to ODM that the text

			will vacillate … between two contradictory hypotheses: 1) that advanced industrial society is capable of containing qualitative change for the foreseeable future; 2) that forces and tendencies exist which may break this containment and explode the society. (xlvii)

			Marcuse looks critically at the totalizing new ideological and other forms of social control that have become as culturally pervasive as the commodity form under monopoly capitalism. The instrumental rationality underlying modern monopoly capitalism appears in Marcuse’s comments in ODM about production and consumption. He is critical of the authoritarianism and alienation of standardized capitalist production in the Fordist era after World War II (Evans and Schmitt 2012), linking this to consumerism and highlighting the compulsory nature of consumption under capitalism and the deep social-psychological dependencies that this creates.

			Both capitalist production and consumption are paradoxically wasteful and destructive — ecologically, socially and psychologically — because the system produces goods in such great abundance and excess. In ODM Marcuse sees production and consumption primarily through the lens of social control: “The social controls exact the overwhelming need for the production and consumption of waste” (1964: 7). Regarding the liberal ideology of consumer choice, Marcuse’s comment in ODM is this: “Free choice among a wide variety of goods and services does not signify freedom if these goods and services sustain social controls over a life of toil and fear” (8). Marcuse expounds upon this idea in CR&R:

			The extension of exploitation to a larger part of the population, accompanied by a high standard of living, is the reality behind the façade of the consumer society: this reality is the unifying force which integrates, behind the backs of individuals, the widely different and conflicting classes of the underlying population. (1972: 16)

			In an extension of the Marxian insight that being (read economic/social relations) determines consciousness in the realm of production, Marcuse discusses the integration of the working class into the “administered” system of monopoly capitalism and notes that not only production but “the sphere of consumption is one area of the social existence of man, and as such, determines his consciousness, which in turn, is a factor in shaping his behavior, his attitude at work as well as at leisure” (1972: 6).

			Capitalist consumption relies on the endless creation of what for Marcuse are historically created but false needs, the result of the “extension of exploitation” that has produced a high standard of living to which we are still addicted. Yet Marcuse also notes that the prodigious material output of the system, “this unifying force remains a force of disintegration.” That a high standard of living can remain a potential force of disintegration is because, as Marcuse bluntly puts it: “Capitalism cannot satisfy the needs it creates” (1972: 16). This is a fundamental paradox of capitalism.

			Marcuse argues that, because they are historical, these forms of social control are not immutable; they can be changed:

			What is at stake … is not merely the extension of satisfaction within the existing universe of needs … but the rupture with this universe, the qualitative leap. The revolution involves a radical transformation of the needs and aspirations themselves … of consciousness and sensibility; of work as well as leisure. (1972: 16)

			The qualitative leap, for Marcuse, also involves a fundamental revolution against the traditional split in gender roles in capitalist societies. Even though, as Nina Power points out, Marcuse’s comments in ODM and M&F do not “particularly link the domination of indoctrination [only] to women” and his discussion of consumerism is “varied, even according to the most stereotyped gendering of these things” (2013: 75), the totalizing cultural domination analyzed in ODM is permeated by patriarchal aggression and violence. The concept Marcuse uses to describe this in M&F and elsewhere is the Performance Principle, which he defines as the way in which society’s dominant perception of social reality, or ideology, is “based on … efficiency and prowess in the fulfilment of competitive and acquisitive functions” (1974: 279).1

			In contrast, Marcuse sees the “feminine” qualities of “receptivity, sensitivity, tenderness,” or “life-protecting characteristics,” as the “antithesis” of the capitalist Performance Principle. In M&F he argues for a socialist feminism that embodies these qualities, not as specifically feminine, but now as societal and universal. Wendy Brown calls Marcuse’s discussion of gender “quaint.” (Brown 2006: 1, cited in Power 2013: 776, n.18) From the perspective of feminist scholarship that today takes into account race, class, disability, transgender — in other words, the multi-dimensional intersectionality of women’s oppression, I can see Brown’s point. But I am also inclined to agree with Power when she says that in M&F Marcuse provides “a clear headed attempt to examine the potency and necessity of the feminist movement for the ‘transition to a better society for men and women’” (76–77). What Marcuse hopes the women’s movement can do is liberate both genders from the tyranny of patriarchal domination,

			because beneath and beyond the male-female dichotomy is the human being … whose liberation, whose realization, is at stake.… What is at stake in this transcendence is the negation of the exploiting and repressive values of patriarchal civilization. What is at stake is the negation of the values enforced and reproduced in society by male domination … [Liberation] must have its roots in the men and women who build the new institutions. (Marcuse 1974: 281)

			In M&F Marcuse notes: “In patriarchal civilization, women have been subjected to a specific kind of repression” (280). Searching for a new agent of historical change, Marcuse said that the women’s movement, “which originates and operates within patriarchal civilization,” was “the most important and potentially the most radical movement we have.” It came into being because of women entering the workforce after the WWII — due to capitalist growth. Marcuse said, of the new power of the women’s movement in the 1970s: “Feminism is a revolt against decaying capitalism” and its masculinist Performance Principle (1974: 288).2

			Consumerism, Gender and Ecology

			British philosopher Kate Soper has for the past three decades produced a critique of consumption that is between what she sees as a Marxist puritanism regarding the pleasure of consumerism and an excessive postmodern celebration of the diversity and agency of consumers that ignores the capitalist exploitation behind consumerism. She acknowledges that her work, particularly her ecological critique of capitalism, has affinities with critical theory, but it also differs from Marcuse and his colleagues in her discussion of the individualistic, subjective nature of what she calls “alternative hedonism.” Soper’s complex analysis moves the focus of consumption back to the subjectivity of individual consumers, giving them a potential critical agency missing from Marcuse’s analysis in ODM and other critical theory classics, such as Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno’s Dialectic of Enlightenment.

			Soper employs the concept of the “Good Life” and argues, seemingly turning Marxism upside down, that there is a small minority of affluent consumers in the global north who could be classified as “alternative hedonists.” These relatively privileged consumers have changed their attitudes because of their self-interested yet contradictory experience of disaffection and ambivalence towards mass capitalist production and marketing. Among the “specific displeasures” of consumerism, Soper sites stress, congestion, ecological destruction/waste, ill-health and social inequality. She argues that these negative byproducts of contemporary consumption are actively pre-empting other more rewarding ways of living (2008: 567). These consumers have come to feel it is their moral duty to change their purchasing behaviour because of concerns about other things they value more — clean air and water, social equality, endangered species, public social services and so on. In ever-larger numbers, they will eventually see the political links between daily consumer choices and critical global issues. Thus, a politics of anti-consumerism will emerge whereby people will “think politically privately” and at the same time pay increasing attention to the “collective impact of aggregate individual acts of affluent consumption,” even to the point of not participating in it (570–72). Soper argues:

			There is little doubt that the dependency of globalized capitalism on the continued preparedness of its consumers to remain forever unsated, and forever nonchalant about the consequences of consumerism both socially and ecologically, has now been recognized across the political spectrum as one of the most significant sources of dialectical tension of our times. Unorthodox as it therefore may seem in terms of standard left analysis, it is this, one might suggest, that is the new point of vulnerability for the deregulated market, the site where shifting cultural perspectives and modes of representation might begin to have an impact. (570–71)

			She believes that this turning away from contemporary consumerist culture, at least initially, could begin with the more “affluent community of first-world consumers,” who will come from the middle and upper classes (573).

			Soper implies that this group, definitely not Marx’s working class nor Guy Standing’s precariat (2011), has enormous potential power; their disillusionment and resistance can have a powerful impact on the legitimacy of corporate capitalism. Soper’s argument might seem utopian in Marcuse’s sense — currently unreal but a future possibility. Whether alternative hedonists can fundamentally change or bring down capitalism seems unlikely — for now. Capitalism’s global marketing machinery is far more pervasive and powerful today than it was when Marcuse wrote ODM. Yet Soper sees the tide slowly turning against capitalist consumerism.

			Soper raises another complex issue for the left and for anti-capitalist movements opposed to global consumerism in its current form. She argues that the affluent Euro-American consumerist lifestyle that has become the model for so many societies worldwide “is unlikely to be checked in the absence of a seductive alternative — an alternate idea of what it is to flourish and to enjoy life with a ‘high’ standard of living” but without capitalism. The desire to consume differently, to move to a lifestyle of “voluntary simplicity,” will also be influenced by those who do not want to leave future generations an unsustainable living standard as currently defined (571–72). By introducing the individual (and affluent) consumer as a possible agent of change, she also assumes Marcuse’s insight in ODM — that the working class, traditionally defined, will not be the primary agent of change in the future.

			At the same time Soper’s work is inspired by the Marxist tradition that has offered a compelling and “sustained criticism of fetishism and alienation of capitalist commodification.” Indeed, she notes that her work on alternative hedonism “is in broad agreement with this critique,” particularly with critical theory (574). Where her analysis differs from Marxist critiques, including what she sees as the more nuanced Marxist analyses of critical theory, is in their use of conceptions of “true” and “false” needs as well as their “naturalistic” approaches to human consumption (574). Although one is tempted to draw the conclusion that there is “something unnecessary and even perverse” about shopping-mall culture, it is impossible, for Soper, to specify

			some objective and naturally determined level of “true” needs of the kind implicit in the arguments of those denouncing the “falsity” of consumerist provision. “True” needs cannot be conceived as fixed and open to a purely cyclical satisfaction, since to be human is to need (desire) diversity, change, novelty, self-development.… (in other words) … needs which people can only be properly said to have if/when they come to feel them to be their own. (575)

			The latter statement, that “needs are true only when people come to feel them to be their own,” is something with which Marcuse would surely agree. Yet for Soper,

			the problem of democratic legitimacy also troubles the more dialectical and hedonistically attuned argument of the Critical Theorists, since in presenting consumer needs (wants) as inculcated or manipulated through the provision and merchandizing strategies of the market, they also by implication rule out any appeal to conscious experience as authentically speaking to needs. (575)

			The question Soper is raising is that of subjectivity and agency. The issue of whether Marcuse saw needs objectively in this sense is complex. He saw, dialectically, needs as historically determined and therefore open to change. Although he was more pessimistic in ODM about the ability of ordinary people to break out of the “totality” of the false consumer needs created by capitalism, in his New Left and later work on aesthetics he saw people’s collective capacities more expansively, subject to self-transformation in ways similar to Soper’s conception of a new anti-consumerism sensibility that is increasingly anti-capitalist. So, when Soper challenges critical theorists who present consumer needs as having been manipulated through clever marketing to the point where individual subjects do not have “any conscious experience” of authentic needs or any agency to bring them about, she may be more correct about ODM than Marcuse’s later New Left work(575). But I argue that Marcuse’s New Left and later aesthetic works have a greater affinity, in important respects, with her view than Soper allows. I think Marcuse would largely agree with Soper’s contention that “what distinguishes the specifically human mode of gratification of needs [from those] held in common with other creatures is the aesthetic and symbolic dimension itself” (575).

			Soper’s alternative hedonists are open to realigning their attitudes about what and how they consume, and this adjustment is based on how they experience consumption, i.e., with increasing ambivalence and disappointment. Not only can one appeal to the affluent consumer about the “unneeded and deprivatory aspects of consumption” but also to the less tangible aspects that Marcuse identified as part of the Great Refusal — more free time, less stress, improved health, a less instrumental and destructive relationship with nature. While Marcuse identifies transformation as possibly resulting from cooperative, worker-run production, Soper argues that, in addition, consumption can have a more symbolic or even “spiritual” dimension that could be transformative.

			The alternative hedonist critique “peers at the minutiae of everyday practice” of consumption — an approach important for seeing women as primary agents of this change since they do most of the consuming (576). Each product they place in their shopping carts can be evidence of a new way of thinking about consuming. The concern with wasteful packaging, additives and ingredients, the location of production and so on can potentially translate into thousands of individual acts of resistance to capitalism.

			For Soper alternative hedonism has

			to develop its own contemporary cultural presence, both ethically and aesthetically by re-casting anti-consumerism as an essential instrument of militant anti-capitalism and through the representation, both discursively and visually, of its new political imaginary. The ethical transvaluation of values involved will expose the “sanity” of the current pursuit of ever more possessions as a pathological form of madness. Aesthetically, it will demand extensive revisioning of the perceived attractions of material culture. (579)

			Soper is looking for change agents but she is not talking about the kind of small groups who can revolt in the gaps of the system that Marcuse mentioned in some of his New Left works (Marcuse 1972/2001: 184, 1970: 77). She is interested in another kind of gap, the perennial dissatisfaction or disintegration inherent in capitalist consumerism itself. In this gap she sees the potential for a kind of anti-consumerism, anti-capitalism aesthetic shift in what is “normally” experienced as seductive, if not an addictive or even therapeutic activity. Soper wants it to be seen in its holistic context, in all of the ugliness and exploitation behind the slick façade. She is talking about a dialectic of consumerism that has potential to erode capitalism from within, fueled by the disaffection of affluent shoppers.

			At a level far below the ostentatious consumption of the global plutocratic elites (Donald Trump now their symbol), there are now millions of precarious, mostly women workers — not very prominent in Soper’s analysis — whose consuming power has been eroded under neoliberalism and whose awareness of and restlessness with ecological and other pathologies of consumer culture may be growing. Under conditions of deregulation and constant volatility, Soper points to the need for the neoliberal state to secure consumer “solidarity” in a global environment which has exposed the “vulnerable faultlines” of the ideological “concept of consumer sovereignty itself” (564). Recall George W. Bush’s exhortation to patriotically go shopping after the 9/11 attacks. These faultlines have politicized consumerism in a way that Marcuse could largely agree with, even though he might not be entirely satisfied with Soper’s rather un-revolutionary view:

			We have … to be prepared to track the surfacing of desires for otherness on the ground this side of the precipitous face of such radical social change, even at the cost of finding them in the wrong places, desired by the wrong people, and contaminated by all the banality and political confusion and ordinariness of the everyday consumer culture out of which they will (since from where else?) be emerging. (575)

			Whether Soper’s politicized consumerism is capable of the kind of radical change Marcuse called for remains to be seen. But it is an attempt at another kind of anti-capitalist critique and practice that, as Richard Day does in Chapter 6, looks to how we can both resist and imagine radical alternatives now, on this side of more radical and far-reaching social change. This is complicated by and related to another faultine of potential disintegration first brought into focus in the late 1990s by Naomi Klein and more recently by Martin Morris, the contestation of branding.

			The Disintegration of Branding

			In his analysis of the importance of product branding within capitalism and in order to regain a dialectical perspective on consumerism, Martin Morris sets his discussion within the Frankfurt School’s critique of mass culture/mass deception (2001: 17). In ODM, when Marcuse assessed the issue of the integration of the working class into the smoothly functioning system of production and consumption in North America in the 1950s and 1960s, it was the early days of mass marketing (think of Mad Men); the importance of brand loyalty was in its infancy. Morris, however, moves beyond what some see as the pessimism of critical theory and, like Soper, argues that there is reason to be hopeful about the potential for collective resistance to modern consumer capitalism. For Morris this optimism is “both drawn from and embodied in mass cultural expressions and practices” (7).

			Morris argues that modern advanced consumerism is increasingly built around the icons or images — brands — instead of the products themselves. The effectiveness of the brand lies in its ability to make concrete culturally positive, liberal individualist ideological notions such as “sophistication” and “success” that promote consumption for its own sake. This gratifying consumption is, of course, already commodified and hierarchically ordered. It is “distinct from, (and) unrelated to, the actual uses to which production and consumption might be put.” The codification of success is already created for the consumer; buying a BMW or Lexus publicly signifies success from “its location in consumerism’s system of hierarchical signs” (10–12). Literally, as some ads suggest, the name says it all. Since ODM, the brand has become so important that it has essentially replaced the product itself, representing what Guy Debord (1994) refers to as “the final form of commodity reification.” It is the brand that accumulates equity value and must be protected at all costs. Many firms do not even do their own manufacturing; they outsource production, particularly in the food, fashion and electronics industries, to the lowest bidder in highly exploitative settings in the global south, facts that many consumers want to remain “ignorant or nonchalant about” (Soper 2013). We saw this kind of brand hyper-marketing phenomenon reach new heights (or lows) in the U.S. presidential campaign, where Donald Trump, the brand, often did not own the hotels upon which his name appeared, a leftover from his previous incarnation as a real estate developer.

			However, the bigger the brand name, the more vulnerable it is to moments of “disintegration.” Just the mention of Nike can still trigger the memory of Tiger Woods’ swift exit from his promotional work after revelations of marital infidelity. The Nike swoosh is one of the most iconic corporate logos in the world, yet as Naomi Klein observes, brands cannot be indefinitely secured in a cocoon, and, in the age of social media, they are increasingly subject to public contestation. She warns of the boomerang effect, where negative publicity associated with the brand/trademark can quickly and seriously harm a corporation’s reputation and capitalism’s legitimacy (Morris 2001: 27). Think of the BP oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico in 2010, the Exxon Valdez spill in 1989 and the Nestle milk scandal of the 1980s.

			Brands have also suffered from the exposure of exploitative labour practices. The 2012 fire in the Tazreen factory in Bangladesh, in which more than 115 workers perished, put public pressure not only on the clothing chain Joe Fresh, which sub-contracted production there, but on the Weston Corporation, which owns Joe Fresh and the large Canadian food retailer Loblaws. Rosemary Coombe reports that a brand specifically designed and marketed to young, low-income African-Americans was damaged by rumours that economic backers of the clothing line was with affiliated with the Klu Klux Klan (in Morris 2001: 23–24).

			These examples reveal the potential for consumer groups to hold corporations to account for their cheap and dangerous outsourcing practices and make them pay — e.g., by encouraging consumers to avoid not just Joe Fresh but Loblaws as well. They also reveal the need for continued research into inter-corporate ownership links so the re-labeling and brand-name multiplication strategies typical of the food industry can be exposed. Consumer activists need to be able to quickly find out whether a product has been re-named in the face of a scandal.

			The damage to a brand’s reputation is not always straightforward, and corporations have become adept at avoiding or containing it. Some corporations, for example, are concerned that negativity surrounding their own brand may harm the marketing of their other brands. For example, the identification of Kraft with cheap, processed food could potentially harm the success of their newly purchased organic chocolate enterprise, which has developed a trusted reputation with more affluent consumers. Thus, the Kraft name does not appear on the packaging of Green & Black organic chocolate bars. Nor does the public generally know that Kraft, in turn, is owned by the tobacco giant Phillip Morris — which has, of course, had huge brand problems. The trend of consumers switching to products that carry green, organic or fair trade labels can be considered the co-optation of a potentially anti-capitalist phenomenon. Yet, tobacco, like pesticides, is a good example of how consumers have turned against harmful products over a number of decades. In the 1980s, some companies, such as Coca Cola and United Colors of Benetton, tried to market world peace and social harmony. Both Klein and Morris argue that this break with brand loyalty is a potential step in developing a capitalist-resistant consumer who refuses branding and, as the next example shows, the exploitative social, political and labour relations behind the brand.

			Many consumers recognize that the desire for a certain brand of product is a highly personal, emotional and psychological experience. There is no doubt that this is the result of a systematic socialization/saturation in our consumer culture, which starts at an early age in the context Marcuse described in ODM, layered over today with neoliberal notions of individual self-improvement. A senior marketing executive at Nike discusses the ultimate goal of marketing as leveraging the “deep emotional connections that people have with sports and fitness” (Morris 2001: 15).

			The kind of critical brand ambivalence discussed by Soper is illustrated in the fitness-related example of Lululemon Athletica, an upscale Canadian yoga apparel giant that started in 1998 and now has over $1 billion (U.S.) in sales in North America. Lululemon has developed sophisticated marketing strategies couched in neoliberal values that work at the psychological level to lure mostly women consumers to buy products that will change their lives. Lululemon was the subject of a critical study by social scientists Christine Lavrence and Kristin Lozanski (2014). Since it’s largely women who practice yoga, Lululemon’s merchandizing targets women. However, the company has very little to do with the actual practice of yoga, except for a few yoga demonstrations held at some of their retail outlets. The company is building its success on the fact that in 2008 in the U.S., $5.7 billion was spent on yoga products and classes — over three quarters of this by women. One facet of the yoga business in North America is that it plays on women’s feelings of inadequacy and the relentlessly advertised promises of a trim and fit body that are still part of the larger cultural and social control of women and girls. Yoga is also marketed as a way to reduce stress for the modern, busy women who must accomplish her roles as wife and caregiver, often while working in the paid labour force.

			The branding practices of the Lululemon corporation and the model of consumer discipline and self-care that it promotes are directly linked to a neoliberal hyper-individualism that defines health and wellness as a personal moral achievement and responsibility. Lavrence and Lozanski explore how the manifesto of the corporation — directed at both its “educator”/retailer workers and its “guests”/customers — paradoxically draws on an Eastern pseudo-spiritualism that reinforces Western neoliberal notions of health along with personal, bodily and market performance.

			Through a consumer-driven logic, participation in the Lululemon world offers the redemptive opportunity to rise above mediocrity and mark oneself as a good citizen subject. Poor health becomes largely attributable to a lack of willpower and thus one’s own fault. One of its marketing campaigns, which appeared on the side of its merchandise bags, used the question “Who is John Galt?,” a quote from the 1950s Russian right-wing libertarian novelist Ayn Rand’s Altas Shrugged. This campaign caused an uproar of protest from customers to the point where it had to be quickly withdrawn. The outcome of this disconnect with its consumer base suggests that there are customers who thought they knew what the company stood for — only to find out that Lululemon is just another corporation like all the others. Indeed, this example is an excellent illustration of Soper’s disenchanted consumers.

			It is important to see the interconnections between areas of consumption and, as the example of Lululemon shows, how consumerism intersects with gender, producing a complex mechanism of social control. Increased obesity rates in teenagers mean that young women can be drawn into consumerism to make themselves feel, and in their eyes, look better. Young female teenagers who are overweight (often the consequence of mass produced, processed food) may want a certain brand of jeans which will, given their “unacceptable” body shape, make them feel attractive and give them a sense of belonging to a community of young people uniformly clad with the right-branded clothes (Klein 2000). For girls, the desire for brands starts young. It could be argued that consumerism has a complex allure, not only for developing a female identity and overall self-confidence, but as the route to a boyfriend and eventually marriage — still the age-old patriarchal goal. Indeed, it is still true that, more than fifty years after ODM, women and increasingly girls experience, as Marcuse notes in M&F, “a specific kind of repression” under capitalism.

			We can see this repression in the background of a study done in the U.K. by Daniel Miller. Miller disagrees with the Marcusean view of consumerism, and he takes gender into account more explicitly. A brief discussion of Miller’s work on women’s consumption shows some of the gender barriers still in place and, therefore, some of the difficulties of achieving an alternative hedonism. Miller argues that contemporary capitalist consumption is a largely gender-specific phenomenon that takes place below the radar of larger theoretical visions. He places women, especially in their roles as wives and mothers, at the centre of his analysis. Interestingly, his fieldwork in North London, England, began without assumptions about who the major purchasers were and what role they played in consumption. Yet he found that “everything I was to say about shopping was saturated with issues of gender” (2008: 69). Simply put, the housewife does the bulk of consumption to “provision the household.” Miller sees the true nature of consumption revealed not so much in the shopping malls but in the home, where the intimate and emotional work of women is done caring for family members. He observes that most of our everyday shopping consists of groceries and clothing, with less frequent purchases of gifts and household goods. Women juggle budgets and select what they think are just the right items to provide their family with affordable, yet quality goods, while keeping in mind an array of family members’ desires and needs (63–89). Miller challenges a common notion that modern shopping is “essentially individualistic, hedonistic and materialistic” (68) and argues, against the critical theorists, that it is important to respect people’s demands for goods “rather than dismissing them as signs that they are deluded, stupid or merely fooled by advertising” (137). We see other “defences” of consumers in the work of Willis and Soper. It is important to keep in mind the real work of women’s lives, the stresses, tensions and constraints they experience in their various social roles, when thinking through alternative ways of moving “beyond the fragments” or making the “qualitative leap” to different ways of seeing and experiencing consumption (Rowbotham, Segal and Wainwright 2013 [1979]). In addition to the burden of being socially assigned the gendered role of provisioning for the families and workforce of capitalism, as Meg Luxton notes, issues of race, disability, class and sexuality affect women’s ability to make the “qualitative leap” to being critical consumers. Not all women are equally able to be Soper’s alternative hedonists. From Marcuse’s perspective in ODM, this call to respect people’s demands for goods is complicated and needs to be critically examined. The question Marcuse essentially asks in ODM is how can we radically change the ideological, economic and cultural factors that shape those demands. And that involves fundamentally changing/eliminating capitalism.

			Reviewing Soper’s, Morris’s and Miller’s critiques of consumerism against the backdrop of ODM leads to two observations. First, consumption today is complex, global and even more pervasive than Marcuse imagined in ODM. It remains extremely individualistic, operating at a deeply personal social-psychological level involving the shaping of one’s innermost aspirations and desires. Indeed, the very creation of one’s personal identity is shaped through choices made as a consumer. Yet, at the same time, these “unique” choices are made in the context of a “mass” phenomenon typically attached to one-dimensional (repetitive, uniform) processes of product branding and the marketing of consumer goods globally — the paradox of a kind of global one-dimensionality despite the dizzying diversity of consumer choice. This shaping of our subjectivity by capitalist consumerism may not be as seamless as ODM made it out to be. And it may also be difficult to avoid or resist but not impossible.

			The second key observation is that there is a relative lack of gendered analysis given the primary role women play as consumers. Studies estimate that women in North America, for example, purchase or influence the purchase of 70–80 percent of all consumer goods — primarily food, clothes, household products, toys, appliances and furniture — and now even cars. The mass entrance of women into the workforce in the past half-century has significantly changed long-held patterns of gendered purchasing. For example, women now purchase just over 40 percent of all automobiles sold annually in the U.S. and strongly influence 23 percent of decisions about what type of vehicle to buy — an intervention likely based on the needs of the family (Harwell 2015; Brennan 2015).

			As noted, the gendered roles women play as wives and mothers and as the dominant caregivers for children and family members puts them on the frontline of consumption — within a context described by Marcuse in ODM that is still with us. Their role as shopper needs to be carefully examined because if there is the potential to politicize consumption — and disintegrate it from capitalism — a clear and insightful analysis of why and how women participate in consumerism is essential. The focus must also be widened to include women in all of their diversity and inequality, and not just the affluent white women consumers of the global north, who seem to be the focus of so much research. More attention needs to be paid to how economically marginal and racialized women can join the ranks of potential “shopper resisters,” not only because they make up such a large percentage of consumers, but more importantly because they are more likely at risk of harm from toxic goods, such as cheap, processed fast food, than are consumers with higher incomes. To extend Marcuse’s point about the liberatory potential of the women’s movement from his 1974 lecture “Marxism and Feminism,” is there something specific in women’s roles as consumers (and, as Chandra Mohanty [2010] noted of racialized women globally, there is no single “woman’s” position) that can contribute to the further disintegration of neoliberal capitalism and its hyper-consumerism?

			Contributing to de-legitimizing capitalism’s hyper-consumerism are sophisticated, well organized Internet-based activist organizations such as AdBusters, BuyNothingDays and the SumofUs. They are able to mobilize swift, powerful and effective anti-consumerism and anti-corporate campaigns within a short timeframe through social media. And it is not just one incident that can be highlighted in these campaigns. They are openings to talk about other corporate atrocities often related to gender. For example, a mere five months after the Tazreen factory fire, the eight-storey Rana Plaza garment factory in Bangladesh collapsed, killing 1,229. This follow-up story on the dangerous conditions in the clothing manufacturing industry in Bangladesh also informed consumers that this sector employs mostly women in its four-million-strong labour force and that these women work in dangerous environments in its over 5,000 factories. Since this fashion industry exports largely to North America and Europe, this information lays the groundwork for a campaign against clothes produced in sweatshops by women’s and children’s labour. The global political economy of the often brutal hyper-exploitation behind the brand is now being linked indelibly to an increasingly problematic hyper-consumerism in the global north by these critical social media campaigns. These linkages and critiques are borne of new kinds of social media organizing and protest that can connect the fragments of different aspects of global capitalism. Based on his New Left writings, Marcuse would likely have agreed with these uses of new technology and organization as critical tools in anti-capitalist struggles today (Kellner 2004).3

			The non-profit organization Fashion Revolution, with groups in many countries, launched a campaign aimed at consumer awareness and change. It declared April 24, 2014, as the first Fashion Revolution Day, to commemorate the Rana Plaza catastrophe and do political work around spreading awareness about ethical clothes production and the potential for a sustainable apparel industry. Its Toronto group sponsors sew-ins at universities and colleges, during which participants write words and phrases supporting ethical clothing production on squares of fabric that are turned into colourful banners to be displayed in public settings. They encourage people to wear their clothes inside out to highlight awareness about where they are produced and have also launched “We Make Your Clothes,” a global campaign that introduces garment workers from the developing world, via photos and videos, to the final purchasers, primarily in Europe and North America.

			A German-based project by Fashion Revolution placed a vending machine in a downtown Berlin street that sold t-shirts for only two euros, but the customers had to watch a short documentary film before the machine would accept their money. The video was a compelling description of the conditions under which the t-shirts were produced by often underage young women who work for up to sixteen hours a day for as little as thirteen cents an hour. Almost all the potential purchasers opted to donate their two euros to awareness campaigns rather than buy a t-shirt. Such creative ideas about building awareness of unethical corporate behaviour are largely coming from organized and Internet-savvy young people who have developed a strong anti-consumerism, even anti-capitalism, consciousness — a hopeful sign for the future even though the global capitalist marketing machine is relentless and massive in a way that confirms many of the trends Marcuse saw in ODM. The critical question is: do these awareness campaigns have the potential to turn consumers not only against specific corporate brands, but to contribute to the development of a more fully anti-capitalism consciousness, to the point of drastically reducing consumerism altogether? Morris, like Soper, is cautiously optimistic and finds in anti-consumerism the potential to resist capitalism, noting that the source of this resistance can be “both drawn from and embodied in mass cultural expressions and practices” (7).

			The potential to transform the millions of moments of daily consumption into acts of resistance — if not protest — has to involve women. Their care of and devotion to children and their role in social reproduction can make them critical agents — aware, even anti-capitalist consumers who do not simply act alone to satisfy individual needs and wants — who could act collectively in private acts to resist the one-dimensional society in which we live. Soper’s view that consumers, including women, will increasingly become disillusioned with what the corporations have to offer and be willing to find alternatives that speak to social justice, sustainability and equality sometimes appears closer. A case in point is the scandal that engulfed Volkswagen, with its shocking deception of over eleven million customers, who found out that the company has been spewing forty times the acceptable limits of nitrogen oxide into the atmosphere. The cars were fitted with software that sensed whether the car was being tested and made the car perform normally in a test environment. Once on the road, however, the car switched out of this mode and became what one customer described as her personal “environmental disaster.”

			Research has suggested that “cause marketing” is popular with consumers. An Ipsos Marketing poll released in October 2015 suggests that 84 percent of Canadians would likely switch corporate brands to one affiliated with a good cause (Dunlop 2015: A10). The challenge is to start to see even those trying to look like good corporate citizens as merely another corporation trying to increase profits. We can hope that more disillusionment will set in as consumers become aware of the destructive and deceptive side of corporate behaviour, despite the best efforts of brands to promote themselves otherwise. As Soper notes, growing disillusionment must be coupled with politicized action and new forms of organization that can press for the fundamental changes demanded by growing cadres of critical consumers. We must also recognize that women are in a unique position to take part in resisting consumerism in such a way that millions of local, individual acts become politicized acts that have global affinities. After all, capitalism is largely about production and consumption. A focus on challenging capitalism in everyday life as we consume is something we can all do, below the radar of what sociologist have called “grand theory.”

			In the end I am inclined to agree with Nina Power and accept Marcuse, not simply as a man of his time but one whose work was prescient, not only for his observations of the intimate relationship between mass consumption and the consequent destruction of the planet, but also for his insights into how capitalism would unfold over the next fifty years. As Power notes, the expansion of consumer culture “frequently branded and marketed to women” has given Marcuse’s insights in ODM “a peculiar power, a kind of expansive afterlife in which the invasion of private space and the colonization of the body, particularly those bodies deemed to be female, have become even more ubiquitous than even Marcuse might have imagined” (2013: 73).

			Notes

			1. For Marcuse, there is, of course, an entire critique of Freud, patriarchy and aggression behind his view in M&F (see Marcuse 1966).

			2. The lecture was first published in Women’s Studies in 1974.

			3. See Kellner’s (2001) extensive Introduction for more background on Marcuse’s New Left period, from the mid-1960s to the early 1970s.
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			Chapter 11

			Human Emancipation  and the “Historical Fate  of Bourgeois Democracy”

			Terry Maley

			This chapter reflects on issues crucial to human emancipation today through the lens of Herbert Marcuse’s critique of neoliberalism in the early 1970s, shortly after the publication of One Dimensional Man (ODM). Marcuse’s multi-dimensional critique prefigures current emancipatory struggles and theories — against capitalism and the state — reflections on the relation of theory to practice, on the relationship of democracy to the state, and on the trends he identified that are still with us in neoliberal Canada. I look at critical issues in human emancipation that Marcuse saw in ODM, Counterrevolution and Revolt (CRR) and in the 1972 essay, “The Historical Fate of Bourgeois Democracy” (HFBD, liberal-democracy’s susceptibility to proto-fascist populism), illuminating tensions and changes within his work between different registers/voices and periods that point to not only possibilities for emancipation but agonizing difficulties in uncharted zones of struggle today in advanced neoliberal societies.1 These societies are now marked by the deepening of authoritarian, anti-democratic trends that Marcuse identified with chilling foresight in HFBD, one of his few sustained discussions of American liberal democracy.

			I compare Marcuse’s critique of the totalizing tendencies of the one-dimensional society with the critiques of U.S. political theorist Sheldon Wolin and U.K. socialist feminist Hilary Wainwright. Wolin’s radical democratic critique, with its provocative notions of “inverted totalitarianism” and “fugitive democracy,” and Wainwright’s revisiting of her well-known 1979 book Beyond the Fragments, share deep affinities with Marcuse’s analyses of the totalitarian nature of monopoly state capitalism as it began to mutate into neoliberalism in the decade after Marcuse wrote ODM. I see these affinities despite Wolin’s criticism of the Frankfurt School’s lack of more explicit engagement with democracy and the “political.” Marcuse, Wolin and Wainwright point to constellations of rebellious, even utopian possibilities against seemingly totalizing global trends that continue to transform the liberal democracies of the global north into neoliberal, authoritarian ones.

			Together, these related but distinct voices on the left offer a dialogue in which Marcuse’s multi-dimensional cultural/social/ideological critique complements Wolin’s radical democratic theory, which in turn brings into relief the political moment in Marcuse’s critical theory. Wainwright’s idea of a “dual strategy” shares affinities with Marcuse’s analysis in “The End of Utopia” and elsewhere, ways of thinking and acting “beyond the fragments,” in the interstices of a crisis-prone, sometimes disintegrating neoliberal system constantly struggling to re-assert its hegemony. By looking at the three thinkers together we can see a constellation of ideas that suggests important responses to critical theory’s (CT) and ODM’s impasse, discussed by Richard Day in Chapter 6, regarding the loss of the subject of revolutionary change. They offer ways of thinking about new democratic constellations of the political in a context still dominated by the one-dimensional developmental tendencies of the American neoliberal Superpower, the global capitalist economy, and modern science and technology, which both Marcuse and Wolin analyze with such insight in many commentaries, both theoretical and popular. Their complementary and shared but not identical critiques and visions provide possibilities beyond the Great Refusal.

			Postwar American Hegemony

			In ODM Marcuse saw the “administered” society of post-World War II America as the triumph of a corporate culture of standardized mass production and regimented consumption. It is one-dimensional because the uniformity of this new phase of what Marcuse called state monopoly capitalism, which in the 1960s still delivered an abundance of material goods and full-time employment on an unprecedented scale, effectively neutralizing all opposition and eliminating the second dimension of any kind of critical thinking about fundamentally different ways of organizing the economy, the state, culture or our relationship with the ecology.

			The modern postwar U.S. is also the prototype of a capitalist culture addicted to the idea of technological progress, in which technology has become an unquestioned foundation or universal good (Marcuse 1964: 154). Technology has become both a world and its ground, so culturally pervasive that it has neutralized the contradiction between “growing productivity and its repressive use,” between the perpetuation of scarcity and exploitation, and over-abundance and fetishistic consumer choice (256). For Marcuse, the cultural dominance of technology is not natural or inevitable. It is historical and political. In late modern, advanced capitalist societies “the technological a priori is a political a priori inasmuch as the transformation of nature involves that of man and inasmuch as the ‘man-made creations’ issue from and re-enter” society (154). Marcuse argues that the “incessant dynamic of technological progress has become permeated with political content” (159). This is a constitutive level of the political, something that shapes our deepest instinctual desires and subjectivity. This belief provides the deep background for both Marcuse’s critique of capitalist democracies and the prospects for liberation from them.

			This kind of society, one that is obsessed with the technological domination of nature, is a barrier to human emancipation because, as Marcuse says, “when technics becomes the universal form of material production, it circumscribes an entire culture: it projects a historical totality — a ‘world’” — that appears one-dimensional. Yet “technology as a form of social control and domination” has also become ideologically invisible as a democratically determined end that ordinary people control (154). In ODM Marcuse starkly concludes:

			The power and efficiency of this system, the thorough assimilation of mind with fact … of aspirations with reality, militate against the emergence of a new Subject. They also militate against the notion that the replacement of the prevailing control of the productive process by “control from below” would mean the advent of qualitative change.… [Politically,] the totalitarian tendencies of the one-dimensional society render the traditional … means of protest ineffective — perhaps even dangerous because they preserve the illusion of popular sovereignty. This illusion contains some truth: “the people,” previously the ferment of social change, has “moved up” to become the ferment of social cohesion [i.e., reactionary cohesion]. (252, 256)

			Today, the reaction in the U.S. has gone far beyond the Tea Party. We saw its racism clearly in the support that the explicitly fascist, white supremacist Traditionalist Worker Party, the Ku Klux Klan and the “alt-right” offered Donald Trump in the 2016 American presidential campaign. Golden Dawn in Greece, the U.K. Independence Party and the far-right parties and movements in the rest of the European Union continue to foment reactionary social change. Yet for Marcuse, as contributors to this volume note with differing emphases, “underneath the conservative popular base is the substratum of the outcasts and outsiders, the exploited and persecuted of other races and other colors, the unemployed and unemployable.… Their opposition is revolutionary even if their consciousness is not” (256). This highlights the impasse, for Marcuse, between theory and revolutionary practice in the one-dimensional universe. Marcuse puts it this way in ODM: “Dialectical theory is not refuted, but it cannot offer the remedy” (253). The first two chapters in this volume discuss the importance of dialectics in ODM and in Marcuse’s notion of science. The relation between theory and practice is complex, in ODM and for the movements today. With dialectical theory unable to offer the remedy for progressive change in the postwar West, “the facts and their alternatives are there like fragments which do not connect, or like a world of mute objects without a subject, without the practice that would move these objects in a new direction” (253). This is one of the most poignant examples of Marcuse’s agony, which is at once philosophical, political and existential. In the mid-1960s Marcuse thought that the historically new (Western/American) universality of the commodity form in its totality effectively blocked the fragments — diverse movements, protests, anti- and post-capitalist sensibilities and practices — from connecting with or creating the “germ” of a social whole that could provide alternatives. At the end of ODM Marcuse leaves us with “negative dialectics” and the gesture of the Great Refusal. These totalizing trends, the fragmentation they lead to and questions about the subject — who is capable of bringing about change — are still key issues for human emancipation, fifty years after ODM.

			For the Frankfurt School thinkers, the domination of nature and society are inherent in Western Reason. In modernity, Reason, manifested in the rational scientific and technical knowledge that underpins the modern capitalist economy and bureaucratic state, is both instrumental and totalizing (Wolin 1994: 164). It is instrumental because it has been drawn into the “service of calculation, self-interest and self-preservation” by capitalism (170; see also Horkheimer and Adorno 2002: 86, 88). “Enlightenment is totalitarian” because in modernity Reason has aligned itself with the great modern powers of science and technology, capitalism and the state.

			The critical element in Western philosophy, which both Wolin and the Frankfurt thinkers trace back to Ancient Greek thought, has to do with visions of a social whole. Philosophers Plato and Aristotle constructed images of a hierarchically ordered social whole that were thought to have a natural end, or telos, and its foundations in virtue or justice (where everyone knew their place in the hierarchy) were thought to be universal.2 Philosophers like Plato (e.g., in Republic) compared existing societies and regimes to their own hierarchical visions, usually unfavourably (Wolin 1994: 168–69).

			In modernity, the idea of a natural social whole lived on in critical social theorists as different as Rousseau, Hegel and Marx. Rousseau and Marx were radically egalitarian — critical of social, economic and political inequality — while Hegel’s idea of the modern state was still hierarchical. By the mid to late twentieth century this idea of a normative social whole had been completely eclipsed by the pervasive power of instrumental rationality (Horkheimer and Adorno 2002), which delivers spectacular results in its control over/manipulation of nature, society, the economy and people. This was culturally embodied in the enchanting wizardry of modern technology; its power to reshape nature and society, to “deliver the goods,” was unprecedented. Wolin says: “As reason moves inexorably towards its totalization as technical knowledge … it leaves no room for critical reason” (175).

			The Frankfurt School theorists’ critique is grounded in continental philosophy. This includes a holistic Hegelian vision of history as a totality and a reduced/modified Marxism that accepts the disappearance of the working class as the universal agent of revolutionary change. They also argued that the culture industries — Hollywood, popular music and advertising — shape and distort our instinctual desires for happiness, channelling them into pursuits such as escapist but compulsory consumerism, discussed by Patricia McDermott in Chapter 10, the idolatry of celebrity culture, and the normalized aggression of economic, sport, “leisure” and military/imperial competition.

			With this philosophical backdrop in mind, ODM is a critical dissection of what American hegemony, thought by mainstream commentators at the time to be the “end of history” looked like at the apex of its historically momentary triumph in the postwar era. It is also a critique of what Jeremy Valentine aptly calls “the self-grounding of the political” (2006: 508). More than fifty years later, ODM serves as an important reminder that the one-dimensionality Marcuse saw then is historically contingent, is reproduced only by an enormous, ongoing, never complete but in its own way multi-dimensional political-economic, cultural and ideological effort — (i.e., for Marcuse, the culture industries, Hollywood, now the Koch brothers, Rupert Murdoch/Fox News, right-wing think-tanks). What we see today is that hegemony can be contested, one-dimensionality can be shaken, opened up. In the current historical conjuncture, with the help of the crises of neoliberal capitalism, this task has fallen to the global movements. Because it was based on what Marcuse saw as the irrationality of capitalist/imperial domination, the immanent potential for rupturing the one-dimensionality of the American/global empire has always existed, even if he thought the industrial working class was no longer the agent capable of overturning it. I now turn to Wolin’s critique of the absence of the political in critical theory and to his interventions in debates about democracy in the 1990s, when neoliberalism was becoming entrenched in the global north and prospects for revolution had disappeared from the horizon along with the New Left.3

			Wolin’s Critique of Critical Theory

			Wolin is sharply critical of CT as cultural critique. Focusing on Horkheimer and Adorno’s (2002 [1948]) Dialectic of Enlightenment (DE), in which the “fully enlightened world … radiates disaster triumphant,” critical reason, for Wolin, lives on only in social theory, existing in exile from the one-dimensional world of global capitalism and from forces of progressive social change that oppose it on the ground. In the mid-1990s, Wolin asked some tough questions of CT. This was just before the movements exploded onto the global scene in Seattle, in Genoa and in the World Social Forum experiment in Porto Alegre. The corporate/Wall Street–sponsored politicians — both third way (Clinton in the U.S. and Blair in the U.K.) and neo-cons — that followed Reagan and Thatcher in the 1990s continued the political project of aggressively de-legitimizing the welfare state, which had helped integrate the working class. Wolin asked: “Where, if anywhere, was the possibility of revolution located and who, if anyone, was to be its agent?” (1994: 181). “Was theory now required to bear the entire burden of opposition? And in what sense could theory profess to be connected in any meaningful way with social forces predisposed to the cause of radical change?” (180).

			Wolin charges that the critical theorists “refused to recontextualize their politics around the fate of democratic politics. They made no effort to develop a theoretical defense of even the troubled form of it in the liberal regime of Weimar or later, the more robust social democratic politics of New Deal America” (181). For Wolin, in Adorno especially, “there is not the trace of a suggestion that some popular cultures exist independent of mass audiences and may even be oppositional.” The result is that

			cultural critique, whatever it insights into the shaping of mass consciousness … depicts an empty vessel, masses with no culture to lose, no motive for revolt. Critical reason has culminated in a theory about a non-revolutionary subject. (182)

			For Wolin, the retreat of the Frankfurt thinkers into a negative critique of consumer culture and the valorization of aesthetic experience is a weak substitute for a stronger, more democratic engagement with the political. Wolin makes this critique from the standpoint of debates over the political in the 1990s, in the context of withering critiques of liberal representative democracies in the global north as neoliberalism was being consolidated.

			Despite his critical assessment of Horkheimer and Adorno, Wolin’s critique does not apply in quite the same way to Marcuse, who was, as Douglas Kellner shows convincingly, much more politically engaged than his fellow critical theorists (2004: 3, 18, 20, 27). Wolin’s provocative idea of “fugitive democracy” has deep affinities with and complements Marcuse’s critique in ODM. Fugitive democracy — the mode of “refusal” and genuinely democratic renewal available to ordinary people, the demos, under neoliberalism — is grounded in the distinction between politics and the political.

			The search for a new political emerged in the 1990s in reaction to the recognition that the realist or competitive-elitist model of democracy had, as C.B. Macpherson already said in the 1970s, reached its limits (1977: 2). By the 1990s, the capitalist democracies of the global north were being transformed in increasingly undemocratic directions. By calling democracy “fugitive,” Wolin addressed profound changes in the meaning — increasingly closed, corporate-dominated, inaccessible — of representative democracy in the advanced industrial societies of the late twentieth century.

			The distinction between “politics” and the “political” involves a critique of representation, the assumption that truth is fully present in existing empirical or historical realities (such as the modern liberal subject). This distinction serves, Valentine argues, to “designate a difference between on the one hand the ‘normal,’ institutionalized distribution of powers … including the contested and disputed nature of these activities, and on the other … that which is supposed to ground, explain or distinguish … these activities as a specific sphere of thought and action” (2006: 506).

			The political does not just change historically; it is not always fully visible from within the horizon of the present. Valentine explains: “That is because the self-grounding of the political is understood in the sense of principium, which refers to the coincidence of the order of authority derived from a prince and the order of intelligibility derived from a principle, both of which are observed without question in a given epoch” (508, italics added). In less philosophical language, it means that popular notions of the political are hegemonic, or seemingly natural, during different epochs. Key ideas and ideologies are self-grounded when they are commonly accepted by both rulers and the ruled as the (relatively) unproblematic and legitimate grounds that underpin how everyday politics (and the economy, social life, gender and race relations, and culture) works — and how well the demos is integrated into all of these spheres.

			Yet during periods of epochal change, the basic ideological beliefs that grounded the political are questioned and contested more sharply. The increasing non-coincidence between politics and its grounding in seemingly universal principles (the political), signals the internal failure, or even the crisis, of the political project (e.g., postwar American-led modernization, now neoliberalism). For Schürmann, the historical contingency of the political becomes visible in periods of rupture or crisis, when it is easier to see in the cracks of the system, when gaps open up, showing the radical difference between the given world and utopian prefigurations or alternatives that emerge in protests against capitalism and the neoliberal state (cited in Valentine 2006: 505–11). These gaps come to define that gray zone that becomes wider as the authority of a particular political-economic regime (e.g., democracy, capitalism/neoliberalism) and the supposedly universal principles upon which it was grounded diverge; when politics and the political come apart, or are actively separated, disintegrated by agents from below or, as we see in the following discussion of HFBD, from above.

			Wolin appropriates the idea of the political, seeing it from the bottom up:

			The political … is an expression of the idea that a free society composed of diversities can nonetheless enjoy moments of commonality when, through public deliberations, collective power is used to promote or protect the well-being of a collectivity. (1996: 31)

			The political emerges when “moments of commonality” are democratically created by ordinary citizens (Wolin 1996, 2004). The political involves diverse attempts to create and articulate the constitutive, or foundational ends of politics. Yet Wolin is acutely aware that the revival of the political takes place in a disenchanted world (described in DE by Horkheimer and Adorno) that has been shaped by the great modern powers of the state, bureaucracy, capitalism, science and technology. By contrast, politics for Wolin is the “legitimized public contestation … by organized and unequal powers” over collective public resources (1996: 31). Everyday politics provides the institutional forms within which the political is reproduced, legitimized and contained. Attempts to define the political are never innocent; they always involve ideological struggles to delineate not only how institutions work, but also hearts, minds, symbols, commercial and political brands, coalitions and movements.

			For Wolin, the key institution in which politics takes place is the late modern state, or what he calls Superpower. It encompasses what is, in the first decades of the twenty-first century, a “managed” democracy that tries to contain the demos and a thinly regulated, jagged-edged global capitalism buttressed by the vast technological and military resources of the state. This provides the context for the paradoxical trajectory, under neoliberalism, of widening social and economic inequality and diminished citizenship under the banner of democracy. The gap between ordinary citizen’s capacity to govern themselves and the vast powers of Superpower and corporate capital has grown exponentially in the democracies of the global north since Marcuse wrote ODM, even as those democracies partially fulfilled some of the promises of liberal modernity in the postwar era.

			Superpower has grown to the point where Wolin suggests it has become “auto-legitimating” — justifying its own ground. As Wolin puts it, “instead of the state being grounded in the associational life of society … the relationship becomes inverted so that the state becomes its own ground and enjoys a condition of autolegitimacy” (1985: 227). Increasingly, the veneer of popular sovereignty, expressed in ritualized elections funded and captured by Trump-like billionaires, remains today as an emaciated democracy, a symbolic but ineffectual gesture. Yet the auto-legitimacy of the state and the unquestioned acceptance of a one-dimensional view of the political requires a continuous, heavily funded effort to reproduce and legitimize what is actually a contingent — and deeply flawed — reality. As the chapters in this volume and today’s movements show, one-dimensional perceptions can be contested and de-legitimized. This takes time, effort and organization, and as Jérémie Bédard-Wien’s interview in Chapter 8 shows, not on the old vanguardist model either. Collective practices of self-transformation that harness existing energies, imagine new utopian sensibilities and build democratic capacities are possible, even now.

			Yet for Wolin, the ability of the demos to create common bonds of solidarity and to realize common purposes is fleeting in the era of neoliberal Superpower. People are caught between the complex mechanisms of democratic inclusion/exclusion created by the Superpower state, on the one hand, and the centrifugal and radically disaggregating forces of global capitalism, on the other. Wolin sees these paradoxical tensions this way:

			The democratization of advanced industrial societies has come down to this: the labor, wealth, and psyches of the citizenry are simultaneously defended and exploited … protected and extracted, rewarded and commanded. (1996: 36)

			Wolin provides this analysis in the context of what he sees, in Democracy Incorporated (2008), as “inverted totalitarianism.” This is not mid-twentieth-century fascism transplanted to North America sixty years later, though we may be much closer to that now, post-Trump and post-Brexit. In the 1990s, Wolin carefully distinguished between the two, arguing, in what is an extension of Marcuse’s argument in ODM, that totalitarianism may have different forms that are not necessarily fascist in the mid-twentieth century sense. Late twentieth-century totalitarian trends may be of a “softer” kind, ones that are — at the moment — culturally and economically totalizing but not dependent on continuous state repression. Wolin provides us with an analysis of the “inversion,” or historical mutations, that may be transforming American democracy into its opposite. He asks: “What causes a democracy to change into some non-or antidemocratic system, and what kind of system is democracy likely to change into?” (2008: xii). Even though liberal democracy still has the trappings of the competitive-elite model discussed by C.B. Macpherson in the 1970s — universal suffrage, regular elections, parliamentary representation — the demos has no real decision-making power in the key institutions of the state or atop the “commanding heights” of the global corporate economy. In a culture saturated by corporate-dominated media the acceptance of the de-politicization and disempowerment of the demos has come to be seen — by some political scientists and many citizens — as normal and inevitable. The 2010 book by American political scientist Jeffrey Green, Eyes of the People: Democracy in an Age of Spectatorship, is, in light of the rise of the authoritarian demagogue Donald Trump in the U.S., a chilling confirmation of Wolin’s diagnosis. Both Wolin and Marcuse suggest that we are sliding towards an authoritarian, populist form of plebiscitarian democracy. In Canada, Rob Ford, the populist former mayor of Toronto, was the demagogic face of this trend.

			For Wolin, the tendencies of Superpower and global capitalism are “totalizing in the sense that they are obsessed with control, expansion, superiority and supremacy.” The political economy behind this lies in the privatization of state/public resources and the deregulation of capital and finance by the Superpower state that has enabled unbridled market expansion. Neoliberalism has unleashed “a structure for organized [and patriarchal, militarized] aggression” (Wolin 2008: 138, 144; see also Brown 1988). Wolin brings this home in a couple of telling examples. Before the company’s collapse in 2001, a senior Enron executive’s vision-and-values cube read: “When Enron says it will rip your face off, it will rip your face off.” Or fast-forward to the 2008 crisis and the now-infamous speech by the one-time Wall Street “master of the universe” Dick Fuld, then CEO of Lehman Brothers. At a meeting of employees in the London office in 2008, as Lehman was about to collapse, Fuld angrily lashed out at the firm’s critics: “We will rip your heart out.”4 These typify the extreme aggression of the plutocratic global elites (of which Fuld was an alpha-male) in the era of unrestrained neoliberalism.

			In the current, sharply contested neoliberal conjuncture in which the legitimacy of Superpower is periodically challenged but still predominant, possibilities for democratic commonality are fugitive, not revolutionary in the more traditional Marxian sense often attributed to Marcuse. They are “fugitive in the very specific sense of being non-scientific and non-institutionalized” (Wolin 1985: 218). Wolin sees these moments as anti-capitalist and anti-statist, which angers his liberal and social democratic critics, who argue that his idea of fugitive democracy signals a deep political despair (Kateb 2001; Warren 2006; Beiner 2004). Fundamentally dissatisfied with liberal democracy and capitalism, Wolin polemically argues that democracy can be something else:

			Democracy is a project concerned with the political potentialities of ordinary citizens, that is, with their possibilities for becoming political beings through the self-discovery of common concerns and of modes of action for realizing them. (1996: 43)

			Provocatively, almost in tension with his own analysis of Superpower, Wolin insists that “ordinary individuals are capable of creating new cultural patterns of commonality at any moment” (1996: 43). Students in Québec did this in 2013, and striking graduate students and teaching assistants did it at York University in 2015. Hundreds of thousands did this when they organized the Occupy protests against the domination of the 1% and the People’s Climate March in New York City in 2014. Every time people band together for a common cause and organize — against home foreclosures and evictions by the banks in the U.S. after the financial crash; against brutal cuts to basic public services in Wisconsin and Detroit; against the epidemic of police shootings of young Black men in the U.S. by Black Lives Matter; against genocidal state inaction in the face of thousands of missing and murdered Indigenous women in Canada; against ruinous tuition increases and performance measurements in the U.K. Every time the demos occupy abandoned factories in Argentina or squat in abandoned houses in Toronto or London, or organize Idle No More marches across Canada, they leave a common “trace,” to use Martin Breaugh’s word (2013). Each time a fugitive democratic event or movement occurs, it contains within itself the potentiality (though not the necessity) of going beyond the Great Refusal to imagine/create a new kind of community; it creates a memory of the political for the future. These fugitive moments need not be revolutionary in a totalizing way, as Francis Dupuis-Déri says in Chapter 7. Fleeting but unifying moments, in their thousands globally, go beyond the fragments and congeal into a diverse constellation of commonly created yet diverse democratic experiences. These moments, prefigurations of a new political, are created every day in different times and places by a rebellious demos. Elsewhere, in his writings on Ancient Greek democracy, Wolin celebrates the anarchic, rebellious nature of the demos, its refusal to be constrained by forms of (economic/class/political) domination or the state. He celebrates those fugitive moments in which “democracy is wayward, inchoate, unable to rule yet unwilling to be ruled. It does not naturally conform.” Provocatively, Wolins says that democracy “is inherently formless” (1994: 50).

			Wolin’s later work describes experiences/memories of suffering, oppression and exclusion, as well as suggestions of the resistance these can engender. Today these demotic moments are seen in struggles around race, post-colonialism, anti-globalization, anti-capitalism, ecology and Indigenous rights that have, in dispersed and discontinuous ways, sporadically galvanized parts of the demos globally. Against Superpower and global capital, Wolin sees local forms of community resistance and organizing as potential repositories, or prefigurations, of a more democratic political. These moments are not restricted to the organized working class, which Wolin, like Marcuse, does not see as the sole or primary agent of social change. In this sense Wolin’s idea of a new political that emerges in prefigurative moments of fugitive democracy has affinities with the feminist idea of “intersectionality,” introduced by Kimberlé Crenshaw.

			In a way that poignantly captures the experience of so many of today’s movements, Wolin argues:

			[Democracy] needs to be reconceived as something other than a form of government: as a mode of being that is conditioned by bitter experience, doomed to succeed only temporarily, but is a recurrent possibility as long as the memory of the political survives. (1996: 31)

			Yet Wolin is acutely aware that any revival of the political is destined to take place in the disenchanted world described by the Frankfurt theorists in DE, a world that has been shaped by the tremendous powers of the modern state, bureaucracy, capitalism, science and technology. Wolin took up these issues again a generation after Marcuse with tenacity and insight, through the lens of the quest for a new political that today is defined by fugitive democracy.

			I argue that Marcuse was, in fact, attuned to the vicissitudes and contradictions of the political and prospects for real, genuine democracy. Even though his diagnosis of the problems of liberal democracy and capitalism have deep affinities with Wolin’s critique, his view of two key issues is different. First, Marcuse has a more explicit yet nuanced view of the relationship between the demos and the intellectuals who might help clarify the theoretical basis of revolt. Wolin’s view of the demos is more undifferentiated than Marcuse’s. Second, there are differentiated layers to Marcuse’s multi-dimensional idea of the political. All of them include a critique of the subjectivity of domination and its dialectical relation to utopian possibilities, which Wolin does not articulate as explicitly. From a Marcusean perspective, one could argue that Wolin does not look at the de-formation of subjectivity within a totality of social relations in the same way — the distinctive contribution and lens of critical theory.

			There are three aspects of Marcuse’s idea of the political. One is the way technological rationality is bound up with domination, the way it shapes consciousness and our instinctual needs on deeper, constitutive social and cultural levels. Wolin (1985) also explored these issues brilliantly in essays on modern rationality, domination and myth, only without Freudian depth psychology.

			On the level of the political system and ideology, Marcuse does engage issues of democracy in the scathing critique of the authoritarian turn in American liberal democracy found in HFBD. Finally, he looks to more utopian possibilities for liberatory self-transformation of the demos in his support of the movements of the 1960s in his New Left period after ODM. In his discussions of movements for national liberation in the postcolonial global south, and the women’s, student and ecological movements in works such as An Essay on Liberation (EL) — which need to be read again by a new generation — we find prefigurations of a new political. In this search for a new agent of change, Marcuse had an acute sense of the political and of something sometimes neglected in more philosophical discussions of Marcuse — liberatory strategy. Marcuse’s strategies for achieving a “libertarian socialism” were also different from Wolin’s more anarchic view of fugitive democracy on the issue of institutionalization.

			To give a fuller sense of the complexity of Marcuse’s idea of the political and the difficulty of the struggle ahead, I look briefly at three of Marcuse’s works that followed ODM. In each we can see clear outlines, not of a definitive resolution to the problem of a new revolutionary subject, or a new political, but a prescient and nuanced critique of early neoliberalism that in many ways set the stage for Wolin’s own quest for a new political. We can also see, even in their differing emphases, affinities, continuities and differences between Marcuse’s early neoliberal critique and Wolin’s later one — complementary tensions which I hold open between the two visions — not a definitive reconciliation nor the superiority of one over the other.

			The Historical Fate of Bourgeois Democracy

			As American hegemony began to unravel in the mid to late 1960s under the strain of the imperial venture in Vietnam, civil rights protests and revolts against one-dimensional capitalist/consumer culture and its destruction of the environment, Marcuse saw possibilities emerging in two directions. In the upbeat An Essay on Liberation (1969), written at the height of the late 1960s student revolts in the U.S. and Europe, Marcuse pointed to the student movement, the women’s movement and national liberation movements in the global south as immanent historical possibilities that might connect the fragments (Kellner 2004: 26). Capitalist crises provided openings, in a system that seemed to be disintegrating, in which these movements could lead the broader working class towards non-repressive, non-capitalist, non-exploitative forms of social, economic and political organization. But Marcuse also foresaw that, if changes in consciousness such as the new sensibility of the movements and the New Left of the 1960s could not be sustained, “democratic” change could also become reactionary.

			In Counterrevolution and Revolt (1972), the cracks in the disintegrating American imperium had opened new terrains of struggle not only from below but also from above. In the early 1970s, Marcuse saw other, more dystopian possibilities emerging in the form of a counterrevolt of the elites: “The defense of the capitalist system requires the organization of counterrevolution at home and abroad. [It is] altogether preventative. Here there is no recent revolution to be undone, and there is none in the offing” (1–2). This political counterrevolution was sparked by seismic shifts in the global economy. For Marcuse, “the consumer society is the form in which monopoly state capitalism reproduces itself at its most advanced stage. [Yet] it is at this stage that repression is reorganized: the ‘bourgeois-democratic’ phase of state capitalism terminates in the new counterrevolutionary phase” that prefigures a new, authoritarian democracy (emphasis added).

			The elites are afraid, Marcuse argues, “and among the people at large, a configuration of political and psychological conditions point to the existence of a proto-fascist syndrome” (24–25). Marcuse identifies two sides of an attempt to refashion a more reactionary political from above — the “reorganization of repression” and the emergence of a “proto-fascist syndrome” — in this counterrevolutionary phase. He reveals a cruel paradox produced by the attacks on the welfare state and the neoliberal insecurity and precarity that replaced it: the tension between the elites’ ongoing revolt against the demos, the working class, the marginal and the poor, and the people’s problematic, sometimes volatile identification with elites and capitalist aggression and consumerism. As Arnold Farr astutely says, “the tendency of individuals to identify themselves with their political leaders,” which Marcuse outlines sharply in HFBD, is part of a deeper “de-politicization of the political” and the public sphere that Farr sees as “the crisis of democracy” (2008: 268–69). These barriers to emancipation are still with us in more threatening forms. Donald Trump has become the populist prototype of this phenomenon identified by Marcuse.

			HFBD prefigured the situation facing the left today, fifty years after ODM, in remarkably prescient ways. A diverse array of writers on the radical left, such as Sheldon Wolin, David Harvey, David McNally, Leo Panitch, David Graeber, Guy Standing, Hilary Wainwright and Arnold Farr, have taken up issues of the authoritarian political economy, state and culture of neoliberalism explored by Marcuse in the early 1970s. The affinities between Marcuse’s critique and recent radical critiques are striking and have only recently been explored more fully in works such as Farr’s 2009 discussion of Marcuse and liberation philosophies, in Critical Refusals in Theory and Practice, the excellent 2013 special volume of the Radical Philosophy Review on Marcuse, edited by Farr, Douglas Kellner, Andrew Lamas and Charles Reitz.

			In HFBD Marcuse traces the moment when bourgeois democracy, historically a dynamic force of change, is transformed into a reactionary one — a capitalist/warfare/security state in which the “ideological restraints” of postwar liberal democracy are being abandoned by the global plutocratic elites in their own revolt — against state regulation, democracy and the demos, and for their own enrichment and aggrandizement (2001: 165, 171). Marcuse traces the very beginnings of the neoliberal counterrevolution, which soon turned into the relentless campaigns by Reagan and Thatcher in the 1980s to systematically undermine the welfare state.

			As the delivery of the goods and well-paid, full-time jobs continue to disappear under neoliberalism into global outsourcing, precarity and perpetual economic instability, restraints on social aggression are loosened. The conformism of ODM has turned into a “mental structure that identifies with institutional brutality and aggression” on many levels, including the “blue collar working class” (Marcuse 2001: 170; Farr 2008: 269). For Marcuse, in this counterrevolutionary phase of neoliberal democracy, “the union of big capital and the state … is most immediate and overt” (2001: 176), as is the populist militancy of its base. Forty years after ODM, Wolin would also call this fusion of capital and the state “a structure of organized aggression” that involves the mobilization of a socially conservative, populist base that is “anti-government,” sexist, homophobic and racist.5 Stephen Harper’s former government in Canada, the discredited former “populist” Toronto Mayor Rob Ford, Donald Trump in the U.S. and the resurgence of far-right parties in the E.U. are all disturbing examples. The “structure of organized aggression” under neoliberalism casts a wide net and includes state-condoned, overt violence against marginal and vulnerable populations (witness the epidemic of police shootings of young Black men in the U.S., and the rape, murder and genocidal disappearance of Indigenous women in the thousands in Canada), as well as the systematic persecution of perceived political enemies (public servants, teachers and professors) in Turkey in 2016 after the failed coup.

			In this foreboding configuration, in which we are still living, Marcuse said tellingly that “bourgeois democracy no longer offers a barrier to fascism” (Kellner 2004: 29).6 Now, more than fifty years after ODM, we have to take seriously Marcuse’s view that advanced capitalism no longer needs liberal-democratic institutions or even liberal values (2001: 177–78). We have seen brutal examples of this structural disintegration in the neoliberal attacks on democracy, women, Indigenous peoples and the environment by Stephen Harper and Rob Ford in Canada — and, of course, in the deeply distressing, state-organized brutality of the G20 in Toronto and the subsequent passage of security Bill C51 — extending the reach of the totalizing trends of an intrusive neoliberal security state. Harper (secretive, authoritarian, incremental) and Ford (populist, plebiscitarian) were the two different faces of neoliberalism in Canada prior to the “sunny ways” neoliberalism of Prime Minister Trudeau. Harper unabashedly supported the hyper-expansion of global capital, free trade deals, the reduction of democratic and trade union power, and rights for working people in omnibus budget bills, the anti-democratic restriction of funding for political parties, cancelling the Long-Form Census, proroguing/suspending Parliament, politically motivated tax audits on environmental groups and progressive charities, such as the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, huge subsidies to big oil/tar sands multi-nationals, vastly increasing the exploitative temporary foreign worker program in response to business demands, while cutting social spending, increasing surveillance of protest groups and muzzling government environmental scientists. This profoundly anti-democratic trend was, as journalist Michael Harris notes in his 2014 book on Harper, A Party of One, changing Canadian democracy into its opposite. Harper’s was an extremely reactionary attempt (same mentality only more buttoned down/repressed than Trump) to re-create a one-dimensional world in the image of 1950s capitalist patriarchy — precisely the world of which Marcuse was so critical in ODM — an attempt to eliminate difference/diversity and reduce “the many to the one,” in Farr’s apt phrase (2008: 269). Harper’s attempt to create that hegemony was strategically incremental but continuous; it was not an all-out frontal assault on the earlier models of Margaret Thatcher, Mike Harris’s Conservatives in Ontario in the mid-1990s, or Governor Scott Walker in Wisconsin. Ford was a pathetic but dangerous example of the populist “Joe the plumber” version of this trend that was not only neoliberal but openly homophobic, sexist and racist. The counterrevolution has more than one face.

			In HFBD, Marcuse sees a “structural disintegration” (184) in which nominally democratic institutions of the state, which are still slowly being hollowed out from above, are increasingly disintegrated from the economy, which continues to function, only now in more overtly authoritarian form, with fewer labour rights, more poverty and gaping income disparities. For Marcuse, the emergence of a populist, neo-fascist syndrome and structural disintegration “are some of the extreme issues which confront the radical left in this period: they operate in zones not yet elucidated and incorporated into theory and praxis” (173–74).

			Yet in this disintegration, Marcuse sees not only reaction but also possibilities for revolt (though not necessarily revolution), mobilization and a change in consciousness.

			This complex terrain of struggle, and a strategic shift in emphasis from revolution to revolt, was summarized by Marcuse in 1972 in this way:

			This shift in the strategic emphasis [from total revolution] is motivated by the notion of a crisis of capitalism different from the traditional Marxist concept [of recurring economic crises]. I suggested it in terms of a structural disintegration while the economy, in its institutions, still operates: a moral disintegration, in the daily practice, at work and outside of work. Not revolution but revolt; by individuals and small groups, throughout the society … this stratum includes employed workers, blue and white collar, intelligentsia, women. (184, emphasis added)

			As Douglas Kellner notes in his excellent introduction to the collected edition of Marcuse’s New Left works, Marcuse did not believe in either “the inevitability of capitalist crisis” or in the inevitability of revolution from economic collapse. Thus, the disintegration of capitalist democracies would not bring about radical, progressive change on its own. It required a change in consciousness, as well as organization.

			In some of his less well-known works from his New Left period, Marcuse, who would have preferred more totalizing, societal revolution, saw the strategic possibility of revolt instead. In a 1968 talk Marcuse gave on the New Left for the twentieth anniversary of the Guardian newspaper in the U.K., he prefigured today’s struggles when he said, in a time before social media: “The strength of the New Left may … reside in precisely these small and contesting groups, active at many points at the same time … small groups, concentrated on the level of local activities … foreshadowing what may be … the basic organization of libertarian socialism …. some kind of what I would like to call … organized spontaneity” (Kellner 2004: 27). Kellner rightly notes that at the talk, in the media and with students, “Marcuse discussed dilemmas of the … New Left, strategies, targets, and forms of organization” (27). In his 1967 Berlin lecture, “The End of Utopia,” Marcuse urgently says: “In established societies there are still gaps and interstices in which heretical methods can be practiced without meaningless sacrifice.… The interstices within established society are still open, and one of the most important tasks is to make use of them to the full” (1970: 77).

			This notion of spontaneous but still organized revolt in small groups, in the gaps, as well as on the individual and emotional levels, is what feminists scholars and activists call “intersectionality” — fluid, diverse terrains of struggle, personal as well as political, not always unified under one banner, party or ideology. Occupy, Idle No More, landless peasants, the Indignados, the social forums and participatory budgets in Brazil, Black Lives Matter — these are the diverse forms of fugitive democratic struggle today — multiple responses and horizontal forms of organizing that are trying to build new emancipatory sensibilities and capacities that do not have to be, as Hilary Wainwright says, organized under one unified theory/idea/party/state. In the current neoliberal context Wainwright has let go of the need to definitively “unify” the fragments.

			Hilary Wainwright on the Movements

			Hilary Wainwright and her co-authors Lynne Segal and Sheila Rowbotham (2013 [1979]) reflected on activist struggles through the lens of their experiences in the U.K., as the New Left gave way, in the late 1970s and 1980s, to Thatcher’s brutal neoliberal reforms. As a socialist feminist writer and activist who has been keenly attuned to the movements, Wainwright’s strategies give concrete form to the idea of fugitive democracy on the ground.

			Wainwright locates emancipatory possibilities in spaces that are either autonomous from state power or on the borderlines between different kinds of (mostly local) state and the global movements. Her analyses of participatory budgeting (PBs) in Latin America, the Greater London Council (GLC, for which she worked before it was shut down in 1984 by Thatcher) and, more recently, discussions of U.K. Uncut, Occupy and Syrzia in Greece, point to the prefigurative power of emancipatory movements and the complexity and difficulty of their challenges in the current context. On the one hand, Wainwright’s perceptive analyses of the success of PBs in Brazil show that the state, at least on its edges or lower rungs, is not a monolithic, one-dimensional entity. With the right configuration of revolt from below and cooperation from parties in government, progressive though limited change is possible. Even though we witnessed the brutal example of Syriza’s democratic revolt against neoliberal austerity in Greece being crushed by the institutions of the E.U., it has been possible, at times and in limited ways, to contest the neoliberal state’s power to act on behalf of plutocratic global capital.

			Wainwright makes an important point when she notes that “historical periods are not neatly divided … which makes for constant unevenness, conflict, ambivalence” (2013 [1979]: 27). By this she means that the hegemony of an era, its “principium,” is never totally seamless or complete; it can be contested. Students, for example, are again engaged in demonstrations and sit-ins on campuses in the U.S., U.K. and Québec. In her discussion of the relationship of the movements to the state, Wainwright (2008) suggests a dual strategy — working to wring progressive change from the state, working against its reactionary policies, taking advantage of openings and gaps to make concrete gains where possible, and also organizing within autonomous movements, away from the hierarchies of domination that characterize corporate capital and the Superpower state.

			Connecting these fragments adds another dimension, what Wolin calls “the memory of the political” or what Breaugh calls the “plebian memory’” (2013: 242) — multiple points of connection and contestation, perhaps momentary recollections that leave traces, inspirations for future movements. In different registers, outside of academic theory or social science, we can see cultural examples of the memory of the political in the 2014 documentary film about the U.K. miners’ strike of 1985, Still the Enemy Within (as Thatcher called the miners) and in Patricia McDermott’s play Life on the Line, about the Eaton’s strike by part-time women retail workers across Canada in 1985.7 These cultural artifacts/histories of the struggles of ordinary people against neoliberalism give content to Wolin’s idea of fugitive democracy. As Francis Dupuis-Déri suggests in Chapter 7, in tune with Wainwright, these struggles do not have to be permanent or totally revolutionary to be meaningful and important. They leave traces whose memory can nurture and even spark future struggles.

			Wainwright notes that the movements involved in anti-capitalist, anti-poverty, ecological and other struggles are now more horizontal, non-hierarchical, leadership-rotating organizations — the antithesis of the organization of the top-down, corporate-dominated Superpower. The movements are also “purposefully autonomous from political parties [and provide] an example of decisive material impact of a new kind of multi-centred, molecular campaign, bringing together all kinds of social actors” (2013: 60). Behind U.K. Uncut, for example, “is a story of a campaign that coordinated horizontally and rotated responsibilities, developing … a diffuse leadership through which capacities were developed and spread.” It was the same for the Indignados in Spain, where people participated in “decision-making by thousands, many of whom have never occupied anything” (60, 46). Marianne Maeckelbergh, in Horizontal Democracy Now: From Alterglobalization to Occupation, documents how this kind of participation and diffuse democratic decision-making and self-governance can be sustained over many months and, as Wolin suggests, not be dominated by hierarchical, specialized technical expertise or “leadership” (Wainwright 2013 [1979]: 46).

			Wainwright argues that these newer forms of activism and organization involve “a recognition of the necessity of diverse sources of power, and the need to devise organizational forms for different purposes and contexts” (61). For Wainwright, moving beyond the fragments means contributing “to the process of direct connection … and subversion of the hierarchy that periodically has made it impossible for corporate power completely to escape the pressures of what it described in the 1970s as ‘excess democracy.’” (47). She argues that anti-corporate ways of organizing and anti-capitalist, horizontal democracy are crucial for human emancipation from neoliberalism.

			Like Marcuse and Wolin, Wainwright wants to nurture, retrieve and invent democratic practices and ways of being while criticizing their current capitalist foundations, institutions and ideologies. All three thinkers see the need to separate democracy from global capitalism and from the neoliberal state. As Marcuse said in HFBD, the movements need to make “use of democratic institutions while combatting forces within … [existing] democracy which make people themselves harbingers of conservative, reactionary or even neo-fascist tendencies.… [This involves] defending what is democratic while attacking its capitalist foundations” (1972: 177–78).

			Conclusion

			I close with three points. First, these analyses all raise the key question of whether emancipation from neoliberal capitalism can have anything to do with the state. The more the state in the industrial societies of the West becomes the instrument (for example, through free trade deals) and coercive arm of the global capitalist plutocracy, the harder it is to see it as a site of emancipation. That emancipation cannot have anything to do with capitalism is clear; this has been argued repeatedly since Marx and is demonstrated every day globally. This was a key theme in ODM and remains so in many of the re-assessments in this volume.

			As the contributors to this volume show, Marcuse’s vision of emancipation in the 1960s and early 1970s continues to resonate with today’s struggles over capitalism, race, sexuality, gender, disability, Indigeneity, the ecology. The contributors see these struggles through multi-dimensional lenses — feminist, socialist, anarchist, ecological, postcolonial, radical democratic — that of course have some disagreements with Marcuse and his analysis in ODM but also deep affinities with his vision of liberation. Marcuse had nuanced analyses of multiple movements outside of the state as potential bearers of human emancipation, new subjects that prefigure today’s intersectional, multi-dimensional, “molecular” global struggles. They were/are precursors of what myriad experiences of emancipation can look like on different scales — the democratic, the ethical, the ecological, the revolutionary, the personal, the moral, the global, the local. New charters have been written, non-state constitutions of the dispossessed outlining the critical issues of human emancipation today, that counteract the neoliberal, state-sponsored constitutions for investors belonging to the 1% and the global investor class (WTO, TPP). The Soundings Kilburn Charter (Stuart Hall’s collaborators) in the U.K., the Precariat Charter of Guy Standing and the Belem Ecosocialist Declaration are examples.

			Second, while these movements and manifestos have not produced universal emancipation, they all involve projects of de-legitimation. In publishing, there are Fernwood in Canada, PM and OR Press in the U.S., Verso and Pluto in the U.K. University publishers also still play this role to a degree. Chris Hedges, Democracy Now and rabble.ca are examples in journalism. There are some openings in corners of the culture industries that were not there in Marcuse’s time. Some are paradoxical, such as the Comedy Network’s Daily Show with Jon Stewart and The Colbert Report with Stephen Colbert. Social media, of course, reaches millions. The U.K. comedian Russell Brand, blogging from his bed/studio, has a huge following. These cultural producers keep the embers of the radical imagination burning in their own way, constantly thinking through new avenues of critique and emancipation in ways discussed by Alex Khasnabish in Chapter 5. They are perhaps fugitive but still critical counterweights in the current authoritarian climate. It may be true, as Richard Day argues in Chapter 6, that the critiques have all been made. For Day, it is time to get on, now, with instituting alternative communities and emancipatory practices, ways of being, learning, thinking both within and against the existing neoliberal order. I agree. But it is also important to keep multiple, complementary critiques going, to keep proliferating them even as new emancipatory practices emerge in the struggle for liberation. The counterrevolution by the global plutocracy and its neoliberal advocates (e.g., Fox News) is relentless; so must the movements and their critiques be.

			Third, critiques, on the one hand, and new practices, sensibilities and organizations, on the other, are not mutually exclusive. There are now many global examples of how to live differently, against and outside of the confines of neoliberalism. But the diverse array of critiques of neoliberalism must not stop. They are still essential to ongoing debates about emancipation.

			Marcuse, Wolin and Wainwright prefigure new practices, theories, sensibilities that can bind communities together in contingent, fleeting moments of solidarity and emancipation in ways that leave important traces, paths to follow for future actors and their own emancipatory projects and struggles. They are not fully elaborated visions of the whole; they do not have to bear that burden for the left. These fugitive struggles are not the revolution of Marx’s proletariat to be sure, but they are not abject despair either. They are yet-to-be-created prefigurations in the struggle for human emancipation that Marcuse envisioned so beautifully, ones that refuse to follow the historical fate of neoliberal, bourgeois democracy.

			Notes 

			1. Douglas Kellner’s (2005) sweeping yet focused discussion of Marcuse’s tumultuous New Left period, between 1965 and the early 1970s, discusses the changes from the more pessimistic ODM in 1964 to EL in 1969 and CR&R in 1972. Kellner shows Marcuse to be constantly adapting, theoretically and politically, to changing circumstances globally, in the movements and on the left. 

			2. As Wendy Brown (1988) notes, Ancient Greek ideas of the social whole were masculine, naturalizing male dominance/patriarchy. Patricia McDermott and Meg Luxton take up related issues in ODM in Chapters 9 and 10 in this volume. 

			3. See the excellent discussion of the New Left by Alan Sears (2014), Chapter 3, “Making a New Left in the 1960s and 1970s.”

			4. See “The Politics of Superpower: Managed Democracy,” in Wolin (2008: ix, 138, 144). Although Wolin does not bring out the gender or ecological dimensions of this critique, they are definitely compatible with it. For a well-known gender critique of masculine aggression in the Western tradition of political thought, see Wendy Brown (1988). For nuanced discussions of ecological issues and the Frankfurt critique, see Andrew Biro (2005, 2011).

			5. This reactionary base, created by the insecurities of neoliberalism, is also global. Himani Bannerji, in her keynote address to the Society for Socialist Studies at the 2015 Congress of the Social Sciences, talked about a rampant culture of violence against women unleashed by global neoliberalism. There has also been a sharp rise in state-sanctioned homophobia in several countries in Africa and in Russia. The staggering increase in sexist aggression has gone along, under neoliberalism, with the increase in policing and the militarization of culture. The two come together in chilling documentaries on the pervasive rape culture in the U.S. military and, fueled by the fraternity industry, on the campuses of even the most prestigious American Ivy League universities. See The Hunting Grounds and The Invisible War, both films made by Amy Ziering and Dick Kirby.

			6. As Kellner rightly notes, “As a refugee from German fascism, Marcuse is extremely sensitive to the dangers of fascist tendencies” (2004: 29). But this does not invalidate Marcuse’s sensitivity to authoritarian tendencies and to the possibility that the frustrations of the people can become aggressive and be turned, by reactionary leaders such as Stephen Harper, in profoundly anti-democratic directions. 

			7. Patricia McDermott’s play has been shown in many venues, first at the Berkshire Conference of Women Historians at the University of Toronto in May 2014. Since then it has been performed for many trade union audiences and women’s conferences, at Ryerson University’s Social Justice Week and at the Mayworks cultural festival in Toronto — which had its small federal grant of $15,000 cut by the Harper government in 2014. 
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