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AB S TRACT 

, 
This thesis examines several possible contributions and 

limitations of Herbert Marcuse's Critical the ory towards the development 

of a philosophieal foundation of social education adequate to ~he North 

Ameriean context. 

In partieular, the study attempts to critically examine Marcuse's 

Critical theory as a standpoint from whieh to critique, re-work and 

supplement Paulo Freire's philo$ophical theory. In 50 doing, the thesis 

attempts ta draw fro~ and build on, supplement and at times critique, 

recent work in the area by Henry A .. Giroux, Stanley AronoW'itz, Kathleen 

Weiler, Ira Shor, as well as the Critieal Pedageg.)l-and Cultural Studies . 
A· l Group of the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education. 

Aspects of Mareuse's theory which are ex~ined as contributive 

towards the above aim are his approach to societal structural relations 

'" and ide2,logy, as well as his approach ta the realm of the unconscious and 
.. 

the structure of needs. lt is proposed that while Marcuse's work in 

these areas does indeed contribute to the development of a philosophie-al-

foundation of social education adequate to the North American context, 
r 

su6h a contribution nonetheless remains incomplete and problematic. 

lt is maintained that socialist feminist theory is required as a. 

standpoint from which to critique, supplement, and redefine central 

categories of both Marcuse' s and 'Fr~dre' s theories, in arder ,ta arrive at 

a more liberatory development of a philosophical foundation of social 

education adequate to the North American context. 
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RESUME 

Cette thèse tentera d'établir quelques apports et certaines 

limites de la th60rie critique de Herbert Marcuse face au développémènt 

d'une fondation philosophique de l'éducation sociale convenant'au 

contexte nord-américan. 

Cette étude examinera particuli'èrement la théorie critique de 

Marcuse en tant que point de vue selon lequel ~valuer, re-travai1lâr et 

développer l'approche philosophique de P-aulo Freire. Ainsi, cette thèse 

s'intéressera aux écrits récents de Henry A. Giroux, Stanley Aronowitz, 

Kathleen We,Uer, Ira Shor, et à ceux du Critical Pedagogy and Cultural 

Studies Group de l'Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, pour s'en 

inspirer, explorer certains thàmes et parfois les critiquer. 

, Les aspects de la théorie de Marcuse visant l'objectif déjà cité 
l ' 

seront observés: son approche des relations structurales et de 

1 t idAol(lgie dans la société, et son étude dl!. domaine de l t incohscient et 

de la structure des besions. Il sera proposé que si le travail dé 

Marcuse dans ces domaines contribUE en effet a une fondation 

philosophique de 1 t éduc~tio~ sociale, une telle contribution reste 

néanmoins incomplète et' problématique. 

~n proposera ensuite la théorie socialiste féministe comme base 

de critique, de complément et de redéfinition des grilles de Marcuse et 

de Freire, afin d'élaborer plus 1i~rement une philosophie de 1 t éducation 

sociale en Amérique du Nord. 
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Preface '. 

This thesis has grQwn out of my involvement with various 

community groups and ~ommunity centres in Montreal, Quebec, in which . ~ 

quest~ns were informally raised by co-workelts and ~YSel: as a result of 

the day to day functioning of such centres and groups., 

Specifically, these questions usually focussed.on the day to day 

aud +ong-term obstacles to and as well as possibilities' for social change 

• J through .our aétual efforts and those of ot~er soa~al groups and 

mo~ments., These questions were catalyzed by everything from government 

grant refusals accompanied by anguished moments as well as unexpected 

accept~nces by project funding agencies; difficult, tense moments ai well 
, 

as collective laughter in staffperson development meetings relating to 

Creole 1iteracy and French ~anguage programs; and strategizing for 

demonstrations and coalitions, to personal interactions with people ~ith 

whom I.~orked on issues. .. 

However, this thesis, while connected to my involvement with 

var10us social movements, is a1so connected to a need for unders~andi~g 

~ 

'>myself, and my relation ta others. This i9 especially 50 iri relation to 
, , 
~ experience as lived through une quaI social relations of power, and the 

~ ~ 
14. 

(~ften resulting) contradictions which land otheFs livè out 
( 

~, 

, • -contradictions which produce, on the one hand, anger, fe,sr and . . ' 

paralye,le, and on tte other hand, he igh,tened spi ri t, conf1denge and hope, 

r,enewed act1v1sm and solidarity work. 
. 

While thase contradictions still exist, working,on this thesis 

(1ndeed one the contradictions in my 1ife, given the time and energy it 

has taken away from more 'active' work in social mov~ments!) has made my 

., mediatiOn of these contradictions more conscious; r am perha,s more awaré 

J 
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of the historical causes and potentialities of these contradic·tions. 1 

feel more grounded and accepting of myself a-s a result of t'his, and 

paradoxically perhaps, at the saroe 'time, 1 have more enthusiasm for 

pushing thfse contradictions further. 

This has,occured in tandem with perhaps a greater facility in 
1 c:.... 

drawing out or recognizing contradictions which occur in the day to day 

fuBctioning of social movements, accompanied by an attempt to view them 

within a wider historical context. Instead of avo1ding these 

contradictions, because they are either too scary or overwhelming, 1 find 

thao l Dlore easily play with them, trying to draw.out their limi.ts and' 

libe'ratory potential. 

When 1 began this thesis, 'my- thesis director., Stanley A. 

Nemiroff. offered that what l' Ci l1kely get out of the endeaV"or is a 
. 

better understanding of some books ~n the subj act of' Critical theory and 
\ 

educatiwn. This was true, and yet l'm also convinced that through 

interacting with the thoughts'in t~ese books, and 'discussing them, l've 

a1so gained a bett~~ understa~ding of both myself and the historical 

context in which l live --mostly thr~ugh attempting to understand the 

relation between myself and that historicsl context which condnuously 

makes me and is being madt! by others and lJIyself. 

While this !=hesis may sometime,s appea'\:' to touch only 1ndi,rectly . J;' , "-
on some of the issues raised ab ove , the process of research1ng and 

writ'ing often led ta m,dre ',directly ~eaningful results for me . than the 

formal content which ul t~.mately formed the final draft. The work 1s in 

• 
preparation for both more hopeful social act1vism, and a larger 

theoretical work, based on Alison Ml Jaggar' s soc'iaHs,t feminist the ory , 
• 1 , 

Paulo Freire' s 'philosophica1- theory and Marcuse' s Cri tical social theory. > 

& 
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~PTER ONE: 

Introduction 

1 
1. Objectives of the thesis: 

a. To critically examine several possible contributions of 
. 

Herbert Marcuse's Critical social theory towards critiquing, ,~~v~sing and 
- .. 

re-working Paulo Freire's philosophical theory. This will be ~ttempt~ 

for the ul timate general p'urpose of pointing towards a philosophieal 

foundation with which to inform social education,adequate to the eontext 

of contemporary North American society. 

11le;-;ramework of Marcuse's possible 

ultimate aim will be organized with specifie 
\ . 

of: 

~ ~ 

contribution towards this 

reference to his analyses 

i. the relationship between the supra- and 
inf~a·structural real~s of-contemporary North American life, and the 
historically specifie ideology which is constructed through such 
relations; 

,H." ,the realm of the unconscious and the structuring of 
needs and, in particular, the realm of the psycho-sexual . 

.. 
. 

b. To critically examine the possible limitations of ~arcuse's 

Critical social theory towards adequately critiquing, revising and 

re-working Freire's philosophical theory. This will -be attempted towards 

the same general aim a~ outlined above. 
, , 

Thesp limitations will b~ made with specifie reference ta: .. 

.. 

1 
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1. a lack of a rigourou$ political economy of the North 
American con~ext, as weIl as of a ri gourous ekamination of the state's 
relation to domination and Liberation; .' 

ii. a lack of an adequate and thorough analysis of the 
political limits and possiblities .'of social movements in contemporary 

2 

North America; ~ 

iii. a lack of an accessible form of a cri tical soc ial· 
theory for popularization with non-academic North Americans; 

\' Iv. ~arcuse's contradicto~ and perhaps elitist approach 
to leadership; 

.. 
. v. a lac,k of a rigourous.analysiJ, of ehat social 

domination which is constructed through racism in North America, and the 
relation between social domination based on racism and other forms of 
social ,domination; 

, 

vi. a lack of a rigourous analysis of the relations of 
domination which exist between Canada and the United States, as well as 
between Nort~ America ftn~ Third Yorld eountries; and, 

/' , 
vii.,a lack o~rigourous approach towards the domination 

a,d liberation'of women, and to patriarchal relations of power, 

,.f:, To. r~ise relevant questions and issues, and to provide a 

specifi~ di~ection, towards the (further) deveiopment o~ an ade~uate 

philosophieal foundation of soe~al education appr~riatè to the eontext 

of contemporary No~th Ameri~an soci~taL conditions. 

, Given the contributions .nd limitations of Marcuse' 8 Cri~al 
social theory. to the r~onstruction of Freire's philosophieal theory with 

regard to the aformentioned aim, l 'will conclude that socialist feminist 

theory, particularly as interpreted, developed and elucidat~d by Alison 

M. Jaggar is required to most adequately (yet perhaps not eompletely) 

respond to the ques~ns oand iSSUéS left unresolved, distorteà or ar~oiûsd 

by both Marcuse~and·Freire. 

The above objectives will ~,attempted wiêh scholarly reliance 
.1' .- ... l>- tt --.a..,. - - ~~ ,"'" .. ,. 

" "'to"" ').,.~ t 
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t, upon both Marcuse' s central works (1955, 1958, 1960, 1964, 1969a, 1969b, 

1970, 1972, 1978), and selected recent works of his interpreters, most 

notably of David Held (1980), Douglas Kellner (1984), Barry Katz (1982), 

Joan B. Landes (1979), Nancy Vedder-Shults (1978), Gad Horowitz (1977) 

and Robert Pippen, et al. (1988). 

The theoretical works, and interpreters, of other theorists 

associated with the Frankfurt School of Critical social theory (1), such 

as Theodore Adorno, Erich Fromm and Max Horkheimer, will provide 

supporting and additional insight tOi that of Marcuse' s theory, yet will 

be be clearly demarcated from Marcuse's theory proper. Be that as it 

may, chere will also arise moments in which Marcuse' s theory will be 

èontrasted to those of other members of the Frankfurt School. 
" . 

Importantly, the recent work of Henry Ciroux (1981, 1983), as 

well as his coflaborative work with Stanley Aronowitz (1985), will be 

instrwnental towards informing and achieving the aim of this thesis. Be 

1 
that as it may, Giroux's work will itse1f, at times, be critically 

evaluated given both the scholarly work of David W. Livingstone, et al., 

(1987) and Alison Jaggar (1983), in particular, and the guiding critical .. • 
spirit wh1ch informs the thesis, in general. 

The recent scholarship of Aliso~ Ja{gar (1983, 1984), rather than 

being a central focus of study for this thesis, will significantly be 

considered as the main avenue for future study relevant towards 

re-constructing and transcending Marcuse's possible cdntributions and 

limitations towards an adequate philosophical foundation for social 

education adequate to the North American context. This conclusion will 

be supp~rted by the recent socialist feminist scholarship of Kathleen 

Weiler (1988), as well as the work of other feminist theorists and 

.. 
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educators, such as Nancy Vedder-Shults (1978) and Mary Q' Brian (1983).-" 

2. General organization of the thesis 

l will attempt to achieve the aims of the thasis as outlined abova, in 

their respective arder. As well, within each objective, l will examine 

the associated themes or concerns, respectivaly, as offered ab ove . 

3. Definition of terms 

i "Social, popular, critical, or transformative education" 

The terms 'social education', 'popular education', 'cri t ical 

education' and 'transformative education' have collectively been used ta 

refer to diverse educational approaches and activities. Rather than 
f 

seeking to synthesize a unified .statement regarding their similar1es, l 

will focus on, for the purpose of this thesis, what l regard as one 

particuLar approach and associated practice, and iàentify that as 

adequately and appropriately defining the above interchangeable terms. 

The theoretica1, practical and partisan rea'sons for this will be 

clarified in the following section, that of the rationale of the aims of 

the thesis. 

• Social, popular, critical or transformative education theory and 

. . 
practical activity are ultimately aimed towards generating the 

4 

emancipation of all people from unnecessary social repression towa~ds the 

freeing of their individual and collective creative productive act1vity. 

1 
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----This specifie approach and associated praetice will refer to 

education which may Mke place both internal and external to a formaI 

school or university environment. 

Broadly speaking, sueh education is informed by a 'critical' , 

, social' , 'popular' or 'transformative' approach insomuch that: 

, . a. the analysis or stance which informs, e~aiuates, and 

is aetùally imp1emented as a learning aim for the participants to become 

(more) eonsc1ous of thr,ough the educational practiee, is cri tical of the 

existing or any social 'and material relations of power which structure , 

inequality and oppression in the lives of a specifie group of ~people; 

b. it is aimed towards analyzing and acting effectively 

to transform those social or mate rial relations of power, be they 

capitalist, patriarchal and heterosexist, racist, anti-semitic, ageist 

and/or other, which structure specifie sJ.tuations of o.ppression within 

whieh the pa'rtieipants. of the edueational aetivity live their lives; 

c. it is aimed towards strengthening the leadership. and 

organizing efforts of those groups of people who do not, in a specifie 

\ .. 
historieal situati?n, primarily benefit by the status quo unequal social 

and/or material relations of power. Thus, it is people of these 

historically defined groups who are the participants in such an 

educational activity; 

d. it ls' aimed towards strengthening and creating 

solidarity among diverse, progressive, social movements towards the 

• 

5 
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transform*:l.on of society' s structure and everyday 'Ufe, wlth the alm of 

non-oppres.~.ive .societal relations and a minimally alienating everyday 

life (as opposed to replacing those social movements) ; 

e. it assumes that the actual educative process itself 

must be one in which a11 the participants are minimally aUenatad from 

their produ.ctive educative activity and hence maximally controlling, 

producing and profiting from the process and content, Thus, the act of 

knowing, including kn~wledge production, is prlmarily a collective 

activity, with the resulting knowledge practically and consciously owned 

by both the individual participants of the group, and the group .as who le , 

s imul taneous ly; 
o 

f. the specifie relation between theory and practice 
\lb 

within 'the educational practice ensures the requirement of cri tique and - , 
transformation of the proeess and content which info~s and is the result 

"., 
of that relation, by those who participate in it; 

g. it ls not necessary for an educator external to the 

historieal social group to initiate, participate, lead. evaluate, or even 

label the edueatlve activity as 'social education', 'popular education' 
;. 

and so on; if such an edueator does participate, the educator ~ to he 

partisan to the side and stance of t~ose who do not present~ and 

primarily profit from the e~isting historieal, unequal, social relations 

of power; 

h. lt represents a long-tem commitment to and an 

'i 
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on-going activitY,with a specific a~d actual group of people; 

i. it embodies a simultaneous grounded spir~f~~ , r ~_ 

practice of: critiquing and imagining the possible; hating 'situations 

which dehumanize, and loving people; and, denouncing existing situations 

and structural relations of oppression which create human despair, ~nd 

announcins..b.e.Pa'" through actively changing those situations and structural: 

relations. 

Social, popular, critical or transformative' education is not 

taken to me an , for the purpose of this thesis: 

- a bag of participatory methods or techniq~es for involving 
people more actively in an educative process; 

- implementing a methodological framework or grid onto an 
educative activity, without referen~ to tpe'specific content or context 
of the educational activity; , 

_. indiscriminately, any educational activity with adults in a 
non-formal setting; 

- educational activity (no matter how participatory) with a group 
of people whp are themselves primarily privileged members of society; 

- educational activity in which the situations" of oppression 
through'which the participants live are limited to being only analyzed as 
the individual's problem, thus requiring an individual solution; 

- educational activity which understands and aims towards 
'transformation' and 'empowerment' as ~imited to the transforma~ion~nd 
empowerment of the individual participants, as opposed to a dialectic of 
individual empowerment and historical social group/class empowerment 
through in9ividual transformation and 30cietal transformation. 

#4 

'. educ~tional activity which does not lead to an analysis of a 
confllet of interests among various social and economic groups, in 
general, and, in particular, towards identifying the collective interests 
of the participants of the social education activity as in conflict with 
the collective interests of (an)other group(s); --

- educational activity whieh is a short-term (~.g. one day or a 
weekend workshop) -commitment, and not in the context' of a long-term, 



• 

• 

ongoing educative process . 

ii. "Philosophical foundation (of education) n 

For the purpose of this thesis, l will attempt to limit the focus 
1 

of what ls meant by 'philosophical foundation (of education)' to 

theoretical considerations of: 

- examining the general historical societal context of North America, 

within which social education activity takes place, insomuch as examining 

this context may have a s1gnificant bearing towards praetically attaining 

the goals and features of social education; 

- examining the general relation of this historical societal context to 

the individual particiP4nt of such a social eduèati~aetivity, insomuch 

as this_relation may have a relevant bearing towards practically 

attaining the goals and features of social education; and, 

- examining epistèmo10gical implications of the above eiaminations, 

insomuch as thes~ implications may have a bearing t?wards practically 

attaining the goals and fe~tures of social education. 

lt should be clear that while this thesls ls indeed a 
, 

philosophieal examination, within the expansive terrain of philosophieal 
~ 

landscape what 1 ultlmately will count as worth considering f&r 
. . -

theorètical examination ~s that which l see.a! giving rise to signifi~~nt 

implications towards achieving the practical goals and features of .ocial 

8 
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- education, as charaeterized above. Philosophizing for 'its own sake' , 

while perhaps appropriate in certain conaitions, is not what ultimately 

guides this thesis. Nonetheless, it has also beeome clear during the 
" 

process of research, that sueh a philosophieal study also (paradoxically) 

gives rise to implications regarding the practi~-~oals of social 

educ a-ti on , themselves. Thus, the practical goals of social education 

--"-.... arPareit1y undergo refinement, expansion and revis ion as a result of such 

/ i-ncfuiry. 

Rather than viewing such a contradiction as detrimental to either 

achieving the pr~ctieal goals of social education, or to pursuing a 

philosophieal inqu~ry aimed at facilitating ce~tain practica1 goals, it 

appears that it is not on1y inevitable but desirable to a process of 

study which is conscious1y critica1 in spirit. For, to exa1t the aims of .-
! 

socia,~ education ta the point of exempting them from critical _;,~vision i5 

to affirm a reified conception of reality, thus serving to negate 

practical attempts ta transform reality. 

iii. "Adequate to the North American context". 

For the purpose of this thesis, the meaning of 'adequate to the 

North American context' takes on a mwlti-fold ch~~acter. This character 

includes that such a phi10sophical foundation of education takes into 

account, or recognizes, at least in a gertera~ manner: 

• the spe'bifie historiea1 realities of those non-North American eontexts 

wherein philosoRhical foundations of social education have been deve10ped 

and implemented (e.g. Brazil 1~60's, Freire; Nicaragua early 1980's, 

9 
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Nicaragaun Ministry of Education), when those foundations or instances of 

impl'ementation are drawn on; 

o 

- the specifie historieal rearlties of the North American context, 
t 

including the international relations within North America between Canada 

and the Vnited States; 

- the specifie historieal experienees and concerna o'f those groups of 

people who are oppressed within North America and who are organizing to 

end their opp~ession; 

- the specifie historieal experienees Qf those implementing soei~~ 

edu~ation within the North Amer1ean context, and the ins1ghts, problema, 

limitations, questions and successes they have had and are sharing. 

-More partieularly, such an 'Adequate' ph110~ophical f?undation 

must not only inelude consideration of the above, but actually be able to 

inform a social education practiee whieh will aehieve the goals and 

features of social education, as previously outlined. Thua, the 

'adequacy' of sueh a philosophieal foundation will ult1mately be judged 
g, 

\ 
- and revised with respect to its actual abUtty to inform ,praetical 

considerations, rather than by Sbme abstract notion of philosophical 
t 

'purity'. As Critical Mandst theory, in general, sueh a philosophieal 

foundation i8 simultaneously theory for human aption, and theory which 1a 
" 

consciously construéfed through histo~ical action. 

While Marcuse' s analysis of, 'advanced'-industrial ca~it41iSt 

societies' was,most particularly an analys1s of Western Europe and the 

" 

, , 
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United States, 1 will assume that his examination ha~. relevance for ~he 

Canadian context. 
'~ 

Nonetheless, whi1e the focus of the thesis is on 

'adequacy for the North American context' in general, ,r will attempt, at , ~-

times, to be sensitive to the specificities of the Canadian'context, in 

part1cular. 

4, Rationale of the aim of the thrsis 

There is a need to locate, .gUidez,ànd evaluate the practice of 

social" pedagogy in contemporary North Am rica with a social-theoretic 

refer~nt which is both adequate ro the _reality of such a context, in the 

interest of emancipatory educational practice, and accessible and 

sensitive to those engaged in social education. While Freire's 

soc1al-theoretic framework provides a solid foothold for a point of 

departure in the development of such a referent, North Ameri~~ns must 
1 .. 

step towards the specificities ~f jheir o~ societa1 conditions, \ 

"' constraints and potentialities, in order to critically make use of 
, 

Freire's ongoing achievements (Fre!re, 1985; Freire and Shor, 1987; 

Giroux, 1981, 1983; Livingstone, et al., 1987).(2) 

11 

Whi1e Freire's approach to education has been popu1ar among North 
f~ 

American social educators for over fifteen years, the fact that it has 

developed both from within a socia~ context quite different from that of 

North America, as weil in a language distinct from French ar English, has 

been a major.problem for North American social educators and theorists . 

. Through engaging in this problematic, some educators and 

,theor1.sts have resol,,;,ed that Freire's approach and 'methods' just dontt 

work.1n an industrially-advanced capitalist society. That Freire's 

\ 
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approach is unusable and has been completetely lneffective in such a~ 

context has been adequaeely retuted '(Giroux, 1983; Shor and Freire, 

1987). That his literacy methods don't work in urban North America 

eities as chey do in the Brazil!an, Chi1ean and Nicaraguan countryside ls 
r .,. 

an in~ightful conclusion on the part of many North American social 

educators and literacy teachers. At the sâme time, the apparent inablity 

of m4ny social educators to 'recreate' Freite's theory beyond a 

mechanical transference of it to the North American context has bean 

evident. Little has been said or problematized, however, regarding the 

reasons why this apparent inability exists in the first place, towards' 
\ 

the practical transcendence of such causes. 

,a. The problematic of 're-inventing' Freire's theory and practice 

,,-The relation of social educa~rs themselves to' 

cannot be seen witho~t reference to t~larger'c?ntext 

their praxis 

of ehis relation: 

when 'borrowing' a foreign theory or practice, its value and limitations 

become usurped by the tide of ideologica1 and material restraints and 

relations of the "borrowing" society. (3) For social educators 

themse1ves, much like any other people, are not immune to the social 

relatiGns which construct the relations!1ip of their thought to thair 

practice. They, tao, participate in everyday material and cultural 

conditions which subtly yet surely structure cettain conceptual and 
(' 

practica1 modes to the de triment of other manners of approaching 'taxts', 

b~ they bo~s by Latin American educators, their own lives or their 

social education practices. 

This analysis underlines the necesslty of view1ng social 

' . 

\ 
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-educators as learners who need to present their own practices, and 

, thi~kin~ about thei~ practices, to hi,e-to#ca l.lonsideration and 

reconsiderat1on. In -practical terms, the question of "How d~ we, as 

13 

socia~ educators, change the way the students understand their historic~l 

relation to culture,and productive activity, .in general, and to their 

praotical ex1stentiai situation, in particular?" is complemented by and 

perhaps ~uperceded by a more primary or pre~sing question relating to 
" 

social educators themselves, and the historical relations of their own 

practices to their specifie social con~ext. This latter question and its 

~rob18mat1zation 1s in the interest of social educators and those who " 

learn with them, and contributes to th~ practical achievement of the aims 

anâ features of social education . 

.. 
That North American social educators and theorists have.often 

apparently avoided auch a aelf-reflective approach through collective 
y 

pract1ce, 8.g. through adequate social education training, is 

simulta~eously indicative of the material and ideologié~l limitations and 

dynamics of the context they live in and throug~, ~nd perhaps explanatory 

of much of the difficulty in 're-working' Freire's educational theory and 

practices for relevance to their own context. 

What ia being argued is that despite ~reire's pIes to ~rth 

American educational theoriats and social educators to 're-work', 

're-create' and 're-define' his theory and practice, such ~ 

'transformation' pf his works happens inev~ta~ly, an~e mann~r' in which 

it is transformed is determined, though not in a mech~stiC ~&y, by and 

within the exis~~ng historical material and ideolog,cal relations of 

their society. The question of 'Yill social ed~catofs 're-define' 

Freira's theoretical approach and practice in ligh~ of their own , , 

'1 . 

. . 
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eontext? t is then br9ughe to: and even replaeed by the different and more 

t;tJ p 

accurate questibn of 'W;ill sueh a '.re-defin~tion' by them be done in a 
. , 

manner whieh is eonseious of.their own relation to that context?' In 

" other words, will their Inevitable re-working of Freire's theory and . 
praetiee be achieved through interpretini 

.-1 . 
ana:~re.defining them via a 

, '1 

l " 

historieal Mediation whieh is .,.rigourously conseious" or not eonseious, of 

the histo~teal soei~tal' relations whieh construct their own structured 

needs, thinking processes, 'common sense', and parameters of practice? 

If such a historieal mediation is not r.igourously conscious, and there is 

sufficient reason to believ~ t.hat such is often the case, then Freire' s 

~heory will be 're-worked' but in a ~anner whieh will ~st likely 

reproduee the dominant mode of relating to and understanding the world. 

In consequence, Freire's theory and practlce, findlng themselves 

I.l 1 

often 'read' or interpreted ,in mid-stream of the dominant streamlin1ng 

liberalism (positivistic or pragmatic), have been 're-worked' through the ., -les~ ·than~ r1:gou~9usly conscious human Mediation of material and 

ideologica..l relations ... to fi set of participato.ry meth~ds and techniques, 

often. use~ with Little respect to content and context. This meehanistle 
, 

historieal Mediation ls both constructed and reinforced by the Immediate 

practiees of everyday.life and work .. 

Thus, it makes sense to approac~ a social theorist, such as 
.... 

Marcuse, who May aid social educators in understanding their own relation 

'" to a society whlch has a constant tendency towards creatlng a réifylng 

\ 
misconception of that relationship.· Indeed, a relevant theory with whlch 

,f 

to approach Freire's theory'must make clear the general and s~eclfle 
'. 

psycho-social relations wbieh oonstruct the specifie act of knowlng that 

proceeds during a textual· or contextual analys 1.8. Per~aps then, social 

'. 

\\\~';, ,; Il 
\\ 
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educators may have more of the theoretical distance or space to be abl~ 

to 'rework' or 'reconstruct' Freire's theory to their own advantage and , 
to the advantage of those with whom the y work. Indeed, Marcuse' s theory 

possesses the strength of not imposing a 'new' theory upon North American 

social educators, or even of helping to interpret Freire's works 'as 

e 
Freire meant lt' (surely an ;impossible and perhaps irrelevant. task). 

Rather, the slgnificance of-Marcuse' s theory for socia-l educators may 

lndeed lie in its use towards aiding them in understanding the complexity 

of their own relationship to society. This, in turn, may allow them to 

more critically aAd consciously engage with any theoretical or practical 

'text' they may wish to 'read' and 'rewrite'. 

lt would be arrogant to assume that using Marcuse' s Cri tical 

social theory to attempt to clarify such a complex relationship in order 

to promote a more conscious mediâtion by social educators of their 

transformation,of a Freirean approach and practice, would automatically 

-laad to an acceptance and mediation of such transformation via that 

standpoint. While l will, though not uncritically, argue for such a 

mediation, i t is ul timately . intended that the exercise of such an 

analysis in this thesis will broaden choices for social educato~s and 

philosophers of social education, as opposed ,to limiting them. 

b. OtI1er scholarly work and this project 

The two realms of Marcuse' s theory which ~ill be examined as 
. 

possible contributions to the dm of thi-s proj-ect, were chosen wi<t:h not 

only the above in mind, bu.t also with recognition of other scholarly 

:resea~h which has attempted to relate Marcuse' s Critical social theory 

to considerations of ed~cation, particularly that of Henry A. Giroux 

) 

\ 
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, 
(1981, 1983; with Aronowitz,.1985), and to a lesser extent Ira Shor' 

(Freire and Shor, 1987), David Livingstone (~t al, 1~87), and Stanley 

Aronowitz (1981; and Giroux, 1985). Giroux has insightfully examined . " 

Marcuse's approach to contemporary North American societal structural 

relations, as we11 as his consideration~ of mass culture, technologieal 

xationality and epistemology. 

Given the fundamental importance ~f Marcuse's approach to soci&tal 

structural relations, and of his general a~roach towards situating 
, 

contemporary ~deology, l-have included an examination of them in this 

research proj ect. However, much of tnis thesis "i0nstitutes an 
) 
. "-

examination of ~arcuse's social psych~logy, based 6n a critical revis ion 

of psychoanalytic theory, and his diarectica1-materialist approach to the 

psycho-sexual realm. This choice ls significantly based on the relative 

lack of such research by Giroux, as well as others. While researchers in 

this area have a~ times pointed towards or stressed aspects of Marcuse's 

approach to the unconscious and the structuring of needs, l"propose that 

these aspects are perhaps most noticeable in the relevant research by the ,. 
1 

absence of their sufficient consideration and examination. This research 

p~oject thus attempts to complement, supplement, and at times critique 

other scholarly research which has been carried out in the area of the 

relation of Marcuse's Critical social theory to the development of a 

~ philosophical foundation of social education appropriate to the North 

American context. 

5. Setting the context: A brief overview of the relat10nship b~tween 

Freire's tpd Marcuse's philosophical theories. 

r 
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The purpose of setting this context is to brief1y out1ine the 

relation between the philosophieal approaches of Freire, born in 1921, 

and Marcuse (1898 - 1979). This will be achieved .towards situating the 

theories, in an introductory fashion, so that an adequate bridge is 

constructed on which to travel back and forth between them in order to 

carry out the aim of the thesis. l will especia11y concentrate on how 

their respective philosophical approaches are compatible and convivial, 

especially as regards method, aims and discourse, yet at variance in 

emphasis and scope with regard to content and focus. 

In defining this eontext, l will refrain from providing an 

overview, thumbsketch or precis of Freire's philosophieal and educationa1 

approach. This has been~ore th an adequate1y provided e1sewhere 

(Collins, 1977; Giroux, 1981; Mackie, 1981; Martin, 1975; Williams, 

1974). l will a~sume that the reader has suffieient familiarity with 

Freire's central works (1970a, 1970b, 1985; and Macedo, 1987; and Shor, 

.. 1987) as a basis upon which to approach this study. 

a. The Critical theory of Marcuse, and Freire's 

dialectical "materialism and edu~tional theory are relat;~ed more 

thoroughly and with more eomplexity than the latter simp1y 1aying claim 

as being partially inspired by the former. For, while Freire indeed does 

locate Marcuse's theory as a source of philosophie inspiration (Freire, 

1970a: 11), he seems hardly to critically appropriate its depth, range 

and focus. This is surely comprehensible, as Marcuse 1 s theory is Jocated 

in-an analysis of the contradictions held within industrial1y-advanced 

capitalist countrie&, most notably of Western Europe and the Uniteà 

States. Freire's project 1ay in a context (peasant villages and urban 
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" 
sIums of Brazil in the early 1960's, and lat~r of Chile) that ho1ds as 

" Many discontinuities as similarities ta the context to which Marcuse 

lends himself. 

, 
b. Both Marcuse and Freire attempt to apply their own 

dial~ctical and historieal ,analyses to Marx' s dialectical materialism, 

each in their own particular manner responding to the oft-r~fe~~d to 

"crisis" in Marxist theory. '4) They each claim that their critical 

appropriations of MarX are more truly "Marxist" than traditional Marxism 

in that they represent ~ more thoroughly dialectical and totalistic 

account of traditional Marxist categories, such as the realm of the 

superstructure and its relation to the societal infrastructure, and 

traditional Marxist "questions" s,uch as the raIe of the working class and 

of women in achieving liberation.(S) They claim as weIl Chat theyemploy 

a more ri gourous application of the dialectical materialist methodo1ogy 

than th;se whom they would caU mechanistic Marxists. While l presume 

there ta be little doubt that this is true, l will neverthelekls attempt 

to argue and conclude in this thesis that tha rigour of thair application 

• 
of the Marxist method has indeed room for improvement, and that each of 

them has yet to take seriously the sQcialist feminist application of the 

Marxist method in understanding the historical contradictions of society, 

towards its liberatory transformation, despite their respective 

considerations of and apparent solidarity with socialist feminism. 

With a· view towards examining the origins of the development of 

their critical Marxist stances, while Freire developed his dialectical 
. 

materialist approach through working on educational programs with 

middle-class Christians, peasants, and workers in Brazil, Marcuse 

./ 
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responded to the "rise of Fascism and Nazism, on the one hand, and to the 

fai1ure of the orthodox Marxism on the other" (Giroux, 1983: 10). 

Ma~cuse, politically involved with various worker struggles in Germany in 

the very early 1900's (Kel1ner, 1984: 16) was more specifically 
, . 

chal1enged by the state of traditional Marxism through: 

The. rise of Stalinism, the fallure of the European or 
Western working class to contest capita1ist hegemony in a ' 
revolutionary manner, and the powbr of capitalism to 
reconstitute and reinforce its economic and ideological 
control. .. (Giroux, 1983: 10). ' 

Thus, it is evident t~at the theories of both Freire and Marcuse 

are lodged within practical considerations; they.share a starting point 

in which their'problematic is situated within a definable political 

reality and struggle. This is both an indication of their concerns or 
/ 

aima, and of their substantially shared dialectical materialist 

methodolgy . 

Nonetheless, it is no accident that Marcuse 18 pointed out as 

having nad elaborated more extensively, thoroughly and perhaps more , 
creatively a philosophical basis for analy.zing domination and liberation 

than Freire. Marcuse published no less than eighteen books, several of 

wh1ch include some of his one-hundred and nine essays, articles, reviews 
.. ~ (J 

and published lectures (Katz, 1~82: 222-229). For, Marcuse, while having 

been himself sparked by, poli tical praxis, .developed ultimately as an 

inte11ectual, a theorist, and an enthusiastic catalyst of the political 

~-praxis ·of others. His political partisanship and militancy ended almost 

as soon as it began, in the early 1900's. 

Freire, on the other hand, is still active in traditional 

• polities, being an active member of the Worker's'Party of Brazil (6); he 

has and is still directing or aiding, as a consultant, -educational 
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projeets from the local to the national level around the world; and 

writes, it 5eems, when he has time. Indeed, his most recent publications 

have b~en edited transcriptions of dialogues, rather than essays or 

academie scholarship (Freire and Macedo, 1987; Freire and Shor, 1987). 

lt is thus relevant to state at thls point: 1. that it appears 

logical that, sharing a similar dialectical materialis~ with Freire, 
( 

Marcuse's theory would deserve eonsid~ration for enriehing, extending and 
/1 

critiquing Freire's comparatively introductory theoretical works, towards 
~ 

the purpose of develop1ng a more Adequate philosophieal foundation with 

wHich to inform social education practiee in North America; and 2. tha~ 

Marcuse 1 s 'works are in need of' be'ing elosely scrutinized for theoretieal 

abstraction which dis torts rather chan il1uminates politieal and 

educational practice. For, while mueh of his work foeusses on 

elaborating the workings of ideology which aide and abets such 

distortion, his relative laek of aetual politieal involvement for much of 

his life may perhaps be reason for wanting reassurance that his theory lB 

indeed relevent to historieal praxis. l propose that relating Mareus~ 

theoretieal analyses to the cansid~ratians of social education re-infuses 

those analyses with new meaning and with an applicability whieh enriches 

Mareuse's theory through not only extending its usefulness, but through 

offering a grounded social and politieal aetivity with whlch to 

eritieally.approach.his theory as related to considerations of actual 

praxis. 

c. Both Freire and Mareuse, as Western or eritical 
" 

Marxists (Gou1dner, 1980), attempt to reject Any account of, or 
v 

1 

application of Marxism which ls either objeetivistic or subjeèt1vistic, 

" Jo 

" ,1 
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mechanistic or idealistic. They have no problem wit~ appropriating .... 

segment~ of (any type of) Marxist, as well as non-Marxist, theories and 

utl1zing tlle potential within these segments, as interpreted with a more 

throughly' dialectical materia1ist method. This ec1ecticism is not 

without. tts attendant 'problems and contradictions. For e:xample, Freire 

appropriates Althusser' s "overdetermination of the dialectic" whi1e 

merely implying a rejection of his structuralist and mechanistic Marxist 

stance, thus leaving open for gross misinterpretation the context of its 

usage (Giroux,' 1983: 82). (7) As well, Fraire has no reservations about 

appropriating and deve10ping the radical potential of the Prophetie 

tradition within the historica1ly repressive Catho1ic religion. Marcuse 

appropriates the radical pot~ntial of,Freud's psycho1ogica1,and 

anthropological theories, only to find himse1f bereft of an adequate 
'. . 

theory of the state, functional to po1itica~ategize and thus 

realize,the implications for liberation which he draws from Freud. 

Despi te such problems and paradoxes, such an eclectic usage of 

diverse strains of Marxist and non-Marxist (yet, for the most part, 

dialectical) theories serves as'one,of the greatest strengths of the two 

proponents of dialectical materialism. For, it is a consistent extension 

and practice of·their sim!lar diale~tical materialist methods to 

re-examine any theories (and practices) in arder to realize the radical 

and emancipatory moment held within them, as part of the totality of 

those theories. 

This re-examination is also an e~tension of their shared 

epistemological approach to the gnosiological cycle. as elaborated by 
~ 

Freire. ~or, "",hat i8" a not a completian o'f this cycle; it is merely 

one aspeet of the dialectical totality. lts potential to be humanized 
.., 

'. 
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1 
and thus also humanizing, to be an object of emancipatory intentionality 

and practice, is beckoned by both its incompletion and the incompletion 

of humans, who are in a constant process of "becoming". The historicity 

of people, based on the incompletion of the state of reality, spurs 

people on to re-Iearn, to re-know and thus towards completion of the 

gnosiological cycle through radical praxis, by attempting to realize the 

sub:versive or liberatory moment, image or aspect. 

The theory or practice which is in need of "re- interpretion" 

depends fully on the particu1arities of the existential context of those 

who are in need of knowing. For Freire, a list of the crimes and 

collusion of the Catholic Church in the domination of the rasants and 

workers of Latin America is no reason to reject that chur en as "not 'Worth, 

knowing". For such a rejection would be a far-reaching contradiction of 

his own epistemologieal theory (Freire and Macedo, 1987: 114). To Il know Il , 

once again, i8 not to "accept"; it is to subvert the appearance in order 

-to "create" its radical underside, in both, theory and praetice. Here ls 

the epistemological basis for Freire' s _"hope and faith". The church in 
, 

Latin America, as such an engrained part of life of (rural) people i8 an 
, , 

appropriate lQcus of epistemological activity for Freire, as its 

acceptance by many of that context is one qf the major obstacles to 

critical thought and action, as well as one of. the maj or liberatory (as 

used in Freire and Shor, 1987: 198) forces. Similarly, for Marcuse, 

given the almo~t ~teriality of hegemonic ideology within the 
.,.,' . ' 

industria11y-advanced capitalist countries he studies, it-makes good 

sense to approach a dialectical psychologieal theory, despite lts 

apparent oppre-ssive qualtties, in order to 're-examine" it wlth the aim 

of understanding and tr~nscending the limitations of such a pervaslve 

... -
• si-. 
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,-



c 

\ 
\ 

\ 
'. 

, 1de01081· 

l ' 

Above, l have briefly leviewed so~e shared aspects of the 

epistemol"ogical theories of Freire and Marcuse. Both share a. similar, 

though not idet;}tical, r~dieal epistemology based on both tneoretical, and 

to a different degrae, practical grounds. Theoretically, their 
( 

dialectical stances attempt to ensure the di~tancing, though not the 

-
diehotom~zing, of 'what i~' and 'w~at can be', of appearance and 

potential. Their specifically dialectical materialist aceounts of reality . -

attempt to ensure that by re-creating, . through critiesl thought and 

radical liberatory praxis, their specifie reality, people themselves 

change towards a revealing of their possiblities - - indeed, hUmanizing 

, themselves . 

1 

d~, As implicitly indicated ab ove , both Marcuse and 

Fraira, as ~r1tical Marxists, understand the eontemporary historical 

juncturè, in general, \ as requiring a problematization and radical 

tra~sformation of the cultural superstructure towards the aim of social 

emancipation. While both 1nsist on the importance of a thoroughly 

dialec'ticd relationship between the superstructural and infrastructural 

realms, they nonetheless focus their respective intellectual energies on 

tha former. Whila they both justify this preponderance on the, cultural 

realm of socie'ty by the historieal reaUties of this certtury in general, 

it ls, in addition, well to situate their shared focus 1n eaeh one's 

specifie historieal context and pràctlcal preoccupations. 

Freire 1 prior to being greatly influenced by Marx 1 s dialectical 

material1sm had been developing a keen interast and practiee in 

education, 

. , 

Rather than starting out as a theoretieal cride of 

) 

.. 



• 

o 

• 

education, he bègan his interest in education through teachjng th' 
l '. 1 

Portuguese language in the secondary school milieu (Collins, 1977: 5), 

and then through the Catholic movement of adult education-among the 

midd!e class of Brazil. Looking for more effective and emancipatory 

theories of society in relation to his educationa1 practice, he was 

pointed towards Marxism "by the people", Thus, the principal context for 

his interest in Marxism was and still is,-its relationship to his 

educational practice and projects, His activity and interest, as located 

in the cultural realm, seern to 10gica1ly situate his stance towards 

Marxism as one regard~ng its ability to explicat~ and locate the 

possibilities for change in that real~, Thus, while he continuously 

,points out the limits of the cultural realm for emancipatory social 

change, he nonecheless directs the bu1k of his attention towards it, with 

his dialectical critique of the traditional Marxist conception of 

culture, ideology and consciousness, Falling short of surmislng Chat 

-Freire concentrates almost exc~usively on the cultural realm becau88 of 

his narrow interests in education (as a cultural activity) , 1 merely 

point out his own insistence that knowledge is related to one's (persona! 

• and social) tnterests and needs, and 100sely apply it to Freire himself, 

Marcuse, on the other hand, did not start out with specific ,.,1 

practical and theoret!cal interests in'education, but racher with a 

theoretical concern to "construct a more sufficient hasis" ('Giroux, l~83: 

10) in sympathetic reaction to the practical, lived, failings of (German) 

orthodox Marx-ism in the early 1930' s, preoccupied as lt was with 

mechan1stic and econom1stic analyses of-the soci~a1 infrastructure. 

Thus, according to Giroux (1983: 11), 

lt isçnot., surpriziqg, then, that the focus of the 

,. 
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Frankfurt School's research de-emphasized the area of 
polit1cal economy to focus instead on the issues of how 
subjectivity was constituted and how the sph~res qf 
culture and everyday life represented a new(terra1n of 
domination. 1 

As both Freir~ ~nd Marcuse, for different historical reasons, 

25 

turned their attention towards ~tudy of the cultural superstructure, 

the~r focu~ on the centrality of praxis for liberatory social 

transformatfon was almost unavoidable, as opposed to a concentrated focus 
.. , 

on the structural implications (or potential) for social change. Concern-

with praxis extends outwards to consideratio~ of the potential and 

limitations of and to it in general, and in hlstorically speoific 
t 

situations in partlcular. While this inevitably leads back to 

consideration of the relationship between the superstructure and the 

infrastructure, the relation of which constitutes the structure of 

society, it ls evldent that both Freire and Marcuse have focussed on the 

• çultural particularities whlch both limit an. facilitiate praxis. 

However" while Marcuse a1s;o tends to focus on the specifically 

cultural limitations to emancipation, he nêverthele~s does ultimately 

asserc, as does Freire, the limitations of capitalist relations of 

~ 
production to liberation, and thus the necessity of the radical 

transformation of capitalist relations of production for liberation. 

It-

This i8 a significant factor in the choice of studying Marcuse's critical . -- . 
theory in relation to that of Freire, as opposed ta Habermas, a more 

contemporary member of the Frankfurt School. While Habermas has proved 

to bë a mor,e popular complement to stuqying Freire, he is clearly a less 
r 

radical and satisfylng choice, given the historical context of how 

Freire'~ theory ls often approached by North Americans: in a pragmatic, 

L 

.. 
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instrumentalist manner which ~trip8 the th.orY of its relational quality, 

and searches for techniques to apply within a liberal fr~ework. 

Giroux (1983: 26 and 27) notes, . 
In ... opposition to, Habermas, Marcuse (1964) argues 'that 
radical change means more than simply the creation of 
conditions that foster critical thinking and, 
communicative competence. Such change also entails the 
transformation of 'the labour process itself and the 
fusion of science and technology under the guise of a 
rationality stressing cooperation and self-management in 
the interest of democratic community and social freedom. 

As , 

Ybat 'I 've attempted ab ove is to introduce th~ similarity bétween 

Freire and Marcuse in their emphasis on the cultural realm as a focus of 

study. In particular, they focus on the cultural limitations and 

1 
possibilities of libe,ratory praxis. At the same time, they both insist 

that all consideration of the cultural realm must ultimately be <, • 

dialectically relat~d ta the realm of economic relations of productio~, 

That Freire and Marcuse direct their intellectual energies primarily 
" , 

to~ards the cultural realm i5 both one of their greatèst strengtha an~ 

perhaps their singular greatest weakness. This will be elaborated in the 

main exposition of the thesis. 

e. Their respective concerns with liberatory praxis "gave - , .. 
- rise ta its immanent problematization. Thus, a'study of auch praxis lad 

necessarily to the obstacles to such praxis. Bath theoriàts 

" . 
significantly identify the relations constituting ideology, within th81r 

respect.ivecontexts, in their studies of such obstacles, Fre1re has 

readily agreed that 1deology 18 a much graver obstacle to liberatory 

~ 
'praxis in North America than in the geographic Third World (8). Hence, 

it ls not surprising that Marcuse devoted much of his analyses to 

... 

" 
" 
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ideology within the contemporary Western Europe~~ and North American 

contexts. 

Their common concérn with conscious1y engaging i~ tb~dia1ectics 
....... l.)' .. 

of the ldeo1ogy of domination, each, wfthin its respective context, gave 

rise to 4 rather simi1ar dia1ectica1 approach to ideo1ogy, though each 

with a different content, an approach best articulated in the Eng1ish 

language by Henry A. Giroux. With the aid of Aronowitz (1981; with 
~ 

Giroux 1985) and Gramsci (1971), Giroux has e1ucidated a notion of 

ideology which he belleves ls that shared by both Marcuse and Freire.(9) 
~ 

As subh, he ia worth quoting a~ Iength: 

Ideology, as used here, refers to the production, 
interpretation, and effectivity of meaning. lt contains 
botp a'positive and negatlve moment, each of which is 
determinEtd 1 in part, by the degree to which i t IPromotea 
or dis torts ref1exive thought and action. As. a 
distortion ideo10gy becomes hegemon1~; as an illumination 
it contains elements of reflexivity and the grounds for 
social action. lt is the positive moment in the 
dialectic of ideology that h~s. been ignored by 

.educational critics ... One-important clarification to this 
definition i8 that as a form of reflexivity, ideology is 
not synonymous with liberation, particularly since it ls 
exercized with~n.economic and political conditions that 
ultimately determine its influence or effect (Giroux, 
1983': '~6 ~nd 6]). 

, C . 
Certainly, it is such an appro,ach to ideology that a1lows Freire to 

, 
pedagogicalLy utilize the practical embodiment of ideology in language 

Î ' 

characterizing the lived expe;-Jences and routines of oppressed groups of 

p~opl:e.' towards subverting that ideology in the practical interest of 

" both'critical consciousness' and po1itical organization and militancy . 

. ' 
'f. While the 'philosophiea1 theory of Antonio Gramsci 

27 

, (1~71) 1ays ,the mos~ 'useful groundwork for Fréire 1 s spècific epistemo1ogy 
',.) . 
a~,* esp~clall~' peda~o_gic~l. approach, Marcuse, l p,~pose 1 bath prov:ides a 
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more inaepth, accurate and conclusive study of .the subjective and 

material obsta~les to l~beratory praxis as well as possiblities latent-

" within,alienated praxis, in eontemporary industrially-advanced capitalist 

societies, and offers a more solid1y located analysis of the relation 
. . 

between trends in ideo1ogy and the totality of North American society. 

lt is useful to quote Gramsèi on his view o{ contradictory consciousness 

and eommon sense, both ~ order to situate his relevance to both Fraire 

and Mar~use, and because Gramsci's theory 9as been historieally important 

to the development of t~dical adult education theory: 

The active man-in-the-mas$ has a p~aetical aetivity, but 
has no clear theoretical consciousness of his practical 
activity, which nonetheless involves understanding the 
world insofar as it transforms it. His theoretical 
consciousness can indeed be historically in opposition to 
his activity. One might a1most say that he has two 
theoreti~al consciousnesses (or one contradictory 
consciQusness); one which is implicit in his activity and 
which in reality unites him with al1 his fe1lo~ Morkers 
in practieal transformation of the real wor1d; and one, 
superficially.explicit or verbal, whieh he has inherited 

_from the past and uncritica11y absorbed. (Gramsci, in 
Giroux, 1983: 152). 

As Freire, 

What Gramsci argues for i9 a mode of analysis that 
uncovers eontradicêory moments in discourse so they can 
not on1y be used 'to reveal their own under1ying interests 
but also so they they can be restructured into a form Qf 

_ Jritieal consciousness that can, in Gramsci' s words, 
,~ "make coherent the problems raised by the masses in their 

practical aetivity". (Giroux, 1983: 153). 

While Fr,eire is perhaps more modest in articulating the 

phil~sophical basis of his pedagogical theory (e.g. incessantly 

maintaining the necessity of approaching dialect1ca11y the relation . ' 

betwel1n subje,ctive and objective aspects of rea11ty), Gramsci offers a 

more elaborate"basis, one which ls not only shared, in general, by 
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Marcuse, but Is also rendered more problematic within the North American 

context by Marcuse, and thus ~ore useful towards the goal of the project 

of developing an adequate foundation for social education in North 

America. 

JJhat l 've attempted ab ove , with the aim of situating the 

29 

relatlonship between Frelre's and Marcuse's,theories, Is to introduce the 

notion that both Marcuse and F~ire sh~~e a similar dialectical and 
", . 

dynamlJ notion of ideology and consciousness, and of the relations of the 

latter two to the political and economic social relations which both 

structure and subvert tlle potentialities of .each of the former. 1 l"ve 

used Gramsci's notion of the common sense, as outlined by Giroux, to 

facilltate this introduction, ,as it bridges the maia philosophie stances 

towards ic:leology by Freire and Marcuse. l will develop more thoroughly 

the contributions of Marcuse's analysis of ideology, especially as it 

. relates to the structuring of consciousness and unconsciousness, as weIl 

-' as domination and liberatory activity, in the main body of t~e thesis. 

Therein, l will also remark on several of the dissonances of Marcuse's 

approach to these themes with that of Freire's approach to the sarne 

themes. --
g. A final consideration of the context of the 

"relationship between the theories of Freire and Marcuse relates to the 

theme of the largely uncritical reception of them by people att,empting to 

change society in the interest of liberation. Each of the~ has, at 
" . 

part~cular moments of their public lives, been charismatic figures for 

large numbers of people. Both, indeed, have been (pejoratively) 

qualified as the latest "guru" for 'liberation theory' at certain 
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historical junctures.(lO) Nonetheless, :while many educators, 

particularly in the are a of adult ed~cation, have perhaps heard of and 

have talked about Freire and Marcuse, it app~ars that relatively few have 

given a serious reading of their theoretical works. 

While Freire seems to enjoy public recognition of his work and 

ability as an educator, he is also highly critieal of any and all 

unquestioning approaches towards both his written work and practices a~ 

". 
an educator. Certainly, regardless of Freire's personal openness to ~ 

(self-)criticism, it is eounterproductive to view his theory and practice 

in a magical manner, as static entities worthy of mechanical emulation 

regard1ess of the particular historiea1 rea1ity one is situated in. 

While Martin (1975:2), maintains that Fraire had ceased being a 

"fad'l in 1975, he is nonethe1ess still popularly regarded with 

fascination. Freire partially Ioeates an uncritical approach towards 
//' 

himself, his theory and his practice in the -lack of clarity of;one's 

-goals in approaching hi" his theory or practices (Freire, 1985: 171). 

As well, along with Ira Shor, Freire points towards the ideologieal 

conditions specifie to North America for this uncr1tieal trend towards 

his work and himself. 
o , 
Marcuse" having been a ~'prophet of the revolutionary student '. 

movement" (11) in' the 1ate 1960's is, l propose, more easdly 

(re-)approached now, almost two decades later. with a stance which is 

problematizing(l!ather ~han.~aiv, or rejectionist. Marcuse, thus, due to 

the distance imposed by bo~ time and the~ideologically-based social 

amnesia(12) may perhaps b& more easily critical1y approached now, and 

thus more criticoQ,lly appropriated for the search for a more radical 

philosophie basis for emancipatory education in North America. 
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Having attempted in the "above sections to set a context for the 

relationship between the theories of Freire and Marcuse, SQ that a more 

31 

,thorough examination may be facilitated, l will now proceed with that 

examination. In the following two chapters, l examine several ways in 

which Freire's dialectical materialism and educational theory can benefit 

from Marcuse' s social th,eory. with the aim of pointing towards a 

philosophical foundation of social education appropriate to the 

conditions of North America. This examination is followed by Chapter 

Four, in which l propose and briefly examine the limi ts of Marcuse' s 

social theory towards that aim: 
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1. For an- excellent elaboration of the history of the Frankfurt School of _ 
C~itica1 social theory. see Jay' s The Dialectical Imaginat.ion: a 
history of the Frankfurt School and the Institute of Social Research, 
1923 - 1950 (1973). 

2. This point is consistently' and repeatedly argued by Freire, not only 
for i ts theoretical value. but towards posing a practical challenge to 
North American educators to engage in such theoretical/practical werl(. 
The predominant contexts of theée sympathetic challenges to the author 
were seminars and community discussions in Amherst and Springfield, 
Mass., U.S.A., 1985. 

3. lt is also relevant that North Americans adequately understand the 
context in which Freire's theory and practice was situated, especially 
as they were originally formulated. Martin' s Rea~praising Freire 
(1975) is valuable towards exploring this Brazilian context. Also, 

1 
for a comprehensive feminist analysis clearly si tuated in the 
Brazilian context, see Safioti's Women in Class Society (1978). 

4. For two e1aborations of the "crisis" in Marxist theory, see Kellner, 
Herbert Marcuse and the Crisis of Marxism (1984), and Aronowitz, The 
Crisis in Hist9rical Materialism (1981). 

) 

5. Gou1dner in nie "!wo Marxisms (1980), and Jaggar in Feminist Poli tics 
and Human Nature (1983) provide excellent accounts of the general 
claims by 'Critical Marxists' of their lmprovements over 'Scientific 
Mand .. sm' . 

6. Freire, stated during a seminar discussion with students of University 
of Mass., Amherst, Mass., 1985. \( -

7. Surely Gramsci' s more dialectical approach towards the sphere o't t~ 
cultural realm, a"S cultural hegemony, would have boen Just as 
effective and more consistent. 

8. Freire, stated dudng a seminar discussion with students of University 
of Mass, Amherst, Mass., 1985. 

9. Seè Giroux,' Theory and Res is tance (1983) p. 148, for Marcuse; and 
Giroux, in Freire, Politics of Education (1985) p. xii, for Freire. 

10. For Marcuse: see Kellner, Herbert Marcuse (1984), p.l; for Fuire: 
see Giroux, Ideo1ogy, Culture and the Process of Schooling (1981), p: 
128. 

11. See, f"r example, the synopsis of Katz' s Herbert Marcuse and the Art· 
of Liberation (1981), on the back cover o~ the paperback edition. 

12. l refer here to social amnesia in the sense developed by Jacoby, in 
his SociaÎ Am~~sia (1975). 
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CHAPTER NO ~ 

Marcuse 1 S Approach to the Structure of North American Society, 

and {ts Relation to Ideology in that Context. 

1. Introduction .. 
In this chapter, 1 will attemRt to locate and examine several 

relevent aspects of Marcuse 1 s Critical social theory which may serve to 

supplement, enrich, and critique Freire's dialectical materialism and 
. 

educa.tional theory 1 with the aim\of pointing towards a philosophical 

fO\lndation for social educational theory a~practice adequate t~'" the 

contemporary North American context. 

Towards achieving the above aim, l will attempt to examine and 

subj act to scrutiny Mat;cuse 1 S approach to the structure of contemporary 

North American society, i. e. to ~he historically specifie relations 

between -that society' s infrastructure and superstructure, espec1aÜy as . 

related to Freire's general approach to societal ~tructural relations. 

This will serve towa:rds contextualizing and informing Marcuse '-S specifie 

approach to ideology. 1 will then examine Marcuse 1 s approach to 

ideology 1 proper, as he prob lematizes it in relation to the contemporary 

-. North AnÏerican context. In particular, l will briefly examine Marcuse' s 
'" -'-

analyses of: technologieal rationality; mass culture; and contemporary 

human nature as historically constructed thro?gh relations of domination 
" 

ànd subordination in North America. 

Dialectically, 1 will also offer amüyses of Marcuse' s approach 
\ 

to 1iberatory ~ulture, cri~ica1 art and liberatory epistemology, which 

will not on1y help defi~e the---.!!loment of ideology a~ dominatio,n (through 

\ 

\ 
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positing what it is not), but also identifY"-,,,8S Marcuse_views it, the .... , 

moment of liberation in ideology and culture. 

l will commence with an attempt to ground Marcuse 1 s specifie 

concern with and approac;h to ideology and ideology critique within 

\ 

Freire' s framework of the relation between the superstructutal and 

infrastruetural realuis of society, in genetal, as well as the 

historically specifie relation between the two. l will conclude that 
f-I ' 

Freire's genéral framework and analysis i9 quite similar to that of 

Marcuse, although their, specifie analyses of the historiea! relations 

whieh constitute the contemporaty North AÏnerican soeietal ,Structure 
~, . . 

differ in degree, with Marcuse' s orientation and exam~nation being more 

focused, greater in scope, depth and, l will argue, more insightful. 

Reference wIll be made to Louis Althusser' s struetural1st frameW()rK, as 
1<" 

well as Antonio Gramsci' s social theory for situating Freire' s general 
1 

analytièal orientation towards the superstruetural ,r~alm of society in 

relation to the infrastructural base. 

2.a. Mareuse's approach towards struetura1 relations al;l related to that 

of Freire' s 

Freire, while insisting on ~ genulnely dialectlcal relationship 

between tructure and superstructure(l) in general, posits that the 

partieular h torieal dialeetical relatianship between the two ia such 

that the sphere is "s uperdetermined" or "overdetermined" (Freire, 

1985: 32 ). He refer!il to Althusser in justifying this specifie 

leaves it bereft of ela:boration. Williams quotes 

34 

Althusser' Pour Marx to offer substance to Freire's reference (Williams, 

'. 

( 

\ 
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1974: 41 and 42): 

(Marx and Engels): .. draw ... the basic notion· that: thé 
capital-labour contradiction is never simple, but always 
speeified by the historieal1y conerete forms and 
circumstances in which itjs exercised. lt is specifiéd 
by the forms of Lhé superstructure (the state, the 
dominant ideology, religion, po1itical1y organized " 
move~ents, and so on); (and) specifically by the i~ternal 
and external historieal situation which determines it on 
the one hand as a function of the national past, .... and 
on the other as a function of the existing world cont~t. 

What can this Mean but that the apparently simple 
contradiction is always over-determined. 

\)" 

Yil1iam8 (1974: 43) interprèts that: " . 
G • 

(Althusser) is saying that tO'attribute Marxist meaning 
to concepts like labour and capital 'is to conceive of. 
them simult,aneously- as universals (\o1ithin capitalism) and 
rèlatives (existing only in particular socio-histor~cal 
situations). Their behavior in any specifie situation is 
the~efore determined by their universal pature and 
"overdetermined" by the specific conditions of ~heir 
existence. Althusser, like Freire, emphasizes 
superstructu~e (in its aspect of dominance vis-a-vis ba~e 

-and st~cture) as ,the critical factor in 
over-determination. 

'f J 
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Williams (1974: 46) correctly arguès that taking Althusser's distinction , , 
Î ~ 

between the dialectic of the univ~rsal "and re~~tive, the essenee and the 

eiistence of a given phènomenon (in this case" capitalist soc'iety) , Freire 

'places emphasis on the nat~re of existence or activity within and in 

relation tô thè structural totality; thus, Freîre'situates his 

existentialist preoccupations. 
1 

However, white Althusser pr~ides such a distinction and places 

the superstructural realm, and in' particular the "state ideological 

apparatus" in a relatively autonomous yet-ultimately determined setting, 

~ thus offering it special consideration, Althusser's work ceases to be 

1 _ 
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useful in illuminating and enriching Freire's approach towarda the 

sup.~c~r •• and toward~~ ideology in particular. While V111iams 

implies that Althusser' s theory 'emphasizes', an assentialist or 

<fr 
structural approach, the latter's 'emphasis' clearly negates the 

dialectical materialism and educational theory of Freire. For, as Giroux 

no~~s (lQ83: 81, 82, 142, 143), Althusser, while pointing towards 

potentially useful notions of the superstructural realm, including 

ideology and especially as related to the unconsdious mediation of it, 

ultimately destroys even the POSSibility of liberatory praxis, a central 

feature of Freire's anthrop~logical and polit1cal philosoPQY, as weIl as 

- his educational theory and prac~ice, in part;- by danying the possibility 

of conscious, active mediation within the superstructural realm by those 

who participate in it. 

In contrast, Marcuse's approach ~o the superstructural realm and 

" ideology appears to not only converge with Freire's but extends, 

~gOrizès and provides a sympathetic location for critique of it. While 

Freire, unlike Althusser, argues for a more dialectic relationship 

between domination- and liberation, theory and action, consciousness and 

unconsciousness, concrete reality and possibility, Marcuse not only 

similârly argues for the above but provides qualitatively and 
, /' _ • t' 

quantitàtively more substance or content to the pIes which Freire issues. 

Marcuse converges with Althusser, Gramsci and Freire, in 

believing that "the maintenance of the existing system of production,and 

power arrangements de pends on both the use of force and the use of 

ideology" (Giroux~83: 79).' Freire is in agreement that the . .' 
significance of ideology i9 greatly increased with the industrialization 
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and sophistication of capitalist economies.(2) While both Marcuse and 

Althusser devote themselves extensively to studying ideology, given its 

importance within the-ir comparatively shared ·contexts, lt ls Marcuse (as 

weIl as Gramsci) who develops his fundamental notion of ideology in 

confluence with Freire: 

Yithin this perspectiv/d, ideology refers to the -­
production, consumption, and representation of ideas and 
behavior which can either dis tort or illuminate the 
nature o,f reality. As a set of meanings and ideas, 
Ideologies can be either coherent or contradictory; they 
can func~ion within the spheres of both consciousness and 
unconsciousness; and, finâlly, they can exist at the 
level of critical discourse as well ~s within the sphere 
of taken-for-granted lived experience and practical ' 
behavior. (Giroux, 1983: 143) .. 

As do Freire, Marcuse, and Gramsci, Giroux (1983: 144) qualifies the 

above by linking it to the notions of struggle artd critique. As such, 

ide010gy i1luminates the important re1ationships among 
power, meaning and interest .... The linkage of ideology 
and strugg1e points to the inseparability of know1edge as 

-power; it emphasizes that ideology refers not only to 
specific forms of discourses and the social relations 
they structure but also to the inte're.s.ts they further. 

lt is within such a dialectical approach towards ideology, as situated 

37 

within a dia1ectical notion of culture, that Marcuse analyzes the general 

fôrm, process and content of ideology of contemporary Western society, ' 

which Freire believes to be so instrumental (for the ruling classes) in 

blocking liberatory praxis in this context. Nonetheless, both Freire and 

Marcuse, while not minimizing the obstacle which ideology in this-context 

poses, also adhere to Gramsci's notion that Ideologies Porganize 

masses ... and create the terrain on which men (sic.) move, -acquire' 

consciousness of their (class) position, struggle, etc." (Gramsci, quoted 

in Giroux, 1983: 144) Thus. both Marcuse and Freire theoretically 

e ' 

" 
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'" 
ascertain their hopefulness against the "strength" of domination, as well 

as provide a theoretical notion of ideology which legitimates a pedagogy 

based on a radical notion of the problematization of ideology in order to 

(theoretically and practically) realize its emancipatory moment. 

In summary, Marcuse views ideology as one of the major 
.; 

contemporary forces constituting, mediating, and potentially subversive 

of domination. Through his social theory, the location of domination, 

shared by Freire ,as oppression, in "objective exploitation" as well as 

" (other sources of) th, stunting and repression of liberatory praxis, is 

further clarified by him as the means, extent and consequences o~ such 

repression are elaborated on, as situated within his specifie social 
. 

context. Thus, major ideological <as opposed ta military or police force) 

obstacles ta liberatory praxis are outlined and investigated , as wall as 

'spaces' and contradictions 'which contain emancipatory desires, dreams 

and practical possibilities for experiencing the liberatory praxis, and 

(thus) (or abolishing the subjective and objective constrainsts on that • 
Rractice for a11 people of society. Ideo1ogy critique, then, for Marcuse 

as weIl as Freire, includes not merely denouncing the 'apparent' or 

'surface' aspect of ideology,1but a1so announcing and attempting ta 
j 

realize within it the 'hidden' or 'deep' emancipatdry moment. 

2.b. Marcuse's notion and critique of ideology within North America 

Having set a brief theoretical conte~t for introducing Marcuse's 

notion and critique of ideology in the general sense, 1 will now outline 

his specifie notion and critique of ideology. Marcuse's dialectical 

materialism is grounded in the particular historical cQntext of 

industrially-advanced capitalist nations, particularly those of the 

,-
,) 
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United States and West Germany, and his analysis of such a context 

informa and offers substance and meaning to his'general notion of 

ideology. l will attempt to compare, or juxtapose .it with Freire's 

approaeh.and findings regarding ideology within Third World contexts as 
_ J 

well as his alluSions to 'ideology as within the geographie First World 

context. 

Marcuse (1964: xii) gro'xnds his critique of industrially-advanced 

nations in his social theory, which he out1inès as being concerned with 

vision and hope, !ndeed, 

with the historieal alternatives which haunt the 
established society as subversi~ tendencies and forces. 
The values attached to the alternatives do become facts 
when the y are trans1ated into rea1ity by historica1 
praetice. The theoretical concepts terminate with social 
change. 

Be that as it may, Marcuse's specifie study of ideology in advanced 

indus trial society appears to be a systematic examina~ion indicating the 

extent ànd nature of the difficulty of not merely completing ,social 

theory in such a context with radical social change, but of the surviv4l 
,1 

of both radical social theory itself and of the dialectical nature of the 
.., . 

subject who mediates such a theory and practice ('the people') as one 

capable of subverting the relations of domination he or she lives 
. 

through. Marcüse argues that domination in the advaneed industrial 

society has almost succeeded in constituting the "whole" of the reality, 

thus potentially erasing the subversive negation of such domination. 

Nonetheless, he asserts that he 

l "" 
vacilliate(s) throughout between twa'contradictory 
hypotheses~ 1. that advanced industrial society is 
capable of containing qualitiative change for the 
forseeable future; (and) 2. that forces and tendencie$ 

-
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exist'which may break this containçent and'explode the 
society. ".Both tendancies are there. side by sida --and 
even the one in the other. The first tendency ls 
dominant. and whatever preconditions for a reversal may 
e~ist are being used to prevent tt. (Marcuse, 1964~ xv) 

Marcuse thus: in his cri tique of ideology, offers the historical subj ect 

a ch~llenge, rather than, tragically, a eulogy for ,social theory and 

transformative change. While he offers a sobering statement to social 

educators regarding the facility of promoting change in people's 

historical analyses and of effecting social change, he also offers a 

systematic and rigourous basis with which to help 'make sense' of the 

continuou~ difficulties faced by them in scnieving the~e goals. His 

dialectical social theory, like Freire's (3), does not ~upport 

e unreflective action, (or 'keeping on' for the sake of keeping on), but 

rather the former is explieated as a means for informing action. Hence, 

Marcuse's specifie critique of ideology perhaps allows the soci~l 

educator to feel more' secure in scien~ifically acknowledging the very 

real iimits ta social education confronted by the educator in this 
\ 

context, and at the sarne ~ime rationally challenges her or him to keep 

on, based on a more thorough understanding of the cont xt worked in and 

throug~ .. 
., ... ,' ......... , 

While usually maintaining the Aboye dialectical (and 

hopeful) approaeh towards his specifie ideology critique, tt 

40 

nonetheless, beeome clear that the latter must be clearly situ~ed w1thln 

the context of the totality of his theoretical works. For, in sorne of 

these works 1 sueh as, "Some Social Implications of Modern Technology" 

_. (1941) and One Dimensiona1 Man (1964), his apparent restraint in 

applying such a general dialectical approach throughout the stud1es leada 
- '- . 

9 
him towards a pessimism and exageration which offer litt1e recourse to 
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the possibl1ty of collective 1iberatory praxis. lndee~, l propose that 
-

Marcuse's specifie notion and critique of his object of study; at times 

r~qu~re8 a rëvision by the rigourous application of his general notion 

'and ap,proach towards critique and examination, more evident in his other 

writtén works, such as An Essay on Liberation. This revision, l 

, propose,. makes him more "useful" for change agents in society, b~t only 

1nasmuch as it makes him more consistent with and truthful to his own 

overa1l theoretica1 tenets and outlook. (Geoghegan, 1981: 77-79) 
J 

Having situated Marcuse's specific approach to ideology in the 

context of industrially-advanced capital~st societies within his genera1. 

more consistent dia1ectica1 critique of-t ideo1ogy, l will continue with an 

elaboration of the content of his former critique'. 

2.c. Marcuse's specifie ideo1ogy critique 
, 

Marcuse finds that, within the context of advanced industrial 

capitairat societies, the sphere of domination ha~ significantly merged 

with the totality of existence. lndeed it brings into question Freire's 

specifie analysis of the dialectic of domination and liberation, as being 

insufficient for the context which is the object of our study. l will 

illustrate this with a statement by Freire, out~ining his notion of the 
" ' .. 

"internalization of the oppressor" and foilow it with Marcuse' s analysis 

of the same phenqmenon as situated in advanced indus trial capitalist 

nCtions. 

:. 

One of the basic elements of the relationship between 
oppressor .. and oppressed is prescription. Every 
prescription represents the imposition of'one man's 
choiee upon an~ther, transforming the consc1ousness of 
the man prescribed to into one that conforms with the 
preseriber's consciousness. . .. The oppressed, having 
internalized the image of the oppressor and adopted his 



• 

o 

--~--~~------~----------.......... .. , 

'.., 

guidelines, is fiearful of freedom. Freedom would require 
them to eject this image and replace lt with autonomy and 
responsibility .... The oppressed suffer from the dualityc 
which·has established itself in their inneTmost being. 
They discover that without freedom they cannot exist 
authenticaIIy. Yet, although they desire authentic 
existence, they fear it. They are at one and the same 
time themselves and the oppressor whose consciousness 
they hàve internalized. The conflict lies in the choice 
between being wholly themselves or being divided; between 
ejecting the oppressor within or not ejecting him; 
between human solidarity or alienation ... (Freire, 1970a: 
32~33) 

. 
Marcuse, while validating the notion of the interna1ization of 

the oppressor, renders Freire's utilization of it problematic. It is 
rî 

worthwhile to quote Marcuse st, l~~~. For, 

Il 
,~ 

the Il introj ection" perhaps., no longer describes the way in 
which the individual by himself reproduces and 
perpetuates the externai controis exercised by his 
society. Introjection suggests a variety of relatively 
apontaneous processes by which a Self (Ego) transposes 
the "outer" into the "inner". Thus introjection implies 
the existence of an inner dimension distinguished from 
~nd even antagonistic to the external exigencies :·an 
individuâl consciousness and an individual unconscious 
apart from public opinion and behavior. The idea of 
"inner freedom" here has its reality: 'it designates the 
private space in which man may become and remain 
"himself." 

Today this private spàce has been invaded and 
whittled down by technological reality. Mass production 
and mass distribution claim the entire individual, and 
indus trial psychology has long since ceased to be 
confined to the factory. The manifold processes of 
introjection seem to be ossified in almost mechanieal 
reactions. The result is, not adjustment but mimesis 
an immediate identificatio~ of the individual with his 
society and, through it, with the society as a whole. 
(Marcuse, 1964: 10) ~ 

This is consistent with and informative of,Giroux's criticism regardlng 

Freire's mlsunderstanding of (the extent and nature 9f) ideology with1n 

highly industrial c·ontexts: 
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Freire appears to have misconstrued the extent and nature 
of the ideological hegemony that exists in Nor!=h America, 
partlcularly in the United States. For instance, while 
visiting the United Sta.tes in the early !\eventies, Freire' 
claimed: 

this is one of the most alienated of aIl countries. 
People know they are exploited and dominated, but 
they feel incapable of breaking down the 
dehumanized wall. 

The alienation, exploitation and domination to 
which Freire refers ls certainly an objective fact, but 
it is far from a subj ective perception recognized by Most 
Americans. Not only the context and nature of domination 
need to be documented in this case, but the very fact of 
domination has to be proven to Most Americans. In North 
~America, technology and science have been developed so as 
to create immesurable greater conditions for the 
administration and manipulation of individuals. (Giroux, 
1981: 136 and 137) 
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By evidence of his discùssions with community groups, It Is apparent that 

now, more than ten years 1ater, Freire is more cognisant of the nature 

and extent of ideology in North America. While insisting that alienation ... 
and tts accompanying fata1istic attitude is, worldwide, the greatest in 

the eities of highly industria1ized nations (he cltes New York City and 

Toronto as examples), he places ideo1ogy within such contexts as 

prob1ematie, and in graat need of further study in order to advance a 

coherent, relevant, and practical pedagogica1 and political approach in 

the interQst of liberation in "North America. While he appears to hold 

back on deve10ping suèh a rigourous examination of ideology in this 

context himself. he has no hesitation to challenge North Amerieans to 

develop it themselves, espeeially in relation to eonstructing an 

appropriate pedagogieal approach for this eontext. (4) 

./ 
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2.d. Technological rationality 
1 

Marcuse views the specifie relations of productlon of early 

capitalism as progressive towards sustaining individualistlc rationality. 

viewed as~relative1y critical and oppositional, insomueh as th~ economic 

subject: 

derived freedom of aatlon from the uhrestricted liberty 
ot thought and conscience and measured all social 
standards and relations by the individual's rational 
se1f-interest. (Marcuse, quoted in Geoghegan. 1981: 64) 

\Ji th the transformation of ear1y eapi talism into monopoly 

capita1ism, Marcuse argues that the economic basis for individualistic 

rationa1ity was' transformed, constituting one which gave rise to 

techno10gical rationality. Geoghegan (1981: 64) 10cates this 

tran$formation in "the demands of the market (which) induced greater and 

greater mechanization and rationalization". Referring to the 

transformation of individualistic rationality, he out1ines aad quotes 

Marcuse_from Five Lectures : 

it was precisely this dimension which, Marcuse believed, 
mass production and distribution had effective1y 
eradicated. The relationship between individua1s and 
bet'\iJeen them and their society Is now an immediate: 
mechanical identification 130 thorough that autonomy ia 
considered a curse: 

The antenna on every house, the transistor on every 
Qeach, the 'jukebox in every bar or restaurant are 
as many cries of desperation - -not to be 1eft 
a10ne, by himse1f, not to be separated from the Big 
Ones, not to be condemned ta the emptiness or the 
hatred or the dreams of oneself. (Geoghegan,' 1981: 
78) 

Marcuse (1969: 7) 10dges this transformation within the historical1y 

specifically-capitalist relations of production, pointing towards the 

"escalatJon of commodity production and productive exploitation". 

Within these material changes, the contemporary ideologiesl 

t 
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hegemony" also transformed, and", in so doing dialeetically transformed 

ldeology, especially with r~gard to its scope, depth and relation ta 
~ 

materiality and the body. Marcuse feels t,his to be l,sa mueh the case, 

that by consequence, human nature (thus indicating its histpricity) ~/as 

also transformed. Out1ining this transformation, Marcuse (1969: Il) 

~inds that: 

The so-called consumer economy and the politics of 
corporate capitalism have ereated a second nature of man 
which ties him libidinally and aggressively to the 
commodity form. The need for possessing, eonsuming, 
hand1ing, and constantly renewing the gadgets, devices, 
instruments, engines, offered to and imposed upon the 
people, for using these wares even at the danger of one's 

\) own destruction, has become a "biologieal" need.· .. The 
second nature of man thus militates a~ainst any change 
that would disrupt and perhaps even abolish this 
dependeney of man on a market ever more densely filled 
with merehandise --abolish his existënce as a consumer 
consùming himself in buying and se11ing. The ;teds 
generated by this system are thus eminently~sta ilizing, 
conservative needs: the counterrevolution an ch red in the 
instinctual structure. 

Thus, fo~ Marcuse, the historl~al material or economic relations 
_'. ,... J ~ 

dialec~ically changéd the ideolog_cal realm, which had the profound 

effect of changing another'realm of materiality. This analysis points 
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towa~ds not only the specifieities of this historieal situation, but also 
1 

of Marcus.e 1 S consideration of the body in applying a 

dialectical-materialist method and approach. Unlike traditional 
, l aifl, ) 

Marxiats, he attempts to de-dichotomize the body- and mind, through 

d~monstrating how they are dialecticall~ rel~ed at this historieal 

• 
juncture. Of pedagogieal importa~ce, he points out this 

. -
historieally-specific "seco~d na~~e" of "man" (sic.) not merely to 

" 
test.ify the difficulty engend~:r:,ed by corporate capitalism for liberatory 

transformation, but also to delineate the sites on which ideologieal , 

, 
,( . 1 , 
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struggle and political action must take place: "uniess the revoIt reache .... 

into this Il second nature ", into these ingrown patterns, social chan~e 

will remain "incomplete, even self-defeating." (Marcuse, 1969: 11) 

In order to subvert, or negate the given state of this specifie 

ideology, it is necessary to have -an adequate account of how it is 

actual1y manifested. This subversion, in turn, is necessary to 

liberatory transformation, no~ only to 'complete' social transformation, 

but because in, many cases it may be a necessary precondition to such a 

political praxis. lt is not merely that lacking a subversion of such 

ideology help~ to 'betray' social change, but; that its positive or 

operational acceptance prec1udes the historie 'need' for such social 

change in the first place. éertainly collective political praxis hastens 

such ideological subversion and allows a more complete view of the nature 

of such ideology; however, to initia te and continue it (democratically) 

often requires a felt need OT,l the part of those participating, and more 

specifièally. those who do not Iilha~e the -niS'tbrical interes ts of 

privileged groups. 

The form of this specifie 'sécond nature', as Marcuse calls it, .' n 

contains echoes of Freire' s 'internalization' of the oppressor. 

Nonetheless, as has ~en already pointed out, the latter has need of 
~ 

being significantly rev:i.sed as to its depth and content. Freire' s 

traditionàl conception of 'internalization', as developed wi thin the 

Brazilian context, ls one which not on1y fJcuses 'on the 'oppressor 1 as an 
1 

identifiable, and thus (direct1y)~nt~~le abject of praxis, but one 

which ls a1so re1atively superfidally lodged. Freire acknowledges .that 

his conception is historically specifie to his sociàl context; he 

recently related that lt 1s a relatively easy task to convince a Latin 
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American peas@.nt 'that i't 18 l'lot the will of god t:!hat i8 the cause of her 

or his oppression. In contt"ast, he pointed out, the task of 

de-mystifying and I$ubverting' the repressive ideol,o.gy of the oppressive 

classes, with North Americans. is immeas~rably more difficul t. (5) White 

Freire app'arently :sidesteps the 'bioiog~cal' aspect o~ such repressive 

ideology, l propose that this ov~tsight perhaps has leu to do vith his 

lack of capacity ta apply a Mandst analysis ta hwnan physicality, than' 

with_his relative lack of concern with relating the political to the 

bodies of people and vice versa. 

If, according to Marcuse's conception of technological 

rationality, (the content of) peopl-e's "needs' are made relatively 

identical ta those of the capitalist class, where is one, then, ta begin 

on a practical or pedagogical level? (6) C~rtainly, it would s~em ta be 

wfth those needs. For, if one takes Marcuse's Hegelian dialectic, such 

needs contain in thems'elves their negation or subversive' truth' . .. 
Drawing on Marcuse's Freudian dialecticalism, if 'people's actual l'leeds 

are rep.ressed in order to be replaced, by the nepds of the capitalist 
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cl,ass, rather th an the former needs evapQrating, t};ley a~wa.:ys maintain and 

th us exert an (unèonscious) 'counter'-force which requtred the active 

force of repression ~n-the first place. Thus, his dialectical approach 

would appear to approve starting with the pos,itive or conscious needs, in 

the (materially -substantiated) kno~ledge that the negative. subversive 

. 
or unconscious needs would surface if given the theoretical, including 

emo~ional, ~room'. space or context, for Hs de-repression. 

For example, the need for a higher salary "Ik th whiçh to b1ily' Moore 

(or 'bigger or improved) commodities may be the motivating f~ctor of a 

group of mid- income workers to exert pressure on the owner~ a, company. 
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'The pelitieal ànd educational implications of Marcuse' s theory would seem 

to be, as a catalyst contributing to the li~eratory formation of the" 

working classe~, to listen well ta their demands, encourage and support 

politieal action based on these demanda" and provide a theoretical 

conteKt in whieh to elarify, reflect on and ~evise the group's personal 

and polieieal objectives. Based on the extensively manipulated but 

nonetheless contradictory consciousness or intentionality of the workers, 

the hidden 'truth' of their initial ~emands (as these demanda cannot be , ' 

seps:r~ted from the contradictor)T whole ,of the spcio-economic realm) , And 

the political praxis which such demands spurred on, the theoretical 

context would serve to relate -the three in such a way as ,to study their 

interrelated social contradictions, including those contradictions 

related to race and gender; caucuses may )facilitate such a proc8ss. Such 

a 'de-repressing' is both directive, sympathetic and aimed towards 

subverting the given ideology, towards a recognition of the group' s 

1 true' (class and other) interests and needs - -interests and nèeds whiçh 
, 

are i·rreconciliable with the minority capitalist èlass. and thul:I require 

(further) èollective polltical act~on. 
,-

The implications of Marcuse's specifie analysis of domination 
, 

related to those who ar~ most directly within the field, Qf Maas 

administ~ation should ~o~~ as li~tle s~ri9~. Ma~euse, in an address at 

\, 

the Korcula Summer School, ',tèlaces that: -

What we have in the highly develo~ed industrializ6d­
countries ts a class society: the'l;'e ,i8 no doubt that a11 
id~e talk about--"popular capitalism" ot an equalization 
of clas,ses is pure ideology - but i\f 1s a cl.ass society 
in wh1ch the working class no longer,represents the 
nega~ion o~ the established arder. \~atz, 1982! 178) 

Indeed two years later in - ~ 1966 address in '{prague, he vas still cert~1n 
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in his analysis that 

~ The present period seems to be characterized by a 
stalelJlate in the dia1ectie of negativi,ty ... Today (the) 
development of negativity within the antagonistic whole 
is bare1y demonstrab1e. (Katz, 1982: 183) 

Rather than regard other groups as replacements for 'ttte seemingly 'lost' 

role of the traditional Marxist revolutionary subject, Marcuse retains 

his belief in (the necessity of and practical possibility for) a 

'long-range formation of a socialist working class'; his focus, however, 
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is turned towards 'a force that had developed outside of the adrninistered 

system of needs'. This force, as an actual catalyst to such a formation, 

was to be found by him in the 1960's in the (expressedly politieal and 

cultural movements within the) New Left, and in the 1970's in the 

ecologica1 and feminist movements'. As well, and inc1uded in the above, 

i\ 
were those who felt tbe oppression of industrially advanced nations Most 

raw1y - -in addition to 'Wome'n, the poor, unemployed, racial and some .,J 

ethnie ~inorities, also were seen as catalysts for liberation.(7) By the 

1970 ' s, Marcuse saw the historieal necessity of the left movemenè} of 

recognizing JI itself as one component of that potential agent ~e ' 

working class as revolutionary subj ect)" thereby not only catalyzing but 

a1so allying with the working class. (Katz, 1982: 196) 

A qualitative account of the specifie form and contant of 

techno10gieal rational~ty is offered by Marcuse, alth~ugh rarely in the 

style of specifie given il~strations or examples. What hetoffers 1s a 

theoretical analysis of the are86 whieh such a rationality has invaded: 

(mass and "high") culture and art, sexuality, the sphere 'of leisure, the 

family. schooling, and other real~s of alierlation which have normally 

been either ignored" trivialized or mechanistically oversimplified within 

/ 
1 , 

1 
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a traditional Marxist discourse. Marcuse's analysis provides the 
r" 

theoretical basis upon which educational theorists such as Giroux an~ 

Aronowitz may claim that: 

technological dom~nation gaes beyond the schools. lt ~~ 
permeates every sphere of social existence, especially 
the work situation and what we may dèsignate as leisure 
activities ... in the last half of the twentieth century, 
the degree to which mass audience culture has colonized 
the social space available to the ordinary person for 
reading, discussions, and critical thought must be 
counted as the major event of social history. 
Television, film and photography, far from making culture 
democratic, have fostered the wide dissemination of 
inaustrialized entertainment 50 that the oapacity of 
persons to produce their own culture in the widest 
meaning of the term has become restricted. We mean the 
production of speech that modifies language so01ally, 
that expresses together with popular art the frustrations 
and the aspirations of a people. We are referring to 
patterns of interaction in ordinary situations that allow 
for a relatively autonomous system of interpersonal 
arguments, to develop explanations of socJal events that 
may counter those that are considered authorative. 
(Aronowitz and Giroux, 1985: 51) 

In or~er to more adequately draw meaning, depth and relevant practical - ~ 

applications from Aronowitz's and Giroux's remarks, it is relevant to 

examine their basis in contemporary critical social theory, especially 

tbat of Marcuse's. What follows is a brief analysis of Marouse's 

so 

elaboration of 'mass culture', what he views as the historically-specific 

dom~nant cultural form. 

2.e. Mass culture and ,the culture industry 

For Marcuse and fellow Frankfurt School members, the nece.lity of 

creating a sociologyjéritique of 'mass culture' wa. commensurate with the 

practical.developments of both liberalism (and its extension into 

fascism) and the monopoly capitalism with which·-it became increas~ng 

.. 
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interlocked. (Held, 1980:, 77, 78) (8) As the meld of the two created a 
-on .,.. 

context caught up in administratio~, the Frankfurt School turned their 

interests toqa critique of the cultural sphere, which, they felt, could 

not be fully explained by traditional politieal economy. 

Increasingly, atten~ion was foeused on an assessment of 
the- mode in whieh ideas and belie~e transmitttld by 
'popular culture' - che way in whf:eq.~e personai private 
realm is undermined by the external (extra-familial) 
soclalizadon of the ego and the management and control 
of leisure time. (Held, 1980: 77) 

Mass culture, "as one of the means of anaesthetically one-dimensionalizing 

the working class and others, rather than being created by the wishes, 

attitu~es and needs of the "mares" was ereated by whât the Frankfurt 

School termed the "culture ,industry". Culture (both material and 

intellectual) (9) was being infused with, the (ir)rationality', interests 

_,and neeqs of the cap). ta11st relations of production and consumption, with 

che specifie purpose and function of maintaining the status quo 

repression which was both required by and produeed by those relations. 
(if' 

The extension of eapitali~t indust.ry into culture, had Its expected 

consequence of industrializing culture. However, in addition to culture 

baing produced 501e1y within the organizational base of an industry (e.g. 

the film industry), the industrialization of culture also meant that , 
culture became more and more synonymous with the a1ienation and 

dagradation of work in monopoly capi talism. . Rather than serving 
~ , 

predominantly as a counter-foree to the repressive labour proeess", 

culture increasingly took on the characteristics of that process itself. 

and melded the forms, if not the content, of industrial labour. 

\ ' 
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Repetition, predictability, lack of meaningful control by those who bath 

produce it and receive it; lack of concentration, imagination, awarene~1 
~ 

and thought required to produce and receive it; and.predictab1e .. 
scheduling within var~ous layers of culture converg~d with the form of 

the labour process. Culture, rather than being composed of stretches of 

imaginative creation and rigourous concentration became subservient ta 
" 

(capital's) ne~f 'renewing' (much as 'the pause that'refreshes ' ) the 

labour,fo~ce and cont~in~ng the frustration which developed out of 

dissatisfaction engende~ed by an alienating labour process. Pleasure, . 
rather than being the liberatory criterion against which labour is 

placed, becomes the formulated respite from labour --encapsulated and 

packaged in the very form of alienated labour itself, thus perverting 

pleasure,into something which i8 compatible with socially unnecessary 

repression. r---
As well, and seemingly overlooked by Marcuse, is the monetary 

\ 

cost of-leisure commodities which serve to materially sustain and 

reinforce the need to passively support alienating labour, For 1 this 

often serves to lower'worker resistance to a calI for more financial 

remuneration, in order to pay for more and better leisure/pleasure 

commodities, rather than ca11 for a changed labour process which would 

more likely reduce the psychological, material (and biological) need for 

'te~sion-management' and escape through channels similar to those which 
.. 

produced such te?sion and need for escape in the first place. 

Nonetheless, this 18 accompanied by a contradictory moment.; for such A 

situation does ignite confl1ct with manageme,nt, which is ever-reluctant 

to pay increases. 

Having briefly di~C~Bsed Marcuse's concepts of technical 

1 
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rationality and mass culture, as weil as their relation ta each other, l 

will proeeed by briefly examining Mareuse's analysis of mass culture by 

~ay of his specifie analysis af authentie or liberatory culture and art. 

2.f. Liberatory culture and critical art 

A dialectical examination of Mareuse's approach to mass culture' 

should also relate the specifie context of his critique on the one hand, 

and his nqtion of liberatory culture, including 'authentic' or critical 

art, on the other. For, it is within the juncture of the former and the 

latter that the critique of mass culture, or preferably the culture 

industry (1Q), is at least partially informed and thus rendered more .. 
eamprehensible. 

The context of Marcuse's critique, is firmly situated in the 

historically,-specific conditions of monopoly capitalism, as the 

prevailfng economic form, content and relations of domination. No~ 

unlike Critieal social theory itself, liberatory culture 15 that whose 

"truth-value ... resldes in its capacity to creste awareness of and 

thematize, social eontradiet~ons and antinomies." (Held, 1980: 84) lt 

"gives word and tone and image to that which is silent, distorted, (or) 

suppressed in the established reality." (Marcuse, in Held, 1980: 85) The 

established reality, or context of such cultur~, being one (primarily 

though not exclusively) of domination, liberatory culture or art 

necessarily becomes a negative or subversive force. Far from being 

neutral, it ls partisan to the core. For, offering a voiee or 

'subversive' image as opposed to right-wing fascism, which is ~lly 

suppressed ln its most vulgar forms under 'monopoly capitalism (at least 
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in the poli~ics of the countries within North America), would not 

constitute a 'nega~ive culture' as: 1. it continues to hide social 

contradiètion~,rather than highlight them; and 2. its goal of ~freedomn 

ls inauthentic and makes a farce of the critical notion of freedom. 

Liberatory culture is committ~d, explicitly or implicitly, to 
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that Interpretation of 'liberatory' which has the releasing of the actual 
~ 

and ~tentia1 productive activity from a11 unnecessary social repression, 

in the interest of the totality, or al1 the people. The primary 

universal characteristics of human nature or essence would more 
• 

thoroughly, in existential life, materialize as given universal1y. Thua, 

to a greater extent, the dialectical tension between essence and 

existence would be reso1ved.(1~) Nonetheless, Critical social theory 

seeks to confirm that any such resolution, theoretical or practical Is 

impossible; if present, Buch a resolution is, for example, usually the 

function of an illusory attempt to quell yearnings for real freedom 

without a prior resolution of antagonistic social tensions of 
\ 

contradictions, such as those between the collective interests 9f labour 

and capital. 

As such, liberatory culture simultaneously at~empts to highlight 

antagonistic social contradictions which inhibit universal freedom, and 

to highlight the false pretenees of httempts to reeoncile essence and 

existence (in the sense outlined above) within the present order of 

domination, with its unresolved social contradictions. Hence, one of tcs 

aims is to negate the posited or operational state of affairs as one of 

freedom already attained. Implicitly or explicitly, through suc~ a , 

negacion a possible (future) alternative is upheld, achievable not 
; 

merely, as in idealistic bourgois art, via ~the 'soul' but rather through 

) 
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rational collective politieal action. Hence, culture, including art, is 

authentic or autonomous to the extent that it breaks from the demands or 

necessityof the posited reality.(l2) Such a precondition exists for 

'negative' art because it is largely incompatible with prevailing, " 

dominant historica1 discourses of the aesthetic: Sustaining its 

necessarily "mediated" Alienation, autonomous a~t represents a 

transcendence and critique of a1ienated existence. And, according to 

Marcuse (in Held, 1980: 86), "in so doing it unites ... with all those 

forces engaged in the critique of ideo1ogy and the revolutionary goal of 

'changing the warld' . Il 

Be that as It may, liberatory a~t is not without its own , 
dialectical contradictions. For, 

'the claim of art ls always ideology too'. Art 
legitimates prevailing patterns of life by suggesting 
that 'fulfllment lies in their aesthetic derivatives'. 
Nonetheless, in the very failure to establish identity, 
art preserves -- l,mlike many f~ of conventional 
expression - a critical perspective. The truth-value of 

"(liberatory) art Hes' in lts capacity to sust;aln a· 
discrepancy between its projected images (concepts) of 
nature and humankind, and its objects' actuality. «first 
parenthesis added by thesis ailthor» (Held, 1980: 82) 

1 

AS weIl, the very rejection of prevailing consumer tastes, art or 

cultural norms and market tendencbs which are often required by the 

partisanship of autonomous art ensures its liberatory. critique. yet 

.·imultaneously oftén escalates lts relative' inaccessibility and 

subjective irrelevance for a majority of people. Desp"tte the fact that 

this cont.udiction was- acknowledged by both Marcuse and Theodor Adorno, 

it unfortunately appears that neither offered a substantial \ttempt of 

its transcendent practical resolution. . \ 

ln addition, Marcuse's approach proper to liberatory art, 

\ 
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especially with regard to the potential, function and relation of such 

art to social liberation, appears to contain contradictions. Over time, 

Marcuse seemed to loeate the revolutionary Aspect of liberatory art frpm 

its association with liberatory political movements, to its 

disassociation from any type ·of politieal movement. For, after An Essay 

on Liberation (1969), Marcuse seemed to locate the .critica1 aspect of art 

not in its relation to aUegianee to a politieal movement, 'but in its 

independence with regard to form. Re11ner notes that in 

Counterrevo1ution and Revolt (1972) and The Aesthetic Dimension (1978) 

Marcuse suggested that cri tic al art 

ls not equiva1ent per se to revolution, but stands in a 
relation of tension with politieal struggles. Art and 
politiea1 revolution are united in wanting to change the 
world, but they conta in a 'unit y of opposites' whieh must 
preserve their own autonomy and distinct practice of 
liberation and transformation. (Kellner, 1984: 352) 

Nonetheless, Marcuse observes that his new emphasis, as opposed to bis 

former pralse of guerilla street theatre, protast music and the genera1 

politiealization of art, is due to a response to new historieal 

f developments rather than a change in theoretical stance. In the late 

1970's, Marcuse 

claimed that 1960's folk and protest music, the songs of 
Bob Dylan, radical theatre and ether forms of movement 

"art successfully combined aesthetic form with political 
messages, and by contributing to a large-scale 
radica1izing process were p1ay~ng an important part in a 
poUtical movement. In the 1970' s, Marcuse claims. the 
dissident cultures were 10s1ng, for the Most part, both 
their aesthetic and political quality, sacrific1ng both 
concern with the formal qusl~ties which he ascribes to 
authentic 'art and politicùl content and eff~cts. 
(Kellner, 1984: 353) \ 

. 
lt thus seems évident that Marcuse' s subsequent foray into the l~beratory 
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aesthetic value of great art of classical bourgeois heritage was merely 

to highlight the aspect 'Of form, which he saw as ~eing disregarded ,.,tttthe 

1970's. Ra~her than having negated the politicalization of art, it 

appears that he May have attempted to rigorize attempts to politicize it. 

Be that as it May, it is relevant to relate Marcuse's theoretical 

attempts to relate art within power relations of inequality"and 

domination with the aim of liberatory individual and social 

transformation, to the experiences and reflection on ~hose expe~~ences of 
. 

social educators and educational theorists presently working in the 

sphere of the arts. For, it is they who ma~st profitably contribute 

to extending, critiquing and making more rigourous Marcuse's theoretical 

stances towards liberatory art. 

For example,. the practical and theoretical work of dian marino 

(lower-case characters as in-her publications) and Deborah Barndt of 

Toronto, Ontario, have attempted to construct a critical art which uses 

mass cuiture, for example advertising photos and slogans, in a manner 

which transforms both its form and content to.highlight seciai 

relationshiP~of domination and subordination ~nd to catalyze, within 

social movements, polltical action towa,rds tran~forming such J;'elations 

(Marino, 1981; Marino and Barndt, 1983). Importantly, ~uch liberatory 

~rt is collectively produced with (overlapping) groups who do not 

primarily benefit within Canadian social and econmic structural 

relations, for example women and immigrant workers. Equally important, 

this cultural production is achie~ed through 'a minimally.alienating 

pedagogieal process which makes the Mediation of such mass art forms by 

the people of suçh groups more conscious and cri tieal. Thus, such 

autonomous art directly makes use of mass culture (which is a~cessible, 
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by definition, to most p~ople) and turns it o~ its head, through artistic 

creation which incorporates both ideology critique and socialist 

relatl;i.ons of production, and is directed towards politica1 praxis. 

Oth~rs, such as the feminist art-for-action group 'Artifact' of 

Montreal, Quebec, racher than critically incorporating mass culture in 

their art production, have been integrating socia~ critique with 

community r~search through the democratic production of large murals in 

both the street and factory. 

Such attempts to render critical or liberatory art both more 

pedagogical and accessible may be partly informed by (e.g. Marino, 1981) 

and contributive towards an immanent critique of Marcuse's analyses of 

crltlca~sthetics. 

Having briefly explored Marcuse's notion of liberatory çulture 

and art, in part with the aim of dialecticdly exploring mus culture by 

-examining that which it is not, l will at present briefly examine 

Marcuse' s Critical epistemology. This lateer examination wilY, in a 

similar methodological vein, contribute towards the understanding of what 

Marcuse terms as technological rationality, by positing aspects of chat 

which stands in contrast to lt. 

Not unlike autonomous art, Critical epistemology 18, for Marcuse, 

a fundamental sphere for maintaining both the survtval and development 

of a liberatory rationality or critical consciousnes8, and the 

development of a radical political praxis. 

2.g. Mar,cuse's Epistemology 
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In order to grasp Marcuse' s epistemological stance, it is 

necesSAl"Y to understand i ts relation to the approach which inrorms his 

'10 

understanding of societal relations, culture, human nature, ideology, 

daily pra.!tice and the precipitated matrix they constitute as a result of 

the centrifugaI force of unequal power relations and the heat of the 

struggles engendered by those relations of domination. l will thus 

proceed to briefly review and examine this approach, with tbe aim of 

solidly situating Marcuse' s epistemological consideration therein. l 
'" 

will then follow this with a brief examination of his epistemology 

proper. 

, Writing of the probl.ul faced by Many 'mainstream' curriculum 

theorists of misunderstanding the relation between curriculum theory and 

cultural reproduction, Giroux (1981: 148) expresses that:-
f • . , 

Part of the problem lies with the depoliticized notion of 
culture that permeates mainstream social science. In 
this view. culture is, defined as simply a people' s total 
way of life, the entirety of those goods, services and 

l.abour produced by human beings. Adorno SUIDS up this 
definition well when he writes. 'culture is viewed as the 
manifestation of pure humanity without regard for its 
functional relationship .to society'. Divorced from 
notions of class. power and ideology, such a definition 
becomes an empty social science categOrff that relegates 
'culture' 'ta the atmosphere of ~ presumably harmonious 
Olympus' . 

.;:--...... 
Marcuse hints at the funè::tional ,and dialectically-grounded nature 

of culture ln ,Negations, (l969b : 94), in writing that culture 

(-'. 
signifies thé totality of social life in a given 
situation, in so far as both the areas of ideational 
reproduction (culture, in the narrower sense, the 
'spiritual world') and of material reproduction-
(' c'lvilizatlon') form a historically distinguishable and 
comprehensible unit Y . \ 

This 'unit y' , for Marcuse, is internally distinguishable by a dialectical 

1 
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tension pf historical contradiction and change, rather than by mere 
, 

mechanistic reflex. As Stanley Aronowitz (1981: 239) elaborates, . 

Working within the the Freudian tradition of 
phi1osophical anthropology, Marcuse attempted to account 
for the development of civilization by relating the 
psychological and social aspects of human activity in a 
complex totality. Here, the sharp separation of basa and 
superstructure, in which production is not on1y accorded 
primacy with respect to the historical development of the 
human species, but is also the basis for a11 social, 
cultural, and ideo1ogical forms of discourse, is 
rejected. Instead, for the Frankfurt Marxist, within a 
complex totality, cultural phenomena cannat be accorded 
the status of mere1y a "reflex" of the rel'ations of 
production. 

Indeed, cultural phenomena, as do material relations of 

production, contain dialectical contradictions within tham (being human 

creations) which themselves form a subset of unit y --one which represents 

simu1taneouslya totality and a partiality. The totality ls. embodled in 

the dialectical relation of the negative or sClbversive aspect or moment 

, which lies within the content or "'forro of the apparent or given cultural 

artifact or mode, and the operational or positive moment. This contrasts 

with orthodox Marxism, which characterizes ideo1ogy, for example, as a 

cultural mode which is simplistically and undia1ectically viewed as 
() 

'illusion' . " As Ke11ner' (1984: 213 and 214) raiterates, 
~ 

On the Orthodox Marxist analysis of. the relations between 
the economic base and ideological superstructure, all 
ideology ls an 'illusion' . ( Schaln ): mere ideas which 
refl~ct O(le set of class interests that exclude all 
conflicting or dissenting ideas. As a 'reflection' of 
the bàse, ideQlogy' represents rea1ity but in a false form 
- -false because the'y are one-sided-· the ideas of the' 
~ling class which claim universal validity. 

However, as Marcuse make$ clear i~ Soviet Marxlsm !1958), the above 
• li 

traditional Marxist version of tdeology ls aetually only one Bubset of 

,II 

fi 
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J the content and funètion of ideology. ldeology also contains within it 

an aspect which serves to negate its given or operational aspect. ?,us, 
,~ 

it is not 80 much the task then, to • erase' ideology with 'the trut I, 

but rather to dialectically d1stingu1sh the contradictory antagon~sms 

held within ideology, rai8e the spectre of the moment which i8 in the 
J 

interests of liberation, judge the value of the other moment in relation 
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") 
to the first, and attempt to change the eXistential conditions which gave 

rise to the suppression of the latter. 

Ideology, thus, 18 not dead wood in need ot' absolute life; it 

functions not m~èly as 'stHts to repressively structure and uphold the 

domination of the status qUO In Soviet Marxism .-(1958 : 110), Marcuse 

indicates that, 

the fun~tion of ideology goes far beyond such service. 
Intd ideology has entered material which--transmitted 
from generation to generation- - contains the perpetuaI 
hopes, aspirations and, sufferings of man (sic.), his 
suppressed potentiali tiés, the images of fntegral 

,justice, l\app{~ess and ,freedom. They find their 
ideological expressions chiefly in religion, philosophy , 
and art, but also in the juristic and polH:ical concepts 
of liberty, equâIityand security, 

Epistemology, then, as located within the particular realm of 
, 

• 

ideology, itself situated within the spl\ere of cuLture, ls infused, for 

Marcuse,' with this dialectlcal nature. Its function and content form a 
( , 

sort of all-inclusi':"eness which is as yet partial in relat~on to the 

dynamic potential ,of such a uni ty. Wi thin contemporary North America, 

. knowledge, the ~teria and methods with which to obtain and verify it, 

a. wen a. the dis~~urse used in order to construct it, contai' 

. according to Marcuse 1 bot:~ that which is potentially ;Liberating and that 

which is repressive of liberation. lt includes images of knowledge in 

, -

'. 
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the interèsts of 1 iberation , as well as in those of the ruling or 

dominant classes and sOCia\grOups. 
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This is necessari~SO, as within the dynamics of unequàl power 

relations between differing class and social groups, knowledge which 

represents the goal of liberation will certainly bè repressed and 

censored. Yet " rep1;essed knowledge remains ever-present, as ei ther 

'unofficial' knowledge (Shor and Freire, 1987: "10). or knowledge which ls 

relegated to the realm of the unconscious. lt la the negative moment of 

kn~W1~dge, becausê content-wise It is not (often) readilyobservable in -"\ 

the positivistie sense, and because lt i8 functional towards negating thé 

(unrepressed) given. through both èpistemologieal critique and informed' 
, 

practiee; practice which is conceived as pedagogieal practice as well as 

practice of social action aimei towards radically restructuring the 

conditions which repressed the negative epistemologi9al moment. Giroux 

(1981: 81) outl1nes thls admirably: 

À radical pedagogy, of critieal thinking would help 
students reflect on the hermeneutic meaning beneath 
faIs ified appearances; 1 t would also he Ip them to 
recogni~e and act upon those social processes and forces 
which prevent them from creating their own meanings. 

" , 

Knowledge of that whl~h i.B repr.e~siv,é or repr~ssing iB, botb ' 

fundam~ntal and instrumental for social edu~âtor.!J. Inde!3d, 'liberating 

k'no,,!ledge' includes that which 18 repress ive of i t. For. lf.jhe former 

la structurally censor~d and repressed, tt becomes necessary to ident1fy 
" ~ ....... 

that whleh is repressing it, in order to attempt ~diBIOdge the 

repressive obstac~e. theoretically and actively. thus allowing a1N'areness 

of that, whlch is repressed. 

Marcuse thus glvea a more soUd theoFetical background to 

<:) 

, ,-
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Freire's process of 'naming' a social situation of domination (or 1imit 
l" 

situation). 'Naming', in this sense, means ereating knowledge of that , . 

wh1:ch is re'pressive of knowledge, thtts representing and integrating the 

dual functions of knowledge production and ~owledge critique. Knowing 
\ 

that whi~h hinders, censors, and represses 'dangerous' knowledge, is 

dang~rous knowledge in ltself. ! For,'· in ident,ifying knQwledge which ~s 

constructed to repress that knowledge which is functional to one's 
, 

(social) interests, the latter may be realized and se,rve the ends of, 

unmaaki~g further rep~essive aspects of one's reality. 

lt ia apparent th~t for Marcüse, the problem of the need on. the 

" 
part of people for engaging in the 'naming' pr~cess i8 a vastly more 

complex process than- for Freire, presumably because they.each pave been 

dealing with differing h~storical circumstances. Ma~cuse's foray into 
• 

ideology and epistemology is rationally viewed as logieal, given their 
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~lmost 'materiality' within the context of industr~allY-advanced monopoly 

capitalist society. 
1 r 

As Aronowit~ (1981: 239) states with i~ght, 

At certain historieal periods, particularly in the era of 
late capitalism, ideas, mores, and mass culture beeome 
material forces-because they have gripped·masses of 
people and serve, on the whole,' to maintain soci~l 
cohesion of the existing order, despite .frequent economic 

. crises and wars th.t tend to produce- the "objective 
conditions" for'revolutionary change. 

op 

Thi~ converges with John Gaventa's analysis relating to a social transfer 

or extellsion of power ~rom property'rel~tions to relations of the 
-- \ .. 

production ~f know1edge (13), as weIl as with the analysis of SamUel 

Row1es. 
, 

Jeff House reports on Bowles' stance towards the trans.formation 

of property relations in the United States: 

Property, said Bowles, used to be land an~ objects, but 
ls now, increaslngly, knowledge. An~ it is a ~uality oi 

.. 

" 
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knowledge, he claimed, that it does not lend itself to 
becoming private property to the same extent as do 
mate rial things. 'nre1:efQ!!..! >~~~e..-..and more social labour 
must be, in a capitalist society, directed to guarding 
knowledge, and prevencing its free reproduction. He \ 
claimed that 25% of aIl labour in the U.S. Is now (1985) 
guard-labour, and that the proportion increases yearly. 
That irrationality, he suggested, was being confronted by 
a new politics, which defined itself by asserting rights 
far removed from traditional concepts of property (14). 
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Episte'ological concerns are thus increasingly politiea1 concerns 

under such historical conditions. As -such, epistemolQgy increasingly 

represents appropriate and str~tegic térrain within which social power 
',,-. 

struggles are and must be fought out, although, as House late~ suggests, 

not to the exclusion of· "the traditional struggle between the haves and 

the have-nots." (House, 1986). 

This Is, in part, the reason for Marcuse's unceasing concern for 

the survival of Critical social theory. For, on the one hand, he sees 

that it is fast falling prey to an increasing control over the 

ep~stemôlogical realm by ruling alass interests withln contemporary 

capiialist societies. 
-

Thus, Critica1 epistemological concerns, whi1e 

traditionally relative1y on the periphery of the grasp of the logie of . 
,.. ,.,'." ( 

economic relations of production, were quickly becoming casualties of the 

spread of domination. On the other hand, never was the need greater for 

Crlti~a1 social theory, as baing that ideo10gy WhiCh)iS "conscious 

distance or disassociation from, even opposition to, the repressive 

• reality" (Ke11~er, 1984: 215, quoting Marcuse). That relations of the 

production of know1edge have been increasingly becoming "materla1 

relations" of society, has givèn impetus for the pressing importance of 

strugg1e on the epistemological terrain. Neverthe1ess, Marcuse 

consistently' situa tes this theoretical struggle within its ultimate 
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relevance to collective praxis related to the very practical class 

stuggle and other struggles aimed towards ending social domination, 

racher than to itself as an end to behôld. 
~ 

The task engaged in appears to be the unraveling and ~xamination of 

" the epistemological underpi~nings of Aronowitz and Glroux's approach to 

'critical literacy', one which Is worth quot~ng at length: 

In the first- 'instance, critical literacy would make clear 
the connection between knowledge and power. lt would 
present knowledge as a social ~onstruètion linked to 
norms and values, and it would demonstrate modes of 
critique that illuminate how, in some cases, knowledge 
serves very specifie economic, political and social 
interests. Moreover, criti~al literacy would. function as 
a't~eoretical tool to help students and others develop a 
critical relationship to their own knowledge. , In this 
case, it would function to help,students and others 
understand what this society has ~ade of them (in a 
dialectical sense) and what it is they no longer want to 
be, as well as what it 'is they need to appropriate 
critically in order to become knowledgeable about the 
world in which they live. Thus, critical literacy ls 
linked to notions of self- aud social empowerment aS weIl 
'as to ~he proceses of democratization. In the Most 
~eneral senSe, critical literacy means helpin! student~ 
teachers, and others le~rn how to read the world and 
their lives critically and relatedly; it means developing 
a deeper understanding of how knowledge gets produced, 
sustai~ed, and legitimated; and Most importantly, it 
points to forms of social action and collective struggle 
(Aronowitz and Giroux, 1985: 132). ' 

The nature and role of Critical social theory (includin~ radical 

epistemology itself), as weIl as lts relation to human, and therefore 

social, action is of central concern to Marcuse, as weIl as to the 

Imperative of addressing a philosophieal basis of social education 

appropriate to North American conditions. While much of the nature of 

Critical social :heory has been brie~ly elu~idated earlier·in t~is 

chapter, l will attempt to further clarify the nature of dialectical 

thought in par'ticular, and lts centrality to Marcuse ',s epistemology. 
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Marcuse elaborates: 

Dialectical thought starts with the experience that the 
world is unfree; that.is to say, ma~ (sic.) and naturé 
exist in conditions of alienation, exist a$ "other than 
they:are." Any mode of thought which excludes this 
contradiction from its logic is faulty logic. Thought 
"corresponds" to reality only as it transforms reality by 
comprehending its contradictory structure .... to 
comprehend reality means to comprehend what things really 
are, and this in turn means r~jecting their m~re 
factuality. Rejection is the process of thought as well 
as of action .... Dialectical thought thU8 becomes 
negative in itself. lts function i8 to break down the 
self-assurance and self-contentment of common sense, to 
undermine the sinister confidence in the power and, 
language of facts, tO,demonstrate that unfreed~m 18 so 
much at the core of things that ~he development of their 
internal contradictions leads necessarily to qualitative 
change: the explosion and catastrophe of the established 
state of affairs (Giroux, 1983: 18-19, quoting Marcuse 
from Reason and Revolution ). 
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Dialectical t~ought i8 not only thought which scrutlnizes thought 

critica1ly and intentionally; ~t is necessarily thought about l~nguage, 

as lan~age itself is '~ntentionaUzed' by and functional to the varfous 

interests of antagonistic social groups struggling within hn arena of 

unequal power relations. Freire, of course,. highlights this 

relationship, and more than a few involved in the developmet of social 

educational theory an~practice in North America have been fa~rly quick 

to deepen their understanding of this relationship with, studies of 

Habermas (1971, 1984), and occasionally Vygotsky. (1962). lt has been to 

the crédit of Michael Apple (1979, 1982), Henry Giroux (1981, 1983), Ira 

Shor (1980; with Freire, 1987), and Kathleen Weiler (198&) to 

additionally fo110w through on Marcuse's insight regarding the 
111 .. 

concretization of ideology __ in contemporary North American society. In 

other words, they have, each 1n théir distinctive manner, taken as a 

concern the way in which epistemologica1 ideology as hegemony (15) has 
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be.n 8tructured into the daily'practices which constitute education, 
" 

specifically curriculum and pedagogica1 practices in schools. 

Apple, Giroux, Shor and Weiler have attempted to redefine the 

relationship between theory and practice in the area of schooling. AlI 

view as vital towards regenerating a viable theory of radical education, 

the manners in which curriculum and classroom practices have been not 

on1y structured (in silence) for hegemonic reprol\1Gtion, but importantly 

how these structured practices are 'mediated by those who participate in 

c1assroom relations. Giroux's and Shor's emphasis, in particular, is 
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aimed towards engaging students and teachers alike in creating new J 
, » ~J 

theoretical contexts in which to critically examine their own practices,· 

including that of knowledge production, with the aim of producing 

knowledge with which to inform a more intentional and effectivè mediation 

of those practices. 

Maintaining an approach based on critica1 theory, Giroux (1983: , 

21) elu;idates the relation between theory and pract1ce aS he views it: . 
Theory ... should have as its goal emancipatory practice, 
but at the same time it requires a certain distance from 

, such practice. Theory and practice represents a 
parth:ular alliance, not a unit y in which one dissolves 
into the other. 

,.) 

_Such an approach to epiJtemology is thus 'critical' of itself, .. 
rejecting any absolute pre.te!,!se to 'having uncovered unchanging truths. 

Nonetheless, by acknowledging' critical epistemology as self - reflective 

and thus in development, there is no abdication to relativism. One set 

of goals with which to inform knowledge production is not equal to 

another; critical epistemology is a partisan epistemology. As Giroux - \ 

explai~s. in Theory and Resistance (1983 :19): 

l' 

/ 
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According to the Frankfurt Sehool, all thought and theory 
are tied to a specifie interest in the development of a 
society without injustice. Theory, in this case, becomes 
a transformative activity that views itself as explicitly 
politieal and commits itself to the projection of a 
future that is as yet unfulfilled. Thus, critical theory 
contains a transcendent element in which critlcal thought 
becomes the precondition for human freedom. Rather than 
proclaiming a positivist notion of neutrality, crltical 
theory openly takes sides in the interest of struggling 
for a better world. 

In recognizing that not only ls kno~~'edge sodally constructed, 

but socially constructAd within specifie power relations of (often 

antagonistic) social and economic interes~s, Giroux and '~arcus8 " 

consciously direct their epistemolQgy with a goal and vision which , 

necessar~ly conflicts with the dominant epistemological paradigms, such 

as 1iberal positivism (16), liberal relativism (17) and conservative 
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absolutism (18). For, while the dominant paradigms do contain liberatory 

moments, they are, according to Marcuse, co~structed out of 1nterests 
o 

which a~e partisa~, wittingly or unwittingly, to 'the other side' --that 

of capitalist relations of production, social repression and ultimately, 

the dehumanization of people. 

_.. What l have attempted above is a brief examination of Marcuse 1 s 

epistemological approaeh. l have attempted to situate tt within his 

Critical social theory, in general, and to present the former as a 
. 

logieal outcome of the latter . 

2.h. Mass culture, liberatory culture and human action 
-

As Hald (1980: 108) notes, the specifie transformation of 

capitalism and culture within the era of monopoly capitalism in North 

) 

, 
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America, in dialectical fashion, increasingly: 

- establishes a (false) harmony between public and private 
interests; 

- reinforces privitization and consumption orientations; 

- spreads an advertising aesthetic; 

- undermines indigenous working-class culture; 

- increases the domination of instrumental reason; and 

- manipula tes sexu~lity - leading to the general pursuit of 
false and limited wants and needs, repressive 
desublimation. 
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The outline ab ove serves to highllght the interrelation among the various 

facets of mass culture; an interrelation which weaves a totality as 

threadèd by the development of monopoly capitalism, and abetted by'mass 

production and consump~ion by virtue of capital's usage of the advanced 

technolog~cal means available. 

Rather than review the first five facets of the above effects and 

manifest~tions of the culture industry, already briefly discussed or 
, ) 

noted in the previous sections, l will attempt to presently set' t~é 

context for(an ~examination of the sixth facet, namely that of the 

manipulation of sexua1ity and the structure of needs by discussing the 

relation between culture, as theoretically understood in general, the 

historically specifie forro of mass culture, and contemporary human nature 

(19) . 
, a ~ 

Thus, more direetly than before, l will turn_to introducing the 

biological/ psychologieal/ social aspects of'the people who Mediate these 

effects and manifestations --the simultaneous subjects and objects of 

mass culture. This will be attempted with the aim of furthering an 

understanding of both the (often contradictory) praxis, of the popular 
1 

classes as weIl as their allies, in,relation to such conditions of 

:. 
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domination, and the potential of their present praxis towards one which 

is more consciously mediated, hence towards a less alienated'praxis and 

one which is more radical and consciously political. 

Just as monopoly capitalism is based on~ according to Marcuse, an 

irreconcilable social contradiction and thus ls a totality in movement 

towards reconstituting itself, so is it with the specifie forro of culture 

and ideology which it reproduces. While the specifie form and content 

created by the culture industry does indeed, as Marcuse laments, serve to 

negate the potential negation of monopoly capita1ism by the traditional 
'-

revolutionary subject (tne working classes) and other social groups, at 

no time is the potential negation of monopoly capitalism smothered to the 

point of disappearance. The contradictions created by and within the 

culture industry do not disappear; they ar~ present despite the funct~on 

of the culture industry of erasing such.contradictions. While 
. 

social/economic contradictions are ever-present and even m~~h intensified 

historically in North America, the culture industry does make tham more 
/ 

difficult to perceive and to act against by those people who actively 

mediate it. 

\ 
An implication of special impor~ance to social 8ducators

l
s that 

while the co~tradictions held within mass culture May be pedagog!cally 

useful towards exploding the myths of the culture industry and th s 

allowing an everyday life which ls more eonscioùsly mediated, thi cartnot 

remain the sole or ultimate goal and even focus of social educat! 

For, while Critical theory elevates the importance of everyday li 

hence not only life at the away-from-home workplace), lt nonethel 

recognizes that everyday life is dialectically structured by cap! 

relations of production. Crit~quing and transforming mass culture and 



" 

" 

c 

(\ 

\ 

the culture industry i8 indispensable for inètvidual and social 

transformation towards Liberation. However, mass culture or the culture 
, . 

1ndustry 18 a hi8torical symptom of a more basic cause, according to 

Marcuse, and as 1s well-substantiated by Braverman (1974). As social 

education 18 aimed ultimately towards the freeing of human productive 

activity, participatory socialist relations of economic production are 

required to transform alienated capitalist relations. For, as long as 

capitalist relations of production form the economic mode of society, 

individusl and social liberation will be' limited and subservient to 

domination as structured by alienated economic relations of production. 

Held (1980) questionably argues that the diffi~ultly of 

theoretically and practically transcending contemporary ideology is, it 

8eems, due to the changing structure of ideology by and in the era of' 

monopoly capitalism. 

The transition from autonomous to standardized 
Jpseudo-individualized cultural forms also marks a 
transformation in the nature of ideology. 1~e critique 
of ideology, as the immanent critique of an object - a 
critique which (to put it crudely) assesses an object in 
term~ of its own standards and ideals - i5 possible only 
in so far as 'ideology contains a rational element with 
which the cri tique can deal'. Cap~ taUs t exchange 1 for 
.example, can be assessed in l1ght of its own, ,substantial 
clalm to be just. But when people become 'objects of 
calculation' 1 as the consumers of the culture industry 1 

, then the ideology which informs this calculation 15 no 
longer simply false by its own standards -for it has 
none. lt represents nothing other than 'manipulative 
contrivance' . .. ldeo10gy 18 no longer just socially 
necessary illusion. Rather, it'is rapidly becoming a 
p1anned construct which duplicates and enforces the, 
status quo . (20) 

Be ~hat as it may. Reld's intetpretation of the Frankfurt Schoo1's 

sociology of ideo1081 seems to be bordering on the aba~donment of the 

dialectica1 materialism he so high1y regards and' sees as so central to 

J ., , 
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that School. Certainly, individual aspects of the ideology which stem 

from the culture industry, as isolated facts, may be devoid of a 

rational(ized) Ideal. However~ when one understands the reality of the 

culture industry. as part ?f the material processes which constitute it, 

ideology always has a dialectical and contradictory nature, one which 

bath enables and facilitates its critique and historical transformation. 

For, ideology can only be understood in relation to the totality which 

gives it reason, function and significance. 

Giroux, 1 argue, more successfully grasps the tnternal diaLectics 

of Marcuse's analysis of ideology, as weIl as those of other Frankfurt 

School members .. In Glro(ux' s assessment, contemporary cul ture and 

ideology are never reduced to an impasse, thus mor~)corfectly, l propose, 1 

interpreting the underlying theory which informs Marcuse's analysis of " 

ideology in advanced industrial society. Giroux quotes Adorno: 

l' 
(The conventional view of culture) overlooks what ls 

_decisive; the role of ideology in social confliet8. Ta 
suppose', if only methodologically, anything l1ke an 
independent logie of culture i8 to collaborate in the 
hypostasis of culture, the ideological proton pseUdOS 
The substance of culture: .. resides not in culture alone 
but ln relation ta somethiqg external, to the material 
life.process. Cul·ture, I\s Marx 'observed of judicial and 
political system~, cannot be~fully "understood either ln 
tarms of itself.,.or in terms'of the so-called universal 
development, of the the mind. 1.. To' ignol"El this ... i8 to 
make ideology the basic mattèr and to establish it firmly 
(Adorno, in Giroux, 1983: 22). 

Regardless of the condition of ideology and mass culture in advanced 

industrial society, Marcuse, as opposed to Habermas, never abandons the 

above suppositipIi, which Adorno states so clearly (Giroux', 1983: 26). 

Consistent w1th his interpretation, Giroux does not d1smiss the 

challenge prov~ded by Marcuse, Ado~no and Horkheimer regardin~ the degree 
1 

and extent of the influence of culture ~ndustry. While Marcuse 

"' 
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aeknowledges the con~emporary~nce of the work1ng classes as-the 

negation of monopoly caPi~, he regards this absence as superficial; 
~.-. 

other conte~~iy groups more, marginal to the culture industry may be 

'revolutionary', yet only insomuch as they may catalyze and link up with 

a widespread (organizedj socialist working class. 

Hence, Giroux admirably does nat hesitate to study working class 

culture as problematic yet dialectical. He sidesteps both ramanticizing 

it as a finished 'idesl' to be placed on a pedestal, on the one hand, and 

(with pessimism and elitism) vlewing it as totally eclipsed of truth. 

passion and vision. He critiques bath 'culturalist' and 'structuralist' 

Marxist positions, positing the weakness of each in their loss of sight 

of the dialectical relationship between their respective and distinct 

emphases. 

In spproaching the relation of culture and ideology as ~ 
experienced by the individual, Giroux substant~ates a dialectical view of 

. 
co~scio~ness by ~ituating working class consciousness, as well as that 

of other social groups, within his broader dialectica1 materialist 

theory. 

Whi1e Giroux fol1ows Gramsci in his interpretation of human 

behavior, l propose that it i5 Marcuse who best offers'substance ta it. 
, 

Giroux (1983: 146) argues that 

\ 

human beha~ior is rooted in a comp1ex nexus of structured 
needs, common sense, and critical consciousness, and that 
ideology ls located ln aIl of these aspects of human 
behavior and thought so as to produce multiple" 
subjectivities and perceptions of the world and,everyday 
life. That is, the referent point for the interface of 
ideology and individual experience can be located within 
three specif:f.c areas: the sphere of the unc.onscious and 
the structure of needs, the realm of the common sense, 
and the sphere of critical consciousness. 

.. 

1" 
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In Chapter Three. l intend to critically examine Marcuse' s approaéh to \ ' 

the first of these three spheres, namely that of the unconscious and the 

structure of nee"ds. This examination will be undertaken in relation tQ 

and will have implications for the realms of critical consciouaness" a,nd 

at times, of comon sense. 

3. Summary 

In this second énapter, l have examined Marcuse' s eapproacn to the 

structure of contempo.rary North American society. especially as rebted 

to Freire 1 s approach to societal structural relations, This examipatloh 

set the context for a discussion of Marcuse 1 s general th'eoretlesl 

approach to ideology, and his analyais of that iaeQl?gy which ia 

historically specifie to contemporary North America. l have briefly 

examined the latter with respect to his notions ,of technological 

rationality, mass culture or the culture indust,ry, as well as/of 

liberatory ,culture, including critical art, and of liberatory 

epistemolQgy, A brief analysis of the rèlat~on oI mass culture, 
\' 

libratory culture and human action was thefl 'offered, with the 

simult"aneous aims of expanding on the nature of ideology within Northr 

America, anl introducing the subject of the: following cgapter, namely an. 
'; 

examination of Marc~se 1;; ~proach te the realm of and the 

structure of needs. 
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Notes of ChJJpt'er Two 

1. Freire, related in a lecture during a plenary session of the 
Participl!.tory Research Oonference, University of Massachusetts 1 • 

Amherst, Mass., June, 1984. 

2. Freire, The Politics of,Education (1985), p. 88, as well as in severa1 
group discussions at U. of Mass, 1985. In 'particu1ar t, when animati.ng 
a group of Amherst-area community workers and" organizers, Freire l' 
encouraged them to collectively study ideo1ogy owing to its . t.I 

significant relevance. to their specifie context. . 
~' . 

3. Freire mentioned the importance of acknowledging the limits of one' s 
h1storical c9ntext and action, not only as a pedagogical tool for 
chal1enging them, but also as a means of offering a'(constructive) 
sense of s~cu~ity to those historic~l actors. At a community meeting 
in SpringfIeld. Mass., 198~. ' A 

. 
4. Fraire, in community discussions, Amherst, Mass., 1985. 

, 
5. Freire, in a dialogue with community workers at Springfie!d, Mass, 

1985. 

. 6. lt is recognized that Marcuse did not view aIl groups as being equally 
'i'tnbued f with the ideology:, perpetuated .by capitalist reiations of . 
product~on, and other structural relations of domination. See the 

, 'fo1lowing sections for elaboration. 

7. '&a~z~'~ert M~rcuse and~the Art of Liberation (1982), p. 179. 
, -Marcuse ultimately recognized the New Left as a s'Iliall and homogeneous 

force 1 ~ut -off f~ol1I sny sedous working c1ass base and 1acking' the 
vital syncllronization with liberation movements abroad. See Ka.tz, 
(tq~2), p. 183 for elaboration. 

8. Marcuse' s nc. tion of the culture industry ls shared with Max. Horkheimer 
and Theodor Adorno of the Frankfur:t' School. 

9. MarcuSe differentiates material and intellec:;tual or artistic culture. 
,See Held, Critical Theory (1980), p. ·80 . 

.. 
10. Jhè Frankfurt School' s initial usage of 'mass culture' gave way to 

th~ term f culture industry'. See HeId, Crit,iea'! Theory (1980), pp. 90 
and 91 for elaboration. f 

11. Similarly, the tension between the .individuel and his or her society 
wo~l~ be more fully, yet never comple.,tely, r_~concil'e~t".. 

, 1 

12. This may refer" to various co~texts: the requirements of the art 
, dealers w:f.thin capitalist commodification; the habituated expectations 

of consumers~ and so on. 

13. J ohri Gaventa 1 in a general addrèss et the Particïpatory Research 
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University of Mass.acpusetts, ~erst, Mass., June. 1984. 

r 

1~' House, "Educat~on/Sam.uel Bowles", ln FUSE, -Dec.-Jan. 1986. 

15. See Gramsci, Selec.tion 
elaboration of the. the 

the Prison Notebooks (1971). for a full 
cal concept of hegemony. 

16. For excellent crit~ques ot positivlst epistemology and culture, see 
Aronowitz, -rpe Crisis in Historieal Materialism (1981), and Giroux, 
Ideo1osy, Culture and the Process of Sehooling ,1981). 
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11. See J8!!Ies, Pragmatbm (1955) for a classic discussion of epitatemo1ogy 
from.the st~ndpoint of liberal relativism. See also, Morris, 
Existentialisîn in Education (1966) for a discussion of relat1vism from 
an Existentialist -perspective. 

, 
" 

18. Martin, Realiam in Education (1969) offers a discussion of 
epistemology," especially as related to considerations of education, 
from a conservative perspective. Also, see Chesterton, St. Thomas 
Aguinas (1956) for a conservative approach ta knowledge from. a 
religious perspective. 

\ 

19. That Marcuse, in referring to' 'humlln' nature, ';lrefers to the nature of. 
all people and not only the nature of the male gender,' is sorne times 
debatable. Indeed. that Marcuse sometimes focusses narrowly on men Ln 
defining ahd discussing human nature is especially evident in parts of 
his anàlysis of psyehoanalytic the ory . This points towa de a seve:.:e 
limitation of Marcusels Critiçal social theo;y, name1)' th t of his 
often andrpeentr:lc approâeh, despite his proêlaimed solida iey with 
the feminist movement of the 1970 1 s . 

. 20. Hel~, Cri:i,cal Theory (1980), p~' 106 and 107. Held, 
" Aspects of Sociology of the Frankfurt School, 1956. 
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Chapter Three: 

The Unconscious and the Structure of N~èds: 

Marcuse' s approach ta the psycho - sexual rea1m 

1. Intfoduction 

In this chapter, l will attempt ta examine Mareuse's approach ta 

the realm' of the unconscious and the structure of needs, and more 

specifica~ly, his approach to th~ psycho-sexua1 realm, as th~y are 
\ 

.. (j historically constructed- in the contemporary North American context. 

Finding the theoretical and historieal justification for extending a 
,) 

dialectical ideology critique and analysis to the psyeho-sexual realm and 

the structure of needs, Marcuse .transforma aspects of Freud' s cl;i.nical 

,and meta .. psychology by focussing on their relevance to the contemporary 

context of North America thr.ugh s~bjecting them to a well-honed 
", ...i/itiiIr 

dialect!cal materialist analysis. While largue that his examination of 

the realm of'che unconscious and the structure of needs suffers from 

be ing, at times, androcentric, l also nonetheless conclude that> if 
,; 

erit!cally evaluat:ed with referenclil èo the ab ove s~nificant shortcoming, 

his findings do have relevance and signifiCAlnt implications ,ta the work 

of social. education. 
.ti f 

, 
In achieving the aim of thiq chapter, 1 will first offer a briêf 

context of this study, and :then focus on Mài'cuse' s inten>retation of 
- .~ 

Freud' s psychoanalytic the.~ry, and in particular, Marcuse' s approach ta 

repression, in the.general sense, especiallyas it is partially 

constructed through unequal social power re~ati~ns within Ngrth Ameri.a. 

Woven into this studyat ~imes are possible imp lieat ions of such an 
1 

j::. 
\ 
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inte,rpretation for social education and 'liberatory praxis in North 

America. 

(; 

2. a. 'S~).ting the context 

Marcuse' s critique of ~the culture industrx., and the capitalist 

relations of production through which lt has developed, po1.nts toward the 

necessity of (self- )reflection and ideology cr,!tique in relation to 

(one's) needs, desires, experience,and unconscious process. He offers an 

exposition on how, and to what extent and forms th9se araas are medlated 

within the culture indust~ and rendered problematic in relation to 

liberatory thought and praxis. Marcuse conc~udes, in thé vein of Freire, 

that (permanent) cultural revolut1on 1s a necessary aspect of trul, 

radical social transformation. Unlike Freire, however, Marcuse provides 

significantly more depth and breàdth to his notion of cultural revolution 

specifically with regard to t~e study of che obstacles facing such a 

cultural revolution, of the (latent and actual) pos!!~ibilities of 

overcoming these obstacles, and of the-necessity of such resistanee in 
r 

the face of" domination as iF. i9 specificaU' manifested in contempor-ary 

North Ame;-i,.~a. 

Marcuse problematized~the popular acceptance of fascism th the 

1930's and 40's, the de-radicalization of socialist polLties ip Europe in 
l ,~ 

the mid-l900'~, as well AS the relative popular acceptance of, and fil , , 

adaptation to, the demands of monopoly capit~lism. For-, tracing the 
, 

changing context of industrial capitalLsm to monopoly capitalism (1) and 
1t ' . 

its structural effects on culture and labour Ls a matter distinct from 

~~e actual acceptance of these structural effects by those who 
, '", 

1 
participate in and Mediate such. culture and labour .. 

• 1 

• 
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1 

At the same Ume as Marcuse is looking for reasons for such a' 

p;pular acceptance of what W8S essentially against the interests of the 
l, 

popular classes and their allies, he 1s simultaneously searching for 

reasons for a future refusal of the demanda of monopoly capital~!m. He 

_. 1s- in search of defining the operatiomil or affirmative moment, with a 

view towards apprehending, raising the specter of and cat'alyzing the 
\ 

negative or subversive moment. Traditiona! Marxism had neglected this 

area of study, snd seemed hesi\tant to problematize the failure of one of 

-
,Marx's predictions, being ~hat of (class-conscious) proletarian 

revolution in -the industrially-advanced countries. 
- ) 

Marc"lse, in this specifie project, turns to~ards psychoanalytic 

theory, historicizing and otherwise creating a Marxist revision of it 

(2). Freud's theory, as a t~eory of socialization of the individual, 

provided.for Marcuse a materialist foundation for psycho-so~ial 

development in biological processes and -drives, as well as a dial'ectieal 

discoùrie (yet one laeking in historical rigour), and thus a theory which 
, 

to a great extent spoke the same language as" Marcuse' s dia,lectical 

materialism'. Marcuse attempts to apply more rigour to Freud' S own 
, 

d1alect1cal and materialist approach, ,taking Marxist categories 'as the' 
Q 

'basis ,for h1storic1zing it. Marcus~in do1ng so, effect~vely and 

simultaneously, yet not un~tically. made Marx's dialectical Q 

) , . -
materialism more rigorous with regard to the latter' s treatment of human 

, 0 C 

nature and of the subjective fac~~rs of social domination ,and liberation. 

\. 

If human beh,,!-vior and the intent:ionality which guides it- is 

partially rooted in the sphere of the unconsc1ous 'and the structure of ~ 

needs, and exists within and in relatio 

'" structure (as the interplay 

to a specifie historical social , 
l ':f 

een the infrastructural and f 
1 

"" " 
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-
superstructural realms), the question beckons: 'What 1a the hiatorically 

particûlar di81ectical relation between tihfl unconscious and the structure , ' 

of needs on the one hand, ani the' specifie conditions of dominatio~ 

within monopoly capitalism and its attendant culture 1nduatt:y on th~ . 
• 

-
other hand? 

1 
Marcuse set out to explore this question, and l will proe:eed by 

outlining and ex~ining some of his findings, wi th the aim of providing 

an enrichad 'theoretical basis of the dialectical relation between 
1 

suqjectivity anc! objectivity under monopoly capitalism, insomuch as 1t', 

me.y provide implications for the goal of engaging liberatory pol!tical 

l'pr.axis and means towards engaging it, particularly as catalyz8? by aoèial 
• 

education. 

\ 
2. b. Marcuse' s examination- 0.[ psychoanaLytic thaory 

In arder to guide our examination of Marcuse' s explore.tion o~ 

Freud (iS56 - 1~:ï39J J' it 1s of 'paramo~nt, importance to locate the tensions 

'" witbin Freud' s, psycholanalytic theory which Marcuse sees as releve.nt to 

bis own concerns regarding the dialectics of domination and liberation. 

A general teJlsion which Marcuse finds 1n Freud's theory ls the' 

dlalectic Freud posits between culture and the individual; ultimately, in 

Freud' s view, the two are antagonistic in that they each hold conflicting 
~ 

needs,and'demands. Freud claims that culture or human society requires 

the repression of many individual needs and the freedom to satisfy those 
, 

neads, - - indeed, cult4:t~al processès aim towards structuring the needs of 

" the individual through the general means of repre.sion, towards 

" 

S\1blim~tion. deflection and repreêsion' prop~r (3) in an attempt to qU8~1 

those aspects or: needs of the individual which are 1nimical to. the -

\ 

, ' 
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, 
maintenance and indeed the development of culture. Marcuse problematizes 

this tension which Freud posits within the context Qf the former's 
, 

concern for the desirability of social liberation which wou1d engender 

individua1 freed~m, includi~g the ma~imal freedom from social repression 

to s~tisfy individ~al needs. Simultaneously, Marcuse problematizes such 

-a tension in his search to understand the given con~ext of contemporary 

North Amerlean society, of which the repression of human needs 1s so 

inherent. 

Partieularly relevant in the contemporary historiea1 context for 
.' 

Marcuse is the dominant public approach of ~atalism towards social 

" 1iberation and liberatory praxis, as wel~ as towards analyzing 

cDntradictions between frustrated hum an needs and the claims of societal 

benevolence and societal freedom by and within contemporary instit~ions. 
" 

Hence 1 Marcuse questions whether this historically specific ~_society based 

IOn relations of domination and subordination May indeed sus tain such 

relations by structuring a~d managing the structure of needs of the 

individual through social and psychological / ins~inctual repression in 

BUCq a way that the need itself for freedom by the individua1 is 

repressed out of consciousness. Th,ts stands in contrast with Freire 1 s 

rellance upon Fromm'~ analysis Ofihe 'fear of freedom' (4). For, the 

latter e~ncept is ~pparentfy base on a recognitio: that the individual 

ls a~ar8 of wanting. the freedom t satisfy socially repressed needs, yet 

that individua~ is afraid of that freedom, thus avoiding it. 

Approaching such concerns, Marcu~e takes seriously the 
1 

matet'ialist/ dimensio~ of Freud 1 s psychoanalytic theory, thus viewing 

humans not only in terms of their historicity but a1so of their bodies . 

Thus, J-Iarcuse questions whether there is, given Frl!ud"s positing of the 
, . 
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deatn instinct (Thanatos) as complementary and antagonistic to the llfe 

instinct (Eros), a material basis of hope that humans, ~s active 

subjects, can and will negate the present (wnd future) conditions of 

domination. (5) Or, as Freud concluded, la the material basis of human 

natuFe, insomuch as humans are both biological and cultural beings, such 

that people are subtly yet surely to forsake true personal and social 

liberation?' If Freud was correct in his assertions related to such 

obstacles to persor .. 'il freedom and liberatory social freedom; that 18, if 

there is a material basis, l~cated dialectically in the structural 

relationship between the biological and the cultural spheres of human 

existence, to the above obstacles; then, 1. is it permanent, and 

immutable, thus leaving no recourse for hope, regardless of change or 

developments in~the structuring or organiz1ng of society?; and 2. if it 

1s not permanent, then what ls required to escape or reduce the hold of 

such a problematic material 1 aultural dialectic? 

-Po~ed another way, under what historical conditions would the 

di alec tic al relationship between the biological and the cultural spheres 

reduce its reactionary or counter-revolutionary tendency, and how are 

those specifie historieal conditions to be aehieved if they are not, at 

present, manifest? As well, if there is a basis of hope lodged withlb 

the dialectical relationship of. biology and sociality, then whst . , 

eharaeterizes this hope and how can lt be strengthened as weIL as 
t 

82 

rendered more pedagogically functional towards the end of 1ndivldual and 

social liberation? 

These questions are of ,crucial relevance to those work,lng ln 

sôcial education. For, it ls they wh~ are dlrectly, practically and 

purposefully concerned with the people who mediate the dls1ectic of " 
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dàmination and 1iberation through their lives. The work of social 

educators i8 with those people of the oppressed classes and groups, 

towards the strengthening of thelr liberatory praxis (lncluding ideology 

critique and the politieal action which lt simultaneously informs and 15 

l 

c4ta1yzed by), wl thin social change movements. Thh is functional '_ .. . 
towards the freeing of these people's' productive activity and the 

creation of a minimalil-alienated existence. Of equal importance, such 

questions may be direct1y useful to social educators themse1ves, towards 

their own self-reflection and 'immanent critique, especially in relation 

to their own educational p~axis, proper. 

2.c. Marcuse, Fromm, Freire and the realm of material relations 

83 

lndeed, as Bertell Ol~an's opening sentençe to Social and Sexua1 

Revolution loaates the book's object of study, namely "Why haven't 

wQrkers in the advancèd capitalist countries become class conscious?" 

(Ollman;l978 :3), Marcuse's study of Freud Is, to a great extent, 
-' . 

similarly inspired (see Geoghegan, 1981: 43). As Kellner (1984: 154) 

notes, 

.. 

In a 1978 interview Marcuse to1d me that he turned to , 
intensive study of Freud because he was aware of the 
absence in Marxism of emphasis on individua! Liberation 

" and thè psychological dimension. Marcuse claimed that he 
wanted to produce a theory that would explain why 
revolutionary consciousness had failed to develop and 
which could identify the subjective cond tions which Led 
indivïduals to conform to fascism, Stali ism and consumer 
capitalism . 

Marcuse takes seriously the notion that uch subjective 

conditions are not only dialectically relatêd to the external forces and 

contradictions of economic mâeeria1 reality, but also to tha.ë of the 

, \ 
internal or b101ogic41 material reality. As opposed to both Freire'and 
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Fromm (whom Freire often refers to in elaboration and justificat of 

his viewof the psychologieal sphere of humdn nature), he takes atance 

towards human nature whieh ls, l belleve, more rigourously tiCàlly 

materialist. Both Freire and Fromm, it seems, locate the 

materially-based variable in the definition of human nature in he 

exêernal environment, for example including the econom~c relati ns of 

production and cultural relations, and to a superfieial extent 

relations. Aceording to this outlook, if human nature is to b 

- transformed, it is towards thase realms that the dialectic of 

and action must be directed, through political a~tivity. Thro 

politieal activity, as both an end and a means, the 'true' nature of 
" 

humans is developed, expressed and experienced. 

Thus, for both Fromm and Freire, huma~~ture 1s historieal, and 

exists in dialeetical ralationship to the e~ternal material relatiors one 

partieipates in. lt is a1so to be remembered that for Freire, human 

nature ls an ontologi.cal, as well as historieal, 'vocation. Thua; as well 

as 'making' ourselves through our sooial and economie relations, we are 

by the nature of our very being self-directed autonomous beings directing 

our praxis against forms of destruction and domination, and towards forma 

of freedom, of solidarity and love. !.ris unqualified acceptance or 

belief is, perhaps, evidence of Freire's religious idealism (6): 

Marcuse, on the other hand, p~oblematizes the 'ontologieal 

• \ 

vocation' of humans as a cons~ruct which is inadequately grounded in the 

body. and undi.,ilectieal and abstract in its idealism. 
\. , 

His s.tudy of human 

\ ' 
natur~ led him to Freud's theory as one which ~rov1des a further material 

-
basis of buman nature. In the acceptgnoe,of Freud's pOBt.~920 instinctual 

~ . , 
model, Marcuse believed tbat he was m~king mor~ rigorous the 

, .,' 
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dia1ectica11y materia1ist nature of social psycho1ogy (Kel1ner, 1984: 

161). Indeed, 1 propose that Mat~use saw ~n Freud's positing of the 

dialectical relation between the 1ife and death instincts a more 

rigourous dialectical theory than that accepted by Fromm, as weIl ,as 

Fraire (7). 

Thus, while for Freire hope is historically and spiritually 

based, in relation to the material economic relation~ of production, , , 

.. ' 
Marcuse, in contrast, attempts to found his hope in the historica1, and 

,\ 

the material realm of not on1y economic relations of production, but also 

of the human body. For, along with the death instinct, Marcuse found a 

biological tendency which strove towards' unlimited freedom and 
~ 

satisfaction'. This provides fui.,--iilm---a--repository or, cache of hope in 

both the individual and in society, given the sheer weight and breadth of 

the nature of domination within monopoly capitalist societies. That this 

tendency or force is an active force sustaining pressure against its 
. 

repression, indeed lncreasing lts counter pressure or force with the , 

increase of repression, provides Marcu~e with (additional) reason to be 

hopeful. 
, 

Hence,. as Marx had previously attempt:ed, Marcuse, probes and 

-
attempts to find pope in the nature of and contradictions within the ., 

given material reality, this time expanding-the definltion and 'scope of 

materiai reality. Going beyond Marx in applying Marx's dialectical 

materialism, Marcuse (basing himself on psychoanalytic theory) enun~ated 
another primary material sphere of conttadictions which may Im~ 

though not independentIy, and ~ide individual and social reality. !bis 
., '- -

consid.r~tion 00f th'e body as a releyant material realm has been 

approached by many feminist social tneorists, in vari9us different ways 
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(e.g. O'Brie~, 1981; Miles and Finn, 1982; Chodorow, 1978; Jaggar, 1983), 

severa1 focussing on a (re·)cortsid~ration of psychoanalytlc th~ory in 

particular (Mitchell, 1975; Rubin. 1975; Chodorow. 1978,; Dinnerstein. 

1977), though not a1ways unprdblematically (Jaggar. 1983: 127). Several 
.. , 

of these feminist social theorists appear to argue, that mascul~nist 

social theory neglrcts such consideration of the 

social lnterest men as a group maintaln in the!r 

body because' of both the 
/ .. 

control over women' s 
\ ' 

bodies, and the relation of a1ienation with which men exist ·with reg~rd 

to the productive actlvities of childbea~!ng and, more historically.' • 

childrearing. ~ot un1ike many femi~ist theorists, as well as sevëral 

other social theorists, fl~ch as Michel Foucault (1978, 1980), Màrcu~e 

approaches ~he body and sexuality as polltical, constitut:ed Idthin power , 

relations 'of ~~tion and subordfnation, a.s well as with' the lntent ot 

liberatory politica1 goals. (8) 
1 

\ , , 

Several implications of Marcuse's more dialect1dally materialist 

~r:eading -of psychoana1ytic theory, 1. e. lts retention of the "death : 
~ 

" , 
instinct, as opposed to Fromm's stance, "as an instinct in contradiction 

co the Iife instinct, are relevant. ~irst, givcn 'the structur~i confliet 

of Éios and Thanatos as tt is r~lates to the 'outside' wor~d, lt lB not 
. .. 

necessarily given that changlng, the economic, ~olitic~l and cultura~ 

relations of society through collective prax the 
1 

'freeing' of human nature of aggressiveness: ,dest uctiveness, a~iety, 

guilt, unhappiness, and irrationali ty. (9) 
. ' 

For,' as ID ~edaJ,ly grounded , c. 

phenomena in the structure of the human ,psy.che and body, if they are 

'overlooked, then rto matter ,what changes may occ~r in the 'otner' 

(èxternal) material realm, liberation may either be incomplete~and/or 

'" 

,', 

b:etrayed. Yorded differently, if conflicts and contradictions (both ~ 
, -~ 

, \ 
.'! 1 

-.. 
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" antagonistic and reconcilable ones) are ~ot problematized and acted ~n in 

the realm of the psycho-sexual, then liberation itself may be both 

partial and plagued by the renunciation of liberation by a (collective) 

psychic structure which threatens to eounter liberation itself. This will, 

be briefly elaborated upon and examined, shortly. 

Second, if the 'internaI' matarial realm is ignored, human 

"" consciousness and behavior may be (uneonsciously) guided by the (h~dd8n) 
., 

, logic' of that realm - - alogie which no amount of dialogue, ln the 

traditional Freirean sense, or politieal action can surface and expose to 

critieal Mediation by the subjeets of that dialogue. People who 

consiste~tly act eounter to their immediate and long-term lnterests May 

not merely be 'preseribed' by the internalization of the oppressor, by 

Erich Fromm '/' 'fear of freedom', or simply by t~e common sense 'logte' 

engendered within and by monopoly capitalism. For, there may indeed be 

another 'inaterial '?'t'oeess in which such action (or the laek of it) iB .. ~ 

..... 
rooted; -and, if left inactively- or non-consc iously mediated, will 

function âialectically (and hence significantly) with the consciously 

-mediated conflicts and contradictions within the material process of the 

economic relations of productio as well as relations within the 
-.v 

superstructural realm whic 

SUCh~BSibility 
former have 'overdetermined' . • 

must, according to Marcuse, be taken 

seriously, given especially: 1. the problematie of the Marxist historieal 

~ subject (the working classes), along with other catalyst social groups, 

as historically not yet an effec tive force of negation of monopoly 
k ~ 

capitalism within industrially advanced eontexts; 2. a less than 

thorough, or unrigourous, dialectical materialist approàch to human 

nature and psychology as apparently adopted by many of those work1ng 
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within and for Überatory'social and political 1l10vements;, and 3. the 

historically recent 'irrational' mass atrocities and genocides (e.g. the 

destruction and murder of 30 million African Blacks through imperialist ' 
'" 

slavery, as well as of 6 million Jews across Nazi-occupied Europe during 

~ . 
the World War Two era) which Marcuse believes have .been insufficiently 

problematized towards the prevention of similar genocides in the present 

and future (e, g, nuclea,r war) (10). 

The psychie structure, "as dialeetically and materially re'lated to ~ 

the external obj ee ti ve his torica+ reali ty, fune tions, aecording to 

Marcuse '(as well as to Freire and Promm) , under the 'rule' of the 
/ \, 

\ 

contradIctions of domination. HoW'ever (to Marcuse the psychic structure 

• itself, being biologically. an'd dialectically grounded in Eros. and 

Thanatos, engenders and contains 'internaI contradictiops, 

possibpities and limitations relatively independel (f the 

conflicts, 

. , 
external h,istorically specifie obj ective real1 ty. Fromm and Ft:;eire 

apparently disagre,$ with this, as for them the psychic structure, while 

biologically based is so historical that it is 'high~modif'iabiel. 

Indeed,' Fromm seems tdJhistoricize the instincts to such a degree as to . ' 
malte their biologieal basis inconsequential. (11) This fault, it would 

t 

seem to be~ lies with an unàialeetical' v1ew of the biologieal and social 
41lI" . 
~ .es of tlle structure of the psyche. 

In interrelation ,wi th and by extension of the above differences 
,. 

between Marcuse on the one hand, and Freire and Fromm on the other, '\ 

Marcuse ple,eed a far greater relevance than does either ,Freire or Fromm, 

on sexuality and the problematic of sexual represslon as related to the 

subjective factors inhibiting economic, political and cultural 

liberation. As weIl, Freire and Fromm appear to ignore the contributive 

'. 

.. 
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) . - ..- -----./ factors of sexua1ity a~d its de-reprèssion towards lhdividua1 and, 
' ... ' 

impoZ:tant1y, social. liberation. From Marc\Ule' s standpoint, Fromm' s 
~ ~ .. <C 

de-empbasis on sexuality (while mis-understanding Freud's 
theory) also led to a neglect of the'antagonisma Freud 
uncovered between the individua1 and society, between the 
individua1's search for gratification and existing forma 
of civi1iza~ion. (parenthesis mine) (Held, 1980: 115) 
(12 )~ 

Having brief1y rev~ewfd and contrasted sev.eral aspects of 

Marcuse's approach ~o psychoanalytic theory and human nature with that of 
, 1 

FrQnÎm ' s, and 

of Marcuse' s 

by extension Freire's, l will continue with an examination 

V'\ 
prob1ematization of Freud's theory. 

" 
Freud he1d few reservations that-the answer to the question "Is 

, 
hUID<1n freedom and happiness possible'?". is no. al though he (for example. 

" 
in unelaborated and iso1ated conjectures, usua11y buried safe1y in 

footnotes) {)erhaps hatboure'd a mO\icum of speculation to the contrary. 

(13) In~eed, hi~ ana1ysis of the ~ationshiP between culture and the 

individ\.l,a1 pointed not on1y ta the 'inJbility of people to attain freedom 

and happ~ness, but also to thè inevitability of increasing individual 
. . 

~and thus po~entia11y colQectivized) expressions of anxlety, guilt, 

self-des-tructi"'eness and exteriorized aggression, with the 'deveiopment ,\ 

of society. Marcuse set out to examine the justification of Freud's 

pessimism, convinced that wh~le the (clinical) underpLanings of 
~ 4 

~ psychoanalytic theory were quite accurate, their full (socIal) 

implications were misguided by the latter's specifie social and class 

interests: and thus distorted by the affirmative moment of ideo10gy, 

functiona1 of domination. (see Held, 1980: 121; Geoghegan, 1981: 44; 

GiÎ'oux, 1983: 29-31; Kellner, 1984: 157) 

'. 
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. 
2.d. Freud's instinct theory: Eros and Thanatos 

Aecording to Freud's later or post -1920's psyehoanalytic. ~heory , ~ 

(from Beyond the Pleasure Principle (1,922) onwards), the biological" and 

psychie bases of human existence are rooted in two complementary.a~d 
, tI 

antagonistic drives, energies, instincts or tendeneies: Eros, or life, 

and Tha~atos, or death (see Brown, 1973: 4~; Geoghegan, 1981: 44 and 48; 

and Heller, 1979: 7). The theoryof these instincts, along with the 
• 

theory of instinetual repression, und~lie this examination of Mareuse's . 

reviàion of Freudian psychoanalytic theory, and, rather than fully 

elabo~ate on them, l will aB~ume familiarity with these theories by the 

readers of this thesis. To do otherwise would require elaboration beyond 

the framework and scope of this thesis. Nonetheless, a brief outline of 

tha~ theo~~ will.be int~rwoven into the discussion. 

The aspects of Freud's psyehoanalytic theory which are of immediate 

interest to the 'subject under study relate to its 'meta-theory' or 
~ . ' 

philosophiea1 and anthropologieal theory. These.aspects have been most ~ 

fully developed and ~~tieulated by F~eud in Civilization and its 
t 

Discontents. In it, Freud f,prwarded his views, based on his 

PSYChOan~lY!iC t~e09: on the dialectical relationship between the 

individual and "society. Ji, 

According to Freud, ln stark contrast to Freire, 

self-determined collective praxis directed against oppression Ln . ' 

solidarity with the totality of human!ty'is not enough to engender 

~eedom and happiness, and indeed may even result in more 'unfreedom' and 

tI 
more~nhappiness within the individual than prior t~such activity, as 

we1l as under the social conditions which existed previous to it. This 

1s, accord1ng to Freud, because Eros, or the life instinct, in such 

" 

" 

\. 
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activity, is betraying its quest or aim: lndividual'happiness (through) 
. . 

unrepressed sexual relations within,a qnLty of two people (see Freud, 
Ir • 

1930: 55). Indeed, this 'be~,rayal' 15 né-Cessary t'o coll.ective liberatory 

activity because it is direcbed towards unifying 'humanity' and 

developing altruism among all people (see Freud, 1930: 55 and 56). While 

the life instinct serves to unify or libidinally bind people into larger 

groups, this service is a subl~ation of it~ original aim. Much more 

~ 
significantly in serving as the cause of such a necessary betraya1 is the 

fact, ac~ording to Freud, that in order for peogle to survive i~ society, 

tney must perform work or labour to sustain themselves. This work, 

according to Freud, necessarily entails the significant represslon of 

libido, and thus ~xuality lS\ ~tructuted in such a way as to forro a 

• psyche which ls capable of renouncing instinctual (libidinal) 

gratification in the interest of being able to 'make a living' and to 

provide for oneself and onets society (see Geoghegan, 1981: 46). Such 

goals and activiti\S (i.e. the building of community, and especially 

labour) requi~e the repression, Ln the form of sublimation, of the 

immediate aim of Eros, thus having the effect of weakening its 

'neutr~l~zing' effect on the death instinct, hence engendering or 

releasing more aggressive or destructive tendencies within both the 

individu~l and society (14). Indeed, the situation Ls create~ wherein: 

. 1. sexuality is repressed (in tpe general sense) in the psyche; and 2. 
f • 

aggressiveness and a self-d~ructive tendency is released in the psyche. 

According to Freud, in the first case, the repressed erotic 
.' 

aim, subjugated into the unconscious process, equates its freedom 

(de-repression) with the individual's freedom and happiness. lt thus, ,. 
then, exerts a 'liberatory' force despite, or rather because of, lts 
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repression. 

In the second case, the repression of sexual energy, or libido, 

into a more 'cultural' sublimated direction effect~ the loosening of the 

d~ath instinct, due to ~he decreased availability of the life instinct to 

bind or a110y with it. This unbinding of~the death instinct strengthen~ 
#' 

its expression in the psyche (Geoghegan, 1981: 51 and 52). As l will 

outline be10w, this strengthening of Thanatos adds an additional sense 

and burden of uphappiness and unfreedom to that engendered by the 

repression of Eros itself, as offered in the first case above. Fo~, this 

releasing çf the death instinct is manifested as se1f-aggression, 

self-destructiveness or as more commonly known, guilt (Freud, 1930: 66). 

As such repression is internaI, both unconscious as weIl as conscious 

aggression cons.titutes the requ:lrement for guilt (Freud, 1930: 71). 

Thus, with the repression of the aim of Eros, which Freud 

regards as necessary to culture and its development, there are two , .. 
simultaneous pressures within the unconscious: 1. that of a yearning for 

freedom, for happipess, for liberation; and 2. that of a malaise, felt in 

the form of guilt (as explained above) and anxiety (as will be discussed 

further in section 2.h.) --indeed a pressure exerted on the ego 

indicatlng that despite what the consclous process Is aware' of, aIl is _ 

"not 'well. 

2.e. Marcuse's examination of the dialectics of repression 

To Freud, lt is unfortunate that such repression occurs, for, as 

it il necessary to him, it condemns 'man' to (at least an unerasable 
. 

feeling of) unhappiness and unfreedom, which Indeed increases in 

Intensity with the ongoing develepment of culture. However, to Marcuse, 
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in contrast with Freud, t~is repression and its attendant pressure., a. 

outl~~ed abo~e"have been redefined as both liberatory (négative or , 
( 

subversive) and o~pressive (positive 0+ operational) moments.in the 

context of the domination of monopoly capitalism. 

lt ~s a liberatory moment, accord in two .. 
»imultaneous but distinct manners in that e,present specific form of 

instinctual repression: 

1. produces unconsoious pressures or demands on the conscious which 

contradict chat which the conscious is predisposed (or 'prescrib~d') to 
. 

be aware of under the conditions of monopoly capitalism. Given the 

active mediation of monopoly capitalis~by those who partl~lpate in it, 

93 

the unconscious thus contradicts (and hence problematizes) the elaims of o 

that historically specifie mode of eeonomic relations and organization to 

true freedom and happiness, and by implication, to the satisfaction of 

the truè needs and interests of tnose subjects; and 
~ 

\ . 

2. conversely, supports their ~hunches', tendencies, thoughts and acts of 
~ . 

resistance which reveal that the alaims of monopoly capitalism are both 

false and lies~ 

The present form of instinctual repression, according to Marcuse, 

in Western industrially-advanced capitalist;contexts presents itself as a 

moment of domination, or as an affirmative moment, in that: ., 
( 
~ 

1. insomuch as the historieal structure of insilnctual repression ls I~ 

soructured and maintained within oppressive societal_relations, Lt 
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maintains.B conservative force on such social relations. (IThe 

uncQn~cious, as an active process which partially determiJes and 

contributes to meaning, aims and behavior of the iridividual, thus 

contri~utes to the hégemonic social domination. 
, i' 

Such 1 con~ributions 1 

inc-lude receptivity to and prescription by such ideology. \lIence, the 
. '~II 

affirmative moment of ideolosy is~tbcated in the sphere of the 
< 

unconscious, and as such is a conservatizing force in the iri~erests of 

94 

th.se who dominate, rather than the dominated, albeit mediating, subject; 

2. as the deif~mds of the repressed instincts are l'ocated in Fhe 

unconsci~us process, the y are not relatiVély available for conscious, and 

thus pot,:ntially critical and re~,istant, Mediation by the subject. For, 

$ by the very nature of the psychologieal process of repression and 

sublimation, the (content of the) uneonscioua ia' aetively kept out of the 

conscious process; and, 

3. the guilt engendered by tpe repression of outwardly expressed 
~ 

aggression results not only in tendencies towards self-destruction, but 
. 

is manifested in both the fear of authority, and the dominant moral code 

wh1ch 1s internalized by the super-ego pro~ess, as stfUctured by th1s 

guilt (see Freud, 1930: 74). Thus, as regards (even thoughts of and 

wishes for) liberatory praxis, this guilt works against its planning and, 

especially, eXécution. 

Given the dialectical relationship between the affirmative and 

';'" the ~egative moments of the present~tructu're of instinctual repression, 

the unconscious process is distingu~shed by its tendencies towards bath 

<> ' 

" 
" 

\ 
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conserving and towards subverting the social domination inherant to 

industrially advanced oapitalist soçieties. This dialectieity is based 
, 

not only on the actual dialectics inherent in instinctuel re~ression, nor 
( < 

on the dialectical nature of ideology as containing moments of domination 

and resistance, but also on the dialectical relationship between the 
, 

unconscious process and ~he conscious process. lt is this latter 
" , < 

relationship to which l will now briefly offer attention. 

While to Louis Althusser, the unconscious is seen to be a major 

location for the ideo~ogy of. domination, the relationship between ~he 

unconscious and the conscious is seen as determined in such a manner that 

th~ ability of the conscious proceas tO'actively mediate the ideology 

located in the unconsclous process ls decimated to thè point of the 

impossible. This, perhaps, is accurately' consistent with his ovérly 

structuralist, and thus undialectical, approach towards Matxism (see 
1 

l 

Giroux, 19~3: 129-119 and 147). In contrast, Marcuse stresses that the 
,. {"" 

above relationship is dfalectical and thus practica11y transcendable' 

(Giroux. 1983: 148). 
<5-

Thus. he iB able to sustai8 the conjectures made 

above that: -1. the conscious process is able to be aware '~i-both a. 
, 

malaise •. and the sense that there are needs of freedom and happiness that 

are not met by the current situation or definition of n~eds and their , 

fulfillment; and 2. that ideology which_is located in the unconscious 

process is indeed accessible to the conscious process. and thus 

accessible to intentional' mediation (and hence critique and resistance) ~-

by t~e subject, in the interest of individual and social Liberation. 

This dialectical view of the relationship bet~een the conscious ftnd 

unconscious processes is based, lt 18 argued, on a more accurate'read1ng 

of psychoanalytic theo~y. As weIl, 1t 15 based on a more materialist.and o ~ 

\ 

- 1 
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historiea1 reading of it, inso~ueh as through'the eonseious Mediation of 

dominatipn, people May historieally challenge the basis o~ the neeessity 
-

of 8uch' a (repressive) strueturing of )the instincts, g~ve~ the present . , 

mate rial resources, towards societal and psychie structures which are 

minimally repressive and functional towards the maximization of freedom, 
, , 

gratification and happiness. Thus, it is hot on1y the case that the 

uneonscious process is potentially accessible to and thus influential on 

the cottscious process, but also that the conscious process, ,as combined 

with collective liberatory political action, can potentially have the 

long term effect of radically redefining the structure of instinctual 

représsion, and thus influence the unconscious process. This point will 
~ .. 

b~- elaborated further on in this chapter. 

Having briefly sbmmari~ed the dialectieal relatio~ship between 

the affirmative and negative moments of the structure of instinctual 

repression, l will now continue to briefly examine Marcuse's revis ion of 

the social conclusions of Freud's analysis of the relationship between 

the- psychic structure and socie~. 

2.f. Mareuse's redefinition of Freud's conclusions 

Mareuse's redefinition, or the turning on the!r heads, of the 
• 

consequences Freud drew of instinctual repression i8 allowed by the . 
\ 

former's: 1. (relative) historici~ing of the prevailing ~tructure of 

instinctual repression (and thus of psycho-sexuality), as posited by 

96 

Freud as both 'normal', healthy and ultimately necessary, based on both a 

dialectical materialist analysi8 as well as on an analysis of the current 

historieal oapacity of' the industrially-advanced nations to materially 
'. 

sustain the pe?ple who partioipate in them with the available resources; 

l. 
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and 2. Marcuse's redefinition or refinement of the goals of the life 
t 

instinct and peath instinct. l wilf examine each of the two main araas 

in their respective order. \ ) 

,./ ~ .. 
, r .... ~ ... ''f r~ 

Marcuse makes Freud's theory more rigorous through hi~toricizing 
~ 

it, l)ased on concepts which Freud himse~f. offered or implied, as opposed 

ta distorting them beyond psychoanalytic recognition (15). As Kellner 

~emarks, much of the transformation of Freud's theary is based on a 

nMarxian modification" of Freud" (Kellner, 1984: 164). 1 will elaborate 

this within a brief examination of the main aspects of Marcuse's 

'historicizing' of Freudean theory. 

Adorno leads one weIl into such an examination. From hi~ 
'-:: 

"Soc!ology and Psycho logy " , he notes that 

Rigourous psychoanalytic theory, alive to the clash\of 
psychic forces, can better drive home the objeètive 
character, especially of economic laws as against 
subjective impulses, than theories which, in order at all 
costs to establish a continuum between society and 
psyche, deny the fundamental axiom of analytic theory, 
"'the conflict between id and ego (16). ., 

In Adorno' s condemnation, 'ab ove , of positivistic and neo-Freudian 
. 

theories of the psyche is lodged the emancipatory edge of Freudian 

psychoanalytic tbeory: the irreconcilabi1ity between id and ego; the 

pleasure principle and the reality principle (17); the demands of sexual 

gratif~cation, pleasure and individual happiness against the demanda of 

culture, such as it historically is, based on tOi1,~npredictability, 

scarcity~and thus tRe renunciation of fleasure. It becomes evident that 

Adorno, as weIl as Marcuse, group the super.-ego with the ego in this 

contradiction. The two represent, together, restriction of the 'id' in 

the seryice of 'culture'. 

• J 
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Based on the above contradiction, MarcuSe attempts to 

dialectically 8ift apart the irreconcilable and the reconcilable tensions 

within it. This is achieved by indicating that the contradiction is 

antagonistic under the present prevailing historical conditions, but not 

necessarily. sa under other realizabl~ historical conditions, those based ~ 

on a rational organizing of society, one ~ot based on personal and social 

domination. IndeecL, the latter is made possible, according to Marcuse, 

• 
-by the development of technology, insomuch that he believes that it has 

l, 
i" , 

(potentially) allowed the redundancy of alienated labour. 
cs. 

In other word'S, the possibility comes into view of humans 

functioning on a reconciliation of the pleasure principle wit!} the 

:r~ality principle, because the latter poses relatively few restrictions 

al} the former. However, thi-s, tens ion can never, according to Marcuse, be 

totally'reconciled, under any historical conditions. There will always 

remain, according to him, the necessary restraint of the id by the ego 

(although it is not ctear whether by 1;he superego as well) to allow the 

proc~ss of ind~viduation and the continuation of the human species. 

2.g. Surplus and basic repression 

Marcuse provides the categories of surplus and basic repression 

which serve to distinguish between what he views as the historically 

reconcilable and the irreconcilable aspects of the contradiction between 

the pleasure principle and the reality principle. Horowitz (1977: 2) 

conciselyand accurately introduces these categor~e~: 

Marcuse calls the -'-res'trBints 1 constraints and 
suppressions' necessarily involved in human growth and 
development 'basic repression', and those u,.nnecessary for 

" 
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anything other than' domination' surplus repreasion.' The-­
conceptual disentanglement of the 'basic' from the 
'surplus' aspects of repression is no simple matter, 
since they are empirically tightly intertwined. 
Nevertheless, it ia bne of the most important conditions 
for the Integration of the discoveries of psychoanalysJs 
and of historiesl materislism, th~~on of Freud sne< 
Marx. 

t ,-> 
Through unraveling those facets of libidtnal repression which sre 

'surplus',.1 from those which are 'basic', one msy: 

1. identify and understand more thoroughly those psychical factors 

(socially repressed) 'which structure and maintain a specifie organization 

or mode of psycho-sexuality, one which inhibits gratification of the life 

instinct, and thus causer. undue unfreedom, unhappiness, socially and 

self-destructive tendencies, and submissive (as weIl as authoritarian) 

personalities; an~, 

2. identify, support, and act within specifie terrains of 
f , 

socially-structured psycho-sexual repressions which are neeessarily 

politieal sites of struggle over power. These power struggles are 
, 

between: super-ego and id, as conseiously mediated by the ego, at the 
- \ ' 

level of the individual; and between potentially ttd presently 

progressive groups, and the guardians of the repressive status quo, as 

consciously mediated by the collective intentionalities of the'two 

opposing groups, at the social level. (18) 

The specifie reality which engenders such surplus represslon of 

sexuality is named by Marcuse the 'Performance Principle', the pr~vail1ng 

historically-specific r~ality principle or dominant trend. The values 

1 

/ 
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which drive this princip1e include: 

profitable productivity, assertiveness, efficiency, 
competitiveness; in other words, the Performance 
Principle, ,the ru1e of functiona1 rationa1ity 

~scriminating against 'emotions, a dual morality, the 
'work ethic', which means for the vast majority of the 
population condemnation to alienated and inhuman labour, 
and the will ta power\ the disp1ay of strength, 
virility. (19) 

Marcuse (1955: 34) out1ines that 

the modifications and def1ections of instinctual energy 
necessitated by the perpetuation of the monogamie 
-patriarchal family, or by a hierarchieal division of 
labour, or by public control over the individual's 
private existence are instances of surplus repression 
pertaining to th~ institutions of a particular reality 
prinelple (emphasis ris). 
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8y loeating these modifications of instinetual energy within an organized 

scarclty (the consumer economy) as opposed to genuine scareity, Marcuse 

feels justlfied in the above quota to name the eited institutions as 

surplus-repressive (Marcuse, 1955' 37; Brown, 1973: 94). lndeed, the \ 

ab ove institutions are perpetuated not only because of the 'development' 

of culture, as Freud believed, but because of the historieal development 

of ,domination (Marcuse, 1955: 36 and 37). lt 15 evident that in the 

above quote from Marcuse' s w6rk, Ero and Civili~zation , he relates the 

relations of patriarch~l sexual organi~ to those of eapit~list 
labour to those of the state and the i~~vidual, and finally as no"'ted 

abÔv~, to the organized relations of scarcity. lt is in the nexus of 
-., , 

these relations that Marcuse locates social dominatio~, and hence aspects 

of its dialectical negatiqn, liberation. 

\ 

Using the. reference point of the organization of sexuality. l 
, ' 

will proceed with an elucidation of the matrix of the above relations. 

Gad Horowitz's Repression (1977) will be pivotal towards serving to 

/ 
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inform this discussion. 

l will organize this examination by positing five dialecticàlly 

interrelated aspects of Marcuse's theory of the repression and liberation 

of seKuality. While serving to outline his theory, l propose that thue 

five aspects of it save such a theory from lapsing in ta the 

oversimplication and ultimate )onservatism of Many of those who have 
.' J 

attempted to argue for a liberated sexuality, perhaps most notably Norman 

O. Brown (1959) and Yilhelm Reich (1974) 

These aspect~, which will be examined in respective order, are: 

1. the extension of the liberation of sexuality to the de - repression of 

pre-genital sources of gratification; 

2. the extension of (a redefined) sexuality to eroticize all spheres of 

human social aad economic relations; 

3. the necessarily collective nature of sexual de-repression; 

4. the necessity of libidinal de-repression extending into a social 

-
struggle against, and transformative of, oppressive social and 

, 
economic relations; and, 

Y'" 

5. the notion of repressive de-sublimation. 

1. Sexuality in contemporary ~orth America is generally organized as 

heterosexual and genitally defined.(20) Of the Many factors which 

structure this organization (via repression) of libidinal energy, perhaps 
. ~ 

the most significant one is alienated labour (Kellner, 1964: 166). As 

Marcuse, albeit with his patriarchal focus, remarks, 

Men do not live their own lives but perform 
pre-established functions. While they work, they do not 
fulfil their own needs and facultles but work in 
alienation. York has now become generd , and 80 have 
the restr.ictions placed upon the libido: labour time, li 

r 
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which i8 the largest part of the individual's life tim~, 
18 painful time, for alienated labour is absence of 
gratification. negation of the pleasure principle 
(Marcuse, quoted in Kellner, 1984: 169). 

What is necessarily repressed in order to sus tain this alienated 
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labour is pleasure deriveq from the pre-genital modes of sexuality. Such 

modes of gratification, on a collective or social level, are rep~essed 

accord1ng to Marcuse because 

They establish libidinal relationships which society must 
ostracize because they threaten to reverse the process of 
civilization which turned the organism into an instrument 

\ of work (Marcuse, 195': 46). 

Accord1ng to HorQwitz, 

Surplus repress10n stunts the human capac1ty not only for 
directly sexual pleasure but a1so for its derivitives, . 
the aim- inhibi ted a~d sublimated pleasures of love and 
work .... Crue l,al to Marcuse' s argument is the proposition 
that increasing repression begins to weaken Eros at the 
point where it has become surplus rather than basic 
repression. lt is surplus repression that dries up the 

.instinctual (directly sexual) reservoirs of cultural 
activity and of affection. According to Marcuse the 
relaase of free aggression and the stunting of the­
affectional capacities are the functional prerequisites 
of class society: affection would interfere with the 
impersonality and discipline of the alienating division 
of labour, and unbound aggression ls the essentlal fuel 
for the conquest and domination of internal and external 
nature. Surplus repression of infantile sexuality 
results in the internalization by human beings of a 
generalized restriction on pleasure - pleasure in 
sexuality, in friendship, and in cultural activity 
(Horowitz, 1977: 68). 

Specifically, what is predominantly left sexually and socially 

unrepressed, as structured by such surplus-repression. is monogamous 
~ 

heterosexual genitallty. What had begun in early childhood, accordlng to 

Freud, as a sexuality which could be gratified witb both or either female 

and male (e "g. the mother, the father and the infant her or himself), and 
~ 

. 
' .. 
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diffused through multiple zones of the body W81 later to be rapr •••• d and 

thus localized, rejected and degraded (Horowitz, 1977: 82). Restated, 

Ke1lner (1984: 168) provides that 

Marcuse suggests that in order to ensure conformity to 
-the requirements of the labour system, there was a 
desexualization of the body and a 'subduing of the 
proximity senses'. Restrictions wer~ put on sexuality. 
and sexuality was put ,in the service of reproduction. 
Certain sexual acts, like oral or anal sex and 
homosexuality , which did not serve reproduction, were 
tabooed. Further, sex was channelled into 'monogamie 
reproduction' within the structure of the family. Pre­
and extra-marttal sex were also prohibited (see also 
Horowitz, 1977: 180). 

Gad Horowitz (1977: 93) reinforces~ and expands on this, especially ~l~h 
(~ 

regard to the patriarchal relations structured by (or r~ar, perhaps, 

which results in) this specifie organization of sexuality: 

'J.. 

In the genital embrace ... sorne of the activity of the 
female is surrendered, as it were to the male, and sorne 
of the passivity of the male is surrendered ~o the 
female .• The desire for the aenital embrace presupposes 

_some movement away from the equal bisexuality of infancy 
in the direction of an intensification of activity 
(renunciation of passivity) in the male and of passivity 
(renunciation of activity) in the female. Insofar as 
genital embrace becomes the sole7means of sexua1 
expression, the entire libidinal organization of the 
woman is in some sense thrown back onto its passive 
desires and that of the man onto its active pedres. But 
restriction of sexual activity to the genital ~mbrace is 
a requirement not of maturation but of surplus represaive 
civilization. 

and, that 

Only an extremely surplus-repressive society makes use of 
the image of active penis in passive vagina as a model 
for the de\ielopment of' the total sexuality and 
personality of the man and women and punishes al1 
deviations from this modal as .' perverted' , 
'maladaptations to the ·biolo,ical function.' (21) 

Marcuse, as elaborated on by Horowitz, recontextualizes Freud', 

.> 
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notion of polymorp~ous perversity. To Freud, the collective, and thus 
t 

social, repression of polymorphous perversity, that is of modes of 

sexuaUty and sexual gratification which #lre pre-genital, is an i .. "'" 

~ , 
unfortunate, indeed sometimes unjust and cruel, but yet seemingly 

1 

necessary social condition for the 'development' of culture (22). 
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Indeed, for Freud the maximal development of mental.health culminates in 

genitality, with the req;isite~u6~SfUl repression of pre-genital modes 

, 
of mental operation. According to him, this is univ&rsally linked to the 

successful repression of pre-genital modes of sexual desires and 

gratifications. As Freud wrote in "Group Psychology and the Analysis of 

the Ego", 
\ 

In the process of a child' s development into a mature 
adult there is a more and more extensive integration of 
his personality, a coordination of the separate 
instinctual impur~es and purposive trends which hà1e 
grown up in him independently of one another. Thé 
ana1ogous process in the domain of sexual life ... (is) the 
coordination of all the sexual instincts into a 

,definitive genital organization (23). 

To both Marcuse and Horowitz this is b~t another universalizing by Freud 

of a historically particular problem (see Horowitz, 1977: ~5 and 66). In 

his more philosophical works, Freud supports his c1aim by positing that 

such sexual repression is necessary to allow people to support toil and 

(thus) to keep intact civi1ization, which might otherwise be thrown into 

chaos if a (collective) de-repression of sexuality occurs (Freud, 193~: 

51; see--'~o' Kellner, 1984 i 186). Marcuse and Horowitz both view such 

toil in the present as a condition of organized scarcity and domination, 

and thus of unnecessarily (from the point of view of the totality of 

society) a1ienated labour (Marcuse, 1968: 261 and 262; Ke11ner, 1984: 164 

and 165; Horowitz, 1977: 187). While such a de-repression of sexuality 

.' 
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would certainly, according to Marcuse, facilitate the overthrow of 

capitalist labour relations, such a feat would not create chaos (as Freud 

feared) but the conditions for êreating new labour relations which would 

transcend the alienated labour and everyday life of capitalism (Kellner, 

1984: 183 a~d 186). Kellner (1984: 182) asserts that ultimately, 

(Marcuse) stresses that this transformation of sexuaIity 
would be a result of radical social change and would lead 
to a defusion of sexua1ity rather than an expl9sion. 
Within a repressive society, a sudden release of 
suppressed sexuality mlght lead to an orgy of sex mania, 
but in an non-repressive society. Marcuse argues, sexual 
energy could be channelled into creating eroticized 
personalities, non-rePFessive institutions, and an 
aesthetic-erotic environment. 

Horowitz renames Freud's polymorphous perversity as polymorphous 

genLta1ity in recognition of not on1y the possibility of the combination 

of a mature polymorphous sexua1ity and,a mature genital mental 

organization (which Freud disagreed with) , but the ultimate desirabl1ity 
\ 

of it (~orowitz, 1977: 71 to 77 and 187). 

A~cording to·Horowitz, a genital organization ~sexuality which 

does not exclude sexual activity which ls pre-genita1 prior to genital 

embrace, is to be distinguished from polymorphous perversity. This is 

because in the former case, such pre-genital or polymorphously perverse 

activlty 18 always 'fore-pleasure' and thus merely a detour on the way 

towards genital embrace. Horowitz turns on its.head the apparently 
p 

neo-Freudean location of e~clulively heterosexual genitality as the, 

'normal' and 'healthy' disposition. For he locates the essence of 

perversity not in "the hypertrophy of some non-procreative form of sexual 

activity. but in the eJ;tclusivity of the sexual aim." Cont1nuing, 

r 
Horowitz notes that 

1 



c 

c 

Our society defines a sexua1 act as a perversion 'if it 
,has given up the aim of reproduction and pursues the 
attainment of plea!fure as an aim independent of it' 
(Freud, 1917,"316). But the 'essence of perversions' in 
the psychoana1ytic sense, according to Freud, is to be 
founçl 'not in the extension of the sexual aim, not in the 
rep18,c~ment of. the genitals, not aven always in the 
variant choice of the object (homosexua1ity) , but soley 
in the exc1usiveness (Freud's emphasis) with which these 
deviations are carried out,', .One component instinct has 
gained the upper hand", 1 t, , ,18 ei ther the on1y one 
observable or has subjected the others to its 
purposes' (Freud, 1917, 322-3). (in Horowitz, 1977: 69 and 
70), 

And, according to him, this exclusiveness functions to "bols ter the 

. \ 
patho1ogica1 defences against the others; it is counterphobic 

pseudo-sexuality with Uttle or no consideration for the partner. n 
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(Horowitz, 1977: 78). lt is\ in this context that he argues, although not 

simplistica11y, that, "In fact, much apparent1y normal adult genital 

sexuality is counterphobic, and thus simi1ar to perversion" (Horowitz, 

1977: 69), His renaming of polymorphous perversity as po1ymorphous 
. 

genita1ity is thus truer to a historicized yat still faithfu1 reading of 

psychoanalytic theory. 

Horowi tz, though, does not read into Marcuse' s account of the 

l1berati0t;V of sexua1ity a necessary disbanding of forms of genita1 

sexua1ity, According to Kel1ner (1984: 431, ftn.46), 

In Horowitz's view, rather than,disp1acing genital 
sexuality by pre-gential sexuality, Marcuse is advocating 
activation and intensification of ' all erotogenetic 
zonas 1 ••• Rather than strai t - j acketing Marcuse into an 
either/or model of sexual advocacy. (i.e. either 
non-gentia1 'polymorphie perversity' or straight genita1 
sex) , Horowitz suggests that-Marcuse's Ideal advocàtes 
~ enlarged and intensified activity. 

Geogaghan (1981: 57) elaborates: 

To abandon exclusive heterosexuality in favour of 

.-
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exclusive homosexuality would be to miss the point, which 
is to libidinize the organism and- lts env~ronment by 
transforming sexuality into Eros, in which the erode 
impluse would not be partial (i.e. centered exclusive1y 
on obj ects such as the geni taIs, members of the opposite 
sex. etc.) but a11- encompas s lng : the body in i ts 
entiréty; al1 individuals; the whole environment. 

Having viewed Marcuse' s stance towards the liberation of 

sexuality ~s related to the de-repression of pre-genital sexuality, l 

will proceed to discuss Mw this freeing"<lf libidinal energy 18' se~n by 

him as necessarily entering in and infusing a11 social and economic 

relations. 

2. For Marcuse, such a de-repression or de-sublimation of libidinal 

If 

energy would necessari1y go beyond the body for gratification and demand. 

" He attempts to reconcile the,whole of social activity to the biologieal 

aims of the libido, in order that the individual would be gratified in 

accordallce with her or his biologieal and erotic need for pleasure and 

'gratification. For. it is indeed a symptom -of social domination that the 

demand for pleasurable and gratifying activity i8 redueed to the spnere ~ 

of (even a high1y repressed and disfigured) sexuality, 

Under the Performance Principle, sexuality and eroticism 

become defined and accepted as a local phenomenon (genital heterosexual 

sex) 1 rather than an aim, approach towards, and criterion for judging the 
'*" 

rationality and goodness of, the totality of living. Much as the search 

for an aesthetic which goes beyond thè realm of art and makes demands on 

all facets of living, this is a search for an eroticism which infuses all 

aspects of societal relations and modes of economic and social 

organlzation (see Kellner, 1984: 168 and 189). 

" 

,1 

/ 
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Libidinal energy demands gratification in aIl realms. As Kellner 

(1984: 161) remarks, 

A liberated Eros (instinctual energies which seek 
pleasure and gratification), Marcuse claims, would 
release energies that would not only seek sexua~ 
gratification,- but would flow over into expanded human 
relations and more abundant creativity. The released 
Eros would desire, he suggests, a pleasureable 
aesthetie-erotie environment requiring a total 
"restructuring of human life and the material conditions 
of existence. 

,It is sueh that the aims of Eros must b~ repressed in order to 

engage alienated labour. Marcuse calls for the eroticization of 

personal, social, politieal and economic relations, and significantly, 

rationality and reason itse~. Thus, to him, ~ll human activity would be , 

guided by the aim of maximizing gratification and pleasure in accordance 

with Eros, continually binding people in larger and larger union of 

libidinal bonds. We have seen that polymQrPhic genitality would 

- . 
faeilit~te the overthrow of capitalism because of ~ d;mands of 

de-repressed libido in the face of alienated labour. lt is Just $0 

becaU8e such a release of libido extends over the terrain of sexuality 

into aIL other human activity. 

A minor diversion from the aim of our discussion becomes 

neee~sa~. For Marcuse, while believing that searclty in industrially 

1 advanced societies is organized in the interest of a minority owning 

class, '18 nonetheless faced with the apparent problem posed by the 

contradiction of the de-repr~ssion of surplus- repressed libido, on the 
-- 1 - ~ 

one hand, and the ability to perform any type of work which delays 

pleasure or grat~fication on the other. For, -i~ the plessure principle 

demanda only gratification, how would any type of work or cultural 

... 
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jeconomic activity which demanded the, postponement of instantaneous 

libidinal gratification be tolerated? Would not such activity still be 

necessary in a post-surplus repression society? 

Kellner (1984: 178) approaches this prob1em by quoting Marcuse: 

Marcuse c1aims that the unreleased Eros would evolve' 'new 
and durable ~ork relations', new social relations and a 
new erotic reality. This non-rèpressive civilization 
would transform 

"the human existence in its entirety, including the 
work world and the struggle with nature ... The 
strugg1e for existence then proceeds on new grounds 
and with new objectives: it tums into the concerted 
struggle against any constraint on the free play of 
human facu1ties, against toil, disease and 
death."(EC( p. 157) 

This transformation presupposes a reversaI between 
working time and free time, or labour and play. 

He also correctly notes that: 

Marcuse assumes that a\ more restrictions are taken away 
from the instincts and as they freely evolve, they will 
seek ' lasting gratification' and will structure 
relations that will make continuaI gratification 

" ~ossible. In this way,'Eros redefines reason in his own 
terms. Reasonable is what sustains the order of 
gratification' ... . 

He even suggests that there might be elemènts 
within instinctual life itself which would defer and 
postpone immediate gratification, if only in the 
interests of-more intense, enhanced pleasure later 
(Kelln~r, 1984: 179 and 180). 

It is evident, then, ~hat non-repressive de-sublimation of libidinal 

energy is compatible with play (24) as wel1 as work which ie not 

alienating, but rather self- and coiiectively-directed, and freely 
... 

chosen. Horowitz (1977: 167) elaborates: 
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Free1y chosen, pl~asurab1e work involves a 'dialogue 
re1ationship'(Milner, 1957) between the 1nterna\ and 
externa1 worlds of the the worker ... In and through th~s 
reciproca1 interchange, infantile wlsh-fu1fi11ing 
fantasies are brought into relation with 'the solid 
realities of the external world'; theyare thuB 

- / 
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1ntegrated into adult secondary process thinking; tpey 
are simultaneously displaced onto external reality and 
modified, neutralized ..• 

When the dialogue relationship with the external 
world - a relationship Marx called 'labour' or 'praxis' ~ 
1a interfered with, a result of the ~xt~tnal world's 
incapacity to relate~o human desire, ... the result is 
'dictatorahip of the external world' (Milner) - tyranny of 
the object, alienation of the worker from his or her own 
labo~r and its products. 

Ultimately, freed from the Performance Principle, 'productivity' would 

cease to be repressive, and instead, as Marcuse writes, wou1d serve a 

function which "impela the free deve10pment of ind:f.vidual needs." 

(Marcuse, quoted in Ke11ner, 1984: 191). 

Hence the contradiction raised at the outset of this brief 

"'diversion is mere1y an apparent one; Marcuse has not reconciled i t, for 

it never, according to him, required reconciliation in the first place. 

Rather than twisting psychoana1ytic and Marxist theory beyond 
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" 
recognition, he seems to arrive at,a logical extrapolation of both which 

. 
together merge in their utopian implications. 

Consistent with Marcuse's notion of the political economy of 

instinctual energy, the release of libido. tied up by surplus-repression 

would stren~hen the life instinct to the de triment of death instinct 

(see Marcuse, 1968: 258; also, Kellner, 1984: +62). While, then, the aim . -

of the Pleasure Principle would challenge that of the Performance 

Prlnclple, 'such a challenge would be met with less resistance, for the 

binding of the death in~tinct by a strengthened Eros would result in less 

guilt regarding the overthrow of the status quo situation of domination. 

The subversive moment of-the return of the repressed (the de-sublimation 

of sexuallty) would defuse. bind or neutralize its ~eactionary moment 

(the re·instatement of the primal father on the phylogenetic level, as 
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further explained in the upcoming section 2.i.; as well as the 

predominant prescriptive relation to autho~ty on the more existential 

level, due to guilt). l 

3. Marcuse goes beyond an individualist humanism by éa1ling for the 

nec~sity of the collective nature of such a liberation of sexuality. 

Clearly, to reduce such a "liberation" to the individual level would have 

little effect upon challenging social structures ,of domination, and would 

easi1y fall into the liberal humanism which issues calls for the 

possibility of the 1iberation of the individual in the midst of social 

domination. Geoghegan (1981:57) writes that 

Such a transformation must be a total and collective 
affair if the po1ymorphous perverse nature of sexuality 
is to unite and not to isolate. 

As well, Kellner (1984: 184, and quoting Marcuse) makes char that 
1 

Marcuse believed that • 

As an isolated individual act, released polymorphie 
sexuality might lead to merely individualistic pleasure 
that strengthens the existing repressive society; 
eonsequently, an emaneipatory release of Eros 'must be a -
supra-individual proc~ss on common ground' . 

4. Marcuse sees the necessity of such a collective de-sublimation of 

libidinal energy as extending into the social strugg1e over power, 

ag~inst a repressive order of domination tawatds a social order confluent 

with the aims of Eros. While 1 have demonstrated above that such an 

accompanying struggle would be facilitated by the '100sening' of 

libidinal energy, it need not necessarily result in such a struggle. 

For, tt is certalnly possible to envision small rural communities of 

* middle-class urban people who have 'opted-out' of the fast·pac~d city 
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life, peacefully co-existing unantagonistically with the rest of society, 

and enjoying a de-repression of sexuality. Kellner (1984: 184) contrasts 
, 

Wilhelm Reich's theory of sexual liberation with that of Marcuse in this 

regard: 
) 

• 

While Reich's theory can be interpreted as a programme of 
sexual therapy to increase sexual pleasure within the 
existing society, Marcuse is proposing thoroughgoing 
social change, and ar~ues that the full potentiality of 
Eros can only be released as part of a process of social 
transformat"ion. 

lt becomes apparent here that there exists a certain tension and 

anomaly held wiehin Marcuse's approach to sexuality. For, organizing 

against the power of social domination takes tremendou& and exhausting 

work (as many engaged in the task believe), which however much combined 

with social events is certainly ndt predominantly libidinally satisfying. 

Faced with the values and practiëes of life ùnder the Performance 

Principle, Marcuse hesitates, in contrast to Fromm, to place the 

'productive hum an , as the deve10pmental aim of humankind. For, that aim 

simply converges with the Performance Principle, thus sustaining it 

rather than posing a challenge to it (Kellner, 1984: 191). Marcuse 

prefers, then, to ste people as aspiring to a type of peaceful 

_ receptivity. Yet, he also poses the necessity of radical poUtica..l 

action -. indeed political struggle .- in the face of the Performance 
e 

Principle, and surplus·repressive society in general (Marcuse, 1968: 236; 

also, Katz, 1982: 79). The latter activity requires, as made explicit 

ab ove , individual and social praxis which, according to his views on 

politieal strategy (which include violent revolution), seem to be in 

confliçt with an Orpheus-type existence. 

While this contradiction is apparent in Marcuse's theory, he 
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does, at times, appear to attempt to reconcile it. For, •• pecially 

during the student movements of the 1960's, Matcuse glorified t~at 

" 'social praxis', poetically termed by him as 'The Great Refusal', which 

elearly broke with the Performance Principle. Marcuse appeared to be 
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involved with redefining politieal praxis and struggle, maintaining that 

perhaps the dominant approach to them was itself infused with and thus 

vietim to the Performance Principle. Noneth~less, with the advent of the 

mid-1970's, Marcuse appeared ta maintain that such politieal activity, 

though indeed challenging the Performance Principle ideologLcally, was 
>'. '\ 

Indeed\, Marcuse' Si , \ 
not enough to challenge the economic basLs of Lt. 

la ter approach appears bo contain the seeds of Freire's r~cent insist~nce 
that if a group of people have the utopian desire to redefLne power, they 

must first take power from thOS$ groups or classes who at present 

predominantly define and maintain the status qUO (25) Be that as it 

may, Marcuse's search for a revolutionary praxis which could manifest, 

embody and enhance his call for an eroticization of social relationp on 

the one hand, and effectively challenge dominant class and social 

interests on the other, beckons a realization of such a praxis in the 

contemporary context. 

5. AH 'Ol Marcuse' s beliefs examined above regarding a liberatory 

sexuality-as organized within the above four interrelated aspects of his 

the ory , would be either nullifed or rendered extremely problematic 

without his notion of repressive de-sublimation, and ultimately, ,he 

contextualization of his theory of sexual liberat10n within ~is over&ll 

criticak theor,y of industrially-advanced capitalist society. For, 

without such a g~ounding in the existential contemporary conditions of 
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1 
this context, his posit1ng of repressive de-sublimation and the 

collective de-repression of libido would have fat least tentatively) 
, 

proved to be a benign adj us tment to and, in s,Ome cases, a reae tionary 

response towards eontemporary domination. For, jm,.- this eontext, the 
1 

social restrictions on sexuality/have lessened eonsiderably sinee the 
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Vietorian Era, and even since the 1950's. (26) This has occured despite 

inc •• a.ed pradu.tivity and t~ exponential advancement 0t(techn010gy to 

further reduce alienated labour, on the one hand, as weIl as increased 

social domination and monopolization of economic control by the owning 

class, on the other. Kellner (1984: 179) realizes this dialectical trend 

The more viable the ~ssibility of eliminating alienated 
labour and surplus repression, the more rigid, Marcuse 
believes, is the opposition of the system to radical 
social-economic change. To conta in the possibility of 
emancipation and to maiotain the status qUO, the society 
becomes increasingly totalitarian, establishing new forms 
of social contro1. 

,. 

However, if this were fully true, how then could sexuali ty be 50cia11y 

and structurally de-repressed under such conditions? 
of 

Would not tfie 

opposite occurrence be in effect? Marcuse overcomes this problem by 

sÜuating sexuality within his analysis of the diffusion of "domina,tion 

into the totality of human relations and l1fe activity, as most fully 

elaborated in One Dimensionsl Man (l964). Thus he could forward the 

concept of repressive de-sublimation, insomuch as 

while the opportunites for sexual freedom are extended, 
~t the same time this de-sublimation is directed into 
prescribed institutional channels, and one of the effects 
is to restrict the aims of sexu~lity to modes and forms 
which reduce and weaken erotic energy. Sexuality. ~ .can 
be integrated into commerce and industry, entertainment 
and advertising, polities and propaganda. "To the degree 
to which sexuali ty ob tains a def1ni te sales value or 
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becomes a token of prestige and of playing according to 
the rules of the game, ... it is itseU transformed into 
an instrument of social coh~sion." (Brown, 1973: 160, and 
quoting Marcuse). 

Repressive de-sublimation is the co-optation of sexu{l1ity which, rather 

than neutralizing the death instinct, increases the strength of the 

latter' s hold. Rather than libidinal gratification a\ming towards the 
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free expre?sion of polymorphie genitality and hence towards eroticism and 

sensual timelessness, it is aimed towards the exploitation of 

heterosexual sexuality whieh is both ~onogamous and expressive of the 

relations of domination whieh are the fount of the patriarehal family. 

Contemporary indications of' this, perhapsi are: the proliferation of 

pornography, whieh erotieizes male violence and the domination of women 

(Lederer, 1980); and the increase of sexual assault and child and woman 

bat'tering. 

Horowitz (1977: 78) best elaborates on the specifie nature of 

repress~ve de-sublimation of libidinal energy: 

much of the eontemporary 'free' (commercialized) sex 18 
not an expression of polymorphous genitality, but a 
counter-phobic, anxiety- and hostility- ridden release 
demonstrating incapacity for full, lasting and 
affectionate ~lationships. Its function is to undermine 
the oppositional forces, that ia, to eliminate the 
conscious experience of frustration and oppression, and 
thus to strengthen the established surplus-repressive 
order ~ithin the individual. 'Free' sexuallty iB, as 
Margaret (Mary) Oaly says, 'expensive'; it ls a 
'truncated' and distorted version of the 'complete 
configuration' of ~exuallty. 

As Adorno and Horkheimer realized in the Dialectic of Enlightenment , 

albeit in different terms, "Love as pure spirit, sex as pure body, are 

opposite and complementary expressions of the sarne repressive rea1ity 

principle." (Horowitz, 1977: 79) . 
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\Jhat l have attempted ab ove is an examination of Marcusè' s 

approach towards the freeing of libidinal energy, as presented throu~h 

the discussion of five interrelated aspects of such an approach .. What l 

propose to do at present is to continue this examination of Marcuse' s 

theory of sexuality wi th a brief analysis of his views related to the 

structure and organization of the family, and its implication in· the 

sustenance of domination, as well as its implications for the utopian 
, 

possibility of liberation. For he maintains that i t is ultimately 

through the forum of the family that the organization of psycho-sexuaIity 

ls predominantly formulated historical1y. Marcuse, indeed, '1eems to have 

accepted Freud' s concept of the Oedipus complex as the crucial event in 

persona1ity formation (Kellner, 1984: 194). 

2. h. Marcuse' s approach to the Oedipal situation 

l will now offer a brief cri tical examination of Marcuse' s 

approach towards childhood psycho-sexual deve10pment as it relates 

specifically ànd historically to the development lfnd the dehumanization 

of the individua1 in industrially-advanced North American capitalist 

society. Taking as his guide the particular late-Freudian stance towards 

the dialectic of instinctua1 structure and socialization, Marcuse delves 
-. 

into the importance which Freud placed on early childhood psycho-sexual 

development, especially through the Oedipal conf~ict. in ego-formation 

and other forms of instinctua1 repression in the individual. 

Psychoana1ytic theory as a radical theory of socia1ization 'Can 

• on1y be one which views--l>sychological processes as dia1ecÜcally J 

historica11y and materially re1ated to other human processes and 
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relations in society . 

As John David aber reminds readers of Marcuse, 

No attempt to discuss Marcuse's theory of psychological 
development would be accurate if it failed to take into 
account the relationship between the individual 
personality a~d the socio-historieal content embodied in 
the forces of socialization at the present time. And 
today more than ever. those f~rces are an amalgamation of 
political pressu~es operating for the pr~rvation of the 
established power •. (28) r . 

And. reinforcing the above. Wilhelm Reich (in Brown. 1973: 48) points 

out that 

Our psychological criticism of Freud (began) with the 
clinical finding that the uncons~ious inferno is not 
anything absolute. eternal.or unalterable, that a certain 
social situatiop and development has created the 
character structure of today ~nd i8 thus perpetuated. 

Marcuse shares tha.above critique of Freud with Reich. and approaches 

psycho-sexual deve10pment with the specifie intent o~uest for further 
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underst~nding: 1. the present contributing and shaping factors of social 

domination and the self-abdicating restraint of the individual in the 

face of oppression; 2. the emancipatory ~oments in sueh status quO 

psycho-sexual process and organization; a~ wéll as. 3. the utopian 

possibilities which are born out of these two historieal moments. 

In particular. l will examine Marcuse's approach towaLds the 

traditional importance of primary ambivalence and the Oedipal.conf1ict in 

sociafization and instinctual repression. ang the!r relevance to 

contemporary industrially advanced Western societies. a,s related to the , 
processes of individual and social domination and 1iberation. In 

relation, questions of the function and existence of guilt (superego 

i 
process), the function and strength of the ego. and the existence of ". 
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sibling ambivalence will necessarily be discussed briefly within the 

examination. 

The discussion will begin with a fundamental question: what is 

the relation, aceording to Marcuse's approach to Freud's the ory , between 

the Oedipa1 situation on the the one hand, and basic and surplus 

repression on the otbe~? As located within the context of Marcuse's 
~ 

theory of contemporary social domination and the liberatory possibilities 

held within it, l will attempt to introduce the transformation of the 

above relation from pre-monopoly capitalism to monopoly capitalism. 

,Situating the aedipal situation within the historieal context of 
o _ 

the process of individuation, Qber remarks that in 

show(ing) how Marcuse approaches the transformation of 
the Oedipal situation within the contemporary perioa 
commensurate with the changing conditions of , 
domination ... it is useful to more clearly distinguish 
basic from surplus repression in the process of 
maturation in the infant. For, according to both Freud 
and Marcuse, frustration, ambivalence and repression are 

.necessary steps in the process of ,go fo~ation.(27) 

In order for the infant to individuate, and thereby distinguish 

her or himself from an 'other', aim-inhibited libido~is inevitable. 

Consistent with Marcùse, Horowitz (1977: 49) eoncisely summarizes: 
c 

Repressiin and sublimation are inevitable concomitants of 
individu~ion, the formation of the self, for the self is 
constructed out of its relations with others, and these 

. others never fail to frustrate, and thus to require 
repression, simply by being "other", i.e. unable to 
provide total and immediate gratification as though they 
were parts of the self. 

and reiterates that: 

There can be no reciprocity in the rel~tionship hetween 
self and other, no love in any mature sense, without 

~ (basic) repression and sublimation. Repression and , 
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sublimation are'necessary concomitants of that 
identification with others out of which the ego is'built 
(Ho~itz. 1977: 52). 
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Horowitz (1977: 52) identifies -this maturation as an innate tendQncy. "to 

extend libidinal interest from body to the outside world". 

The Oedipal conflict is yet another. albeit later, ~ource of 

frustration, ambi~alence and repression; crudely explained, hate towards 

the 'Other' who fr~strates libidinal gratification exists simultaneously 

with desir'~' :ffo;;}~love or continued long term gratification which the Other - , 

may provide. Repression i8 the manner of overcoming or dealing with this 

ambivilence caused by frustration. The Oedipal conflict, according to 

both Freud and Marcuse (and as against such neo-Freudians as Fromm and 

Melanie Klein), is traditionally (in pre-monopoly capita1ism) the crucial 

event in socialization, personality formation or ego-development and 

consolidation (Kellner, 1984: 194). lt is ambivalence which is greater 

in degree, though not in source, than that which is encountered in the 

earlier·processes of ,initial ego-formation. And as such, the repression 

required is also greater in degree. lt is, then, according to Freud and 

• Marcuse, the decisive mark in ego-development through repression. 

How then iB this mar~ed, or primary, ambivalence, as weIl as lts 

resolution, related to surplus repression? In the histor~cally-specific 
. 

traditional pre-monopoly capitalist patriarchal family, the ambivalence 

of the Oedipal situation i8 both èreated and resolved (repressed) in a 

historically-specific manner. 
_''1'''''' 

Marcuse is in agreement with Freud ln that 

'f"" 
in such a context, as the child's libido transfers or focuses towards the 

genital region (from the mouth and then anal region) the child develops 
J 

in~estuous desires towards the parent of the opposite sex (as weIl, to a 

~ 

lesser extent to the parent of the sarne sex). These desires for 
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exclusive attention and possession of the parent are mode lIed , to a 

certain degree, on the content and form of desire of the parents towards 

each other. 4s Freud notes in Female Sexuality , as the male child 

d~velops an understanding of the nrelationship between his father and 

mother, the former is bound to become his rival."(29) What is not 

dependent on the specifie historica1 form of the means of socialization 

is, according to Marcuse, primary ambivalence, or separation anxiety due 

to libidina~ frustration. In eontrast to Reich, who proposed that the 
, 

Oedipal situation would disappear (along with monogamous,inclinations 

which derve to resolve sueh a situation) in a liberated context of ehild 

socialization, Marcuse seems to ~ccept 

the central Freudean hypothesis that even the most 
healthy infant finds it difficu1t to separate from the 
parents, that all anxiety is ultimate1y separation 
anxiety, that a monogamous inclination in the adult, for 
whom husband or wife is mother and/or father substitute, 
is therefore not necessarily a sign of 'pathology' 
(Horowitz, 1977:,139). 

Nonetheless, separation anxiety from the parents within the traditional 

patriarchal family i9 exaggerated. As Horowitz (1977: 138) outlines, 

drawing on Reich's an~ Marcuse's shared approach to this specific aspect 

of Freud's theory of socialization: 

In a social co~text in which father and mother were not 
the only significant adults, in which parents did not 
unconsciously seduce their children in order to satisfy 
their own unmet libidinal and hostile needs while at the 
same time threatening to punish the children (castration, 
loss of love) for any 'inappropriately' positive response 
to the seduction, in which.spouses were not 'exclusive 
possessions' and in which genital desires could be 

" satisfied with non-incestuous objects, the 'relation 
between father and mother' would be 'understood' 
differently by the child, and the desires for the 
exclusive possession of one and destruction of the other 
significantly atten~ __ 

1 

.. 



1 

The ab~ve is hinted at by Freud in Civilization and its Oiscontents 
1 

(1930: 79), in which he remarks in passing, 

So long as the community assumes no other form than that 
of the (patriarchal) family, the conflict (due to 
ambivalence) is bound to express itself in the Oedipus 
complex, to establish the consçi~nce and to create the 
first sense of guilt. (parentheses added by author) 

Through the Oedipal situation, specifically withirl the traditiona1 

patriarchal family, the child usually resolves her or his ambivale~ce 

through introjection of the riva,l parent, by asswning the predominant 

identity and value system of that parent. Through suc~ a sequence of 
/1' ... -, 

frustration, ambivalence, and introjection, the child may be hoped to 

have successfully repress~d incestuous desires modelled, to a certain 
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extent, on the relationship between the parents themselves. Through thls 

process of separation anxiety, conflict and introjection, the ego process 

of the child ls, in a histo~ically particular manner, dramatieally 

conso1idated, and the superego process iR initially founded. According 
( 

"-
to Marcusej these two simultaneous but distinct processes are crucial 

events in character\ or pèrsonality formation. 

While primary ambivalence and, separation anxiety which require 

the repression of the Oedipal desire may be an eternal fact of the human 

condition, the degree of ambivalence, as weIl ~s the mesns by which lt 

may be repressed are, according to Mar~use, open to historical change. 

The introjection of the identity and value system of the father by the 

son, and of the mother by the daughter, is surplus-repressive insomuch as 
- - ~ - , 

it contributes towards: ,1.. the child' s ide~ification W,ith the prevailing 

historiesl reality princip1e of the era as one infused and functional of 

social domination; and 2. the foundation of the superego proces8 whic~ 

manifests itself in feelings of,guilt in the chi1d when,s(he wishes 

j 
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and/or acts contrary to the values and deeds of the prevailing reality 

prineiple. 

lt·is through this specifie introjection t~at the great,est ban on 

polymorpho~s desires is implemented. While the patriarchal family within 

1 the pre-monopoly capitalist eontext tends to h~ighten orality and 

1 ) 

an,ality, it also serves to severely frustrate (and prematurely, at that) 

those he~ghtened des~res (Rorowitz, 1977: 137),. Through introjection, 

the male ~hild ~evelops to a great degree an identification with the 

ma~culinist orientation of the patriftrchal father, in aB its facets from 

recognition of having a penis as meaning having power over those without 
, \ 

one, to an exclusively heterosexual orientation. For the female child, 

introjection of the mother apparently results in the above orientation as 

well as relative acceptance of the socially-defined 1nferior 'place' and 

value of her sex. 

lt cannot be overstated lhat this introj ectien is not merely 

unconsefously mediated by the parents of the child: socialization within 

this familial context is achieved simultaneously through the consc!ous 
) 

repression of the polymorphously perverse desires of the child .and the, 
\ 

consclous promotion of "appropriate sex .. role development". Indeed, tl1a.t 

the social organi~a_tion of the family achieves a patri~rchal mentality 

ând instinctua1 repression cannot be isolated from other h~storical 

social relations which act to reinforce and shape 1 appropriate 1 

. 
personal:f. ties . 

lt 'is a1so through attempts' of resol~tion !>f the (exaggerated) 

Oedipal situation that sibling ambivalence ls created. As Marie 

Bonapart, albeit "with her patrtarcha1 standpoint, notes, 

. 
Fortunate ... are the women who have a brother upon whom 
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to transfer the emotions aroused by the ir- thwarted 
oedipal sexua;I.ityJ For them. indeed. the brother rnay'well 
have been the rescuer of t:heir heterosexualityl 'The 
sexuality of the girl too deeply disappointed by" the 
father. if she finds no other male to whom to c'ling May 
_ . forever turn from the male ... The brother had rendered 
his sister a signal service in teaching her not to 
continue hankering after her impossible oedipal love ... In 
the same way, the sister. as substitute from that . 
unsatisfactory initiator into sexuality, the oedipal 
mother, may play an analogous part for her little 
brother. (30) ~ 
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Marcuse realizes that dialectically and paradoxically, however, 

through the Oedipal separation anxiety and the resulting ambivalence and 

introjection on the part of the yo~ng (four to six year old) child, the 

important and potentially subversive process of individuation ls 

furthered, despite the identification with the parent and with the 

prevailing (repressive) reality principle. For, ego development 

(distinction between oneself and others, or individuation) i8 concurrént 

with introj ection of the parent. The separatio'Ç\- anxiety basad on the 

frustration of libidinal gratifieation, always the source and motor of. 

ego development, in the specifie case of the Oedipal situation within the 

pre-monopoly capitalist patriarchal faffiily, 18 thus resolved 1n 

contradictory yet simultaneous consequences. 

lt i9 this dialectic of the traditional Oedipal situation which 

Marcuse upholds in Fre~d' s theory when the former Is confronted with' 

analyzing the socialization of the child in the context of monop~ly 

c~pitalist society, which function~ on the.Performance Principle. 

For, with the transformation of pre-monoploy capitalism to 

monopoly capitalism, with its att~ndant Performance Pr1nc1ple as the 

functioning reality principle, the socialization of the child, according 

to Marcuse, has been radically transformed. While MarcJLe accepta 

, " , 
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. Freud's analysis of th~ Oedipal situation for Freud's time, he 
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nevertheless accedes that Freud's claaaie or traditional Oedipal complex 

has become obsolete with the advent of industrially-advanced monopoly 

capitalist society. Based on his analysis of the historically changing 

mode of social domination, as most completely outlined in One Dimensional 

~ (1964), Marcus~ views the main event in the socialization of the 

child as occuring within a massified form of the fami1y, one which 

underdevelops the child's process of individuation and ego autonomy. 

This transformed and contemporary form of socialization will be 

elaborated upon in the following section of thip chapter. 

While not apparently harkening back tq the 1 good old days l , 

Marcuse seems to,attempt to highlight the dialectically negative or 

subversive moments of socialization and individuation within the 

traditional p~triarchal family, much to the criticism of such feminist 

critiaal theorists as Joan B. Landes. Landes argues that, 

While Marcuse, like other, members of the Frankfurt \ 
School, has criticized the fundamental connection between 
reason'and aggressive masculinity, he remains committed 
to a theory of individuality deriving from Freud in which 
ago development r,equires the internalization of paternal 
authority. This tension in Marcuse's work means that the 

-promise of an alternative form of ego identity ana 
-individuality rooted in communal forms of mutuality and 
solldarity --an individuality for which women appear to 

.h4ve a potential-- remains theoretically ungrounded.(3l) 
, '. 

,Ind~"d., while it appears that Marcusa attempts to derive a Freudian 

theory of individuation which 'is l1beratory, he has left an ambiguous 

legacy: he geems to have va~ued'the internalization of paternal 
" . 

auth'ority f~r strategie or tactical reasons for liberation; and yet he 

" apparently saw as fun~ental the domination inherent in the 

, l 

., 
Internaliza~ion of paternal autnority, and the repressive function it 

, . . . , 

.. 
) 
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embodies . 

While Marcuse attempts to dialeetieally relate the two, the 

ambiguities and tensions in the relation may also be related to 

ambiguities and tensions in Mareuse's personal history, to wh~eh he 

perhaps gave insufficient àttention. His own position of power within 

patriar~hal society as a man, as well as a possible sympa the tic yearning 

for lost Germanie trad~tions of patriarchal family relations, may have 

been contributing facto~s to the ambiguity and anomaly which Marcuse 

brought to his theoretical w~itings ~~~ne patriarchal iamily and tts 

historica! evolution under monopoly capitalism. 

2.i. Transformation of the collective instinctual structure 
1 

In the preceding section l briefly examined Mareuse's notion of 

the structural transformation of the material, yet subjective, relations 
>-

of the instincts within the general collectivity of pre-monopoly 

capital~st North American society, specifically throu~h the 

transformation o.f the Oe9ipalj situation. This structural transformation 
\ 
'~ .. ---,4'" 

of the bodily instincts has important bearing on the critical or radical 
.v 

transformation of both human consciousness and society. This Ls because .. 
of Marcuse's insistent dialectical materialist (yet radically unorthodox 

J '" ) 

Marxist) standpoint that th' individual is created not only through his 

or her relations within the context of the material basis of society as 

economic production, but also within the context of the materlal basl. of 
.. 

one's body. As such, this structural transformation of the instincts 

deserves further elaboration and explanation, and may be of particular 

relevance to those educating or organizing with the ai~ pf social 

liberatio"n. 
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1 will proceed then to more fully, yet nonetheless briefly, 

c examine Karcuse's approach to the contemporary transformation of the 

collective instinctual structure. Given that Marcuse believes that the 

traditionally-defined Oedipal situation has been transcended by a 

'massified 1 process of individuation in the contemporary context, two 

questions of eoncern are raised: 

.' 

1. How has this process of individuation been historically structured by 

and within the past and present nexus of power relations and the changing 

economie conditions within North America?; and, 

2. What are several implications for the abiliey Qf the individual and 

the collective to distinguish theoretically or consciously beeween their 

own needa and interests on the one hand, and the needs and aims of those 

( who structurally benefit from and purposefully maintain their social, 

polltiea1. and/or economic domination on the other hand, and to aet on 

that knowledge? 

These questions will be examined in their respective order. 

'Nonetheless, they each thematically inform the other and as such their 

respective discussion may be found to overlap in areas of the 

.. examination. Thé discussion will be primarily, though by no me ans 

exclusively, informed by Marcuse 1 s Five Lectures (1970). 

1 ~ The Freudian analys::'s of the development of the ego in relation 'to . 
both the id and the superego on the one hand, and the development ~f\~h~~ 

, ~ 

individual in relation to both hisjher authentic needs and those which 

\ , 

\ 
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were required by society on the other, qui te accurately captured, 

according to Marcuse, the reality of socialization of-the historieal 

period prior to the 1930's. Essentially, the ego was in conflict with 

and in contradiction to the superego; the i~dividual stood in 

contradiction to society. LiKewise, there existed a relative abi11ty 

--indeed, perhaps, a tendeney-- for the ego to weigh rationally (and by 
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definition, consciously) the demands of the superego against the demanda 

of the id; and similarly, for the individual to weigh the demands o~ 

society against those of hisfher own needs and aims. 

As pointe~ out earlier, to both Freud and Marcuse, the crux of 

this ability or tendency has historical1y Iain in the socialization of 

the individual and the ego specifically and primarily within the eontext 

of the traditional Oedipal situation. As Marcuse (1970: 46), albeit with 

his androcentric concern, outlines: 

According to Freud, the fatal conflict between the 
individual and society is first and foremo8t experienced 

'and fought out in confrontation wl th the father; here. 
the universal struggle between Eros and Thanatos erupts 
and determines the dêvelopment of the individual .. And it 
is the father who enforces the subordination of the 
pleasure principle to the reality principle; rebel1ion 
and the attainment of maturity are stages in the contest 

~"- with the father.' Thus, the primary "socialization" of 
the individusl is the work of the family. as' i8 whatever 
autonomy the child may achieve --his entire ego develops 
in a circle and refuge of privacy: becoming oneself with 
but also against the other. The- Il indlvidual Il himself ls 
the living process of Mediation in which aIl repre8sion 
and all liberty are "internal1zed," made the individual' s 
own doing and undoing. 

(' 
Thus, reviewing the problem. individuation / socializaeion 

.) 

through repression of thè traditional Oedipus complex poses a perplexing 

contradiction: while it ia the' established means of organi2:1ng a 
v 

biological-psychological structure which entrenches both basic repression 

J 
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and 8urplus-repression, it also provides, aecording to Marcuse, a context 

of individualized struggle of which the resolution contributes to~ards an 

awareness of antagonism, conflict and self ~s distinctly opposed to other 

--of individuation. 

However, Marcuse views this contradiction as accurately descriptive 

of the result of the historical strueturing of the instincts in North 

America prior to the Second World War. Searching for the historieal 

forces which Marcuse believes to have entwined with the biologieal forces 

of the instincts to bring about the general transformation of this 

speci~1c contradiction, one f1nds that he locates them with1n the 

dialect1cal contexts of: a. the indiv1dual's personal and familial (or 

ontogenetic) h1story; b. industrial capital1sm of the-late 19th century - ~ 
and early 20th century as transformed into monopoly capitalism of the mid 

and late 20th century; and c. the phylogenetic history of humankind. l 

will attempt to provide an overview of each one, simultaneously exam~ning 

the intèrrelationship amdng the three historical contexts. 

The Frankfurt School theorists collectively introduced the notion 

of the transformation of the instinctual structure in relation to a 

changing familial context in the Institute's Aspects of Sociology 

Their analysis was significantly sparked by the'rise of fascism in Europe 

during the 1930'5, and marked the departure from the traditional Freudean 

notion of socialization. lt is worth quoting from at length, noting that 

their analysis limits itsel! to the male child: 

in the early phases of his development the child still 
undergoes the same experiences of hate and love with 
respect to the father, which constituted the Oedipus 
complex ... More rapidly than before, however, the child 
discovers that the father by no means emhodies the power, 
justice and goodness that the child had initially 
expected. The actual weakness of the'father within 
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society ... extends into the innermost cella of the psychic 
household: the child can no longer identify with the 
father, no longer can accomplish that internalization of 
the familial demands, whieh with aIl thair ~eprassive 
moments still contributed decisively to the formation of 
an autonomous individual. Therefore there i8 today 
actually no longer the conflict between the powerfui 
family and the no less power fuI ego; instead the two, 
equally split apart ... From his relationship to his father 
the ehild now carries away only the abstraet idea of 
arbitrary, unconditional power and strength and then 
searches for a stronger, more powerful father than the 
real one, who is truly Adequate to his image, a 
super-father, as it were, like ,the one produced ~y the 
totalitarian ideologies (in HeId, 1980: 131 and, 132). 

Based on sueh initial studies of the changing instinctual structure, 
,", 

Marcuse analyzes changes whieh he hypothesized to the later context of ., 
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post-World War Iwo. Examining this newer context, Marcuse concludes that 

the Frankfurt School's analysis, as offered Aboye, is one in need of 

revision, given the changing h~,t()rical situation. Indeed, Marcuse finds 

an instinctual structure in which "The ego- ideal becomes embodied in 

economic laws: 'the technical code, the moral code, and that of 

profitable productivity are merged into one effective who le'" (Held, 

1980: 137, and quoting Marcuse). Thus, the ego, rather than baing forged 

in struggie with a person-authority, no matter how remote (even a 

"super-father" politieal leader or star), is left aIL the more weakened 

in rêlation to the super-ego in a "society without fathers" (Held, 1980: 

137) . 
\ 

It'becomes apparent that Marcuse bemoans the démise of the 

traditional patriarchal father in the fami1y because the growing (male) 

adult offspring is paradoxica1ly better psychologically and bio1og1ca11y 
." 

constituted to reject the father after an intense childhood (Oedipal) 

experience of identifying with and~ternaliZing ~he latter. Under 
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contemporary conditions, the child ultimately rejects the father tao 

early , thus significantly impa!fing the former's ability to engage in 

conf11ct w1th authority, ~CUlarlY arbitrary author1ty, later in 

life when externa1, more impersonal social domination is confronted. In 

Marcuse's words (1970: 47), 

The social1y necessary repressions and th~ socially 
necessary behavior are no longer learned --and 
internalized-- in the long struggle with the father (who 
has lost educational and economic power) --the ego Ideal 
is rather brought to bear on the ego directly and "from 
outside," before the ego is actually formed as the 
person~l and (relatively) autonomous subject of mediation 
between him self and others. 

Certainly Marcuse has criticized the patriarchal family for 

creating the exaggerated expectations on the child's part of the father's 

grandeur, power and authority. These expectations are historica11y and 

socially structured within the repressive relations between the parents 

which structure the Oedipal confliet. Marcuse raises the 'problem' of 

the rejeètion of the internalization of the father as the traditional 

'denouement' of Oedipal ambivalence, significantly because he believes 

that the repressive relations between the parents which ultimatelv 

structure that ambivalence have not significantly changed. Had they 

ipdeed changed (in such a way that was not riPressive desublimation)~ the 

problem for him of the decline of the patriarchal father may not have 

bèen significant. Rather, what actually happened, accprding to him, was 

that the patriarchal faml1y relations were conservatively retained while 
• 1 

merely the role of the patriarchal father diminished due to changing 

historieal and economic conditions. 
,~ 

\ ~ 
, These ehanging societal conditions which gave rise ta this 

pr~dieam~nt. namely those following World War Two, are outlined by 

J\ 
\ 
"~- . 
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Marcuse (1970: 46) as embodied in the: 

transition from free to organized competition, 
conce,ntration of power in the hands of an omnipresant 
technical,. cultural, and political administration, 
self-propelling mass production and consumption, 
subjection of previously private, asocial dimensions of 
existence to methodical indoctrination, manipulation, 
control. 
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The -father' s traditional role as principal socialidng agent i8 thus 

undermined, through the increasingly massified cultural institutions 

(entertainment, the media, school) and through the monopolization of the 

capitalist economy. According to Marcuse (1970: 47), with the father's 

function redefined and much replaced by the contemporary social 

structure, 

The Mediation between the self and the other givas way to 
immediate identification. In the soè'ial structure, the 
individual becomes the conscious and the unconscious 
obj ect of administration and obtains his freedom and . 
satisfaction in his role ~ such an 'object; in the JEPntal 
structure, the ego shrinks to such an extent that te 
seems no longer capable of sustaining itself, las a self /' 
·in distinction from id and superego. The 
multidimensional dynamic by which the individual attained 
and maintained his own balance between auton0!JIY and 
heteronomy, freedom and repression, pleasure and pain, 
has given way to a one-dimensional static identification 
of the individual with the others and with the 
administered reality prlnéiple .. 

Marcuse also situates this transformation of the structuring o~ 

the instincts within the phylogenetic,history, or that which ia the 

history of humankind and th~ development pf culture in general. This is 
~ 

due to his fQndamental agreement with .the idea that "Freud expresses so 

often ... --that the history of mankind Is still dom,lnated by "archaic" 

powers, that pre}tistory and early history are still at work in us." 

(Marcuse, 1970: 26). Indeed, in accordance with Freud' s psychoanalyt1c , , 

the ory , Marcuse (1970: 45) relates that, 

'\ 
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The confl1ct (name1y the Oedipa1 comp1ex) has its raots r~ 
not merely in the private case history of the patient but 
a1$0 (and pr1marl1yl) in the general universal fate of 
the individual under the established rea1ity principle: 
t;he ontogenetlc case history repeats, 1rt a particular 
forms, the phylogenetic history of mankind. 
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In the latter context, Marcuse is referring to the archa1c memory of the 

primal 'horde and the beginn1ngs of culture, namely the process-pf 

"father" -domination, the overthr6w of the father by the sons, and the 

re-instituti-on of the father by the sons, in symbolic form engendering 

guilt, surplus-repression and unhappiness (32). While Freud, in 

conservative faahion, believes in the necessity of reconcijjng the 

patient to the consequences of this repeated history in clinical work, 

Marcuse (1970: 45) stresses that the conflict was at least available to 

, the patient, a~d that the adopted reconciliation to the 'inevitable' fate 
\ 

of the relationship between people and cultural or social progress was 

conscioùsly accepted as 'reasonable' to him or her. This will be briefly J 
elaborated upon at preseJt. . 

2. Within the tran~formation ol the traditional structure of the 
1 

1 
inSti~~ts~ Mar~usïiews as significantly pr~blematic, in relation to the 

aim of social li~eration, chat the ontogenetic expression of the 
/~ 

phylogenetic -history of .humankind is no longer 
.. 

relatively retained 
) 

through the Oedipal situation, an intensely personal experience. Despite 

this lack of retention, the archaic history, he believes, still remains 

to plague contemporary efforts towards a utopia~,Qrganization of society; 
" 

for, the Oedipal situation is not the cause of the archaic memory, but 

rather exists in converse relation. Within the traditional Oedipal 

(' 
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situation, the archaic trace memories of resistance.,.of dominatl,on • 

rebellion, and the persuant guilt of having betrayed the life of freedom 

through reinstitution of the father are a11 acted out, lived and made 

" 
real to the individual child and then to the adul t as personal memories. 

In this way: a. those potentially subversive memory traces were kept 

alive and relatively accessible to each individua11 and b. the 

recognition of tl\e politically -conservative aspect of the 
. 

~ 'counterrevolutionary' tendency within individuals (Freud, 1930: 78 -80) 

was structur~d into one" s real-and lived process of individuation, thus 4 

keeping in awareness the possibility of consciously and critically 

transcending lt. While Freud focussed on the observable positive (and , 

hence conservative) aspects of the)archaic memory traces, for ,example the 
ff _ 

reinstitution of the father engendering guilt, Marcu~e stresses, from 4 

more liberatory stance, the dialectical or negative aspects of them, for' 

example approaching such guilt as installerl becauae of the betrayal of 

freedom.' 

With the general obsolescence of the Oedipal situation, the 

archaic memory traces of phylogenetic history become obscured through the 

absence of a well-defined expression in individual history or 

development. As such, these traces become more ab~ract, and thus 1ess 
- '- / 

easily cognicised by people. For Marcuse, this is truly a disastrous >~~~',I 

situation, ~et not a surprising one as the forces of domination in North . . / 
American society become increasing complete, complex and instUled into 

the realm of subj ectivi ty. For, to him this abstraction of liberatory '\ 

archaic memory traces is, in dialectical fashion, increasingly incumbent 

on North American society as tt moves closer to the sctual possiblity of 

obj ective material conditions able to realize utopian society. Such a 
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historical situation makes repressive sublimation increasing irrational 

and hance more easUy identifiable and consc~ously reversed by ~he 

generd population through individual and social action. As previou~ly 
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d1scussed, North American society' s dominant classes' mesns of obscuting 

the growing possiblility of identifying and grasping the tension of this 

contradication on the part of the generai population is found in 

repressive de-sublimation. This is facilitated by, according to Marcuse, 

the generai obfuscation of the libera~tory aspects of the archaic memory 

traces, the absence of early personai memodes of conflict, antagonism 

and lived struggles of individuation, and a resulting instinctual 

structure in which ego ia related te superego in a more biologieal, 

automatic and less conscious manner. This obfuscation, as evideneed 
"-"--

c' through the transformatio'n of the traditionai Oedipal complex, i5 

reinforeed, aecording to 'Marcuse, by the cultural dehabilitation of 

critical art, fantasy and non-positivist theories. > 

2.j. The transformation of the ego-ideal in contemporary North America 

Having examined severai aspects of Marcuse' s approach to the 

transformation of the instinctual structure of the North Ameriean 

collectivity, it-- 19 the purpose of this section to continue such an 

examination by diseussing the transformation of and resulting 

obsolescence of the traditionally defined ego-ideal or superego, within 

North Amariean monopoly capitalist society 1 as approache~ by Marcuse. Ag 

weIl, the consequence of such an obsolescence for the relatively \ 

'autonomous individual' and hisl het intellectual, emotional and 

_ practieal activity towards progressi~ social change will be examined. 

Again, the examination is ultimately pursued with respect to its possiblè 
, 
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re1evance towards indicating an Adequate base for a social theory of 

liberatory education. As Giroux (1983: 29) reiterates such a relevancy: 

by focussing on Freud's theory of instincts and 
metapsychology, the Frankfurt Schaol devised a 
theoretical framework_for unrave1ing and exposing the 
objective and psychological obstacles to social change. 
This issue is important because it provides significant 
insights into how depth psychology might be us~ful for 
developing a more comprehensive theory of education. 

.. 

An introduction to the transformation of the superego among the 

co11ectivity in contemporary North American society wou1d well bagin with 
, 

a restatement of the condition and nature of the traditionsl Freudian 

conception of it previous to any such change. l will draw primarily on 

Marcuse's Eros and Civilization (1955) for this task. 

The superego, according to Freud's account, is constructed within 
,<f} • 

the antagonistic dialectic of the life and death instincts, as situatad 

wi~hin a specific set of historica1 conditions (Marcuse, 1955: 72). The 

ego-ideal is structured in tandem with the development of the ego, and 

the former's development is dep,ndent, at its core, on parental influence 

(Ma~use, 1955: 29). Such influence, over time, then gives way to a 

broader dependence on other social institutions. As Marcuse (1955: 29) 

explains, 

the external restrictions which first the parents and 
then other societa1 agencies have imposed upon the 
indivldual are "introjected" into the ego and become its 
"conscience"; henceforth, the sense of guilt --the need 
for punishment generated by the transgressions or by the 
wish to transgress these restrictions (especially in the 
Oedipus situation)-- permeates the mental 1ife. , . 

Such guilt, and the 'rea~tionary' personality it engenders ia infus~d 

with Thanatos, and exhibits itself as a force ,against --the expression of' 

1ibido~ Such guilt 18 felt as aggressive and destructive impuls~s 

o 
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towards oneself, and potentially towards one's environment. 

Nonetheless, the same resolution of the Oedipal situation, 

according to both Freud and Marcuse, is also the work of Eros. For, the 

installation of the superego thwarts the Oedipal desire. The desire to 

return to the mother, for both theorists, clearly signifies Thanatos. 

For the Oedipal desire is ultimately a death wish --an expression of the 

Nirvana Principle or impulse (Marcuse, 1955: 24 and 152) , ~hat longing 

and tendency for peace, lack of tension and comfort experienced by the 

c~ild in the womb, before the limitatiqhs existent in the external 

environment. Thua, by averting auch an expression of the Nirvana 

principle, "love, too, operates in the formation, of ~he superego." 

(Marcuse, 1955: 72) Marcuse also attempts to l~cate the subversive, 

liberatory moment of the Nirvana Principle. "For the values it appears to 

embody as a tendency are counter to that of the Performance Principle, 

and indeed are potentia11y available to aIL as a memory; indeed, one 

which mày set a subversive criterion with which to judge the operational 

dominant tendency in North American society. 

Dialectically and perhaps paradoxicalLy, the 1 separation ',of- the 

child from the mother i~ the work.of Eros (for such separation detracts 

from the Nirvana Principle's ultimate aim of death); and simultaneously 

the 'un1ting ' of the child with other people, and then with other social 

institutions, actually builds up both guilt,and externally-directed 

aggression , the work of Thanatos (Marcuse, 1955: 72 and 73). This is, of 

course, one of the major dialectical paradoxes which Freud regards as 
't 

fundamen~ally problematic for human happiness and freehom. According to 

him, 

That which began in relation to the father 1s completed 
{ , 

, , 
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in relation to the community. If civilization ls an 
inevitable course of development from the family to 
humanity as a whole, then-- as a result of the inborn 
conflict arising from ambivalenc~, of the eternal 
struggle b~tween the trends of love and the death-- there 
is inextricably Qpund up with lt an increase of the sense 
of guilt, which will perhaps reach heights that the 
individual'finds hard to toletate (Freud, 1930: 80). 

Assuming, and Marcuse does, that the t~ansformat;on of the superego in 

contemporary society leaves intac~ Eros's role in diverting the child 

from the Nirvana impulse, one may well question what could possibly be 

damaging or deplora9l~ about a superego which is weak, rather than 

strong. For, with a weak, or 'underdeveloped' superego, the question 

which beckons is: Wouldn't the traditional severity of the superego as 

well as the resulting unleashing of guilt and aggression be reduced? 

The above question, ,however, in this context ls an irrelevant 

query because, according to Marcuse, it is not a question of the 
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transformation of the 'traditionally' strong superego into a weaker one, 

but rathèr of a qualitative change which transcenda the relational notion 

of strong/weak. For, the nature of the superego is 'ltself radically 

altered, In apparent agreement with'Adorno, Marcuse maintains that the 

'modern' superego lacks the same meaning tha~ Freud traditionally infused 

tt with (33), As Marcuse elaborates: 

In the corporate system with its vast bureaucracles, 
individual responsibility ls as diffuse and as 
intertwined with others as is the particular enterprlse 
in the national and international economy, In this 
diffusion, the ego idea! takes shape which unites the 
individuals into citizens of the mass-society: 
overriding the various competing power elites, leaders, 
and chiefs,-it becomes "embodied" in the very tangible 
laws which move the apparatus and determine thé behavior 
of the Daterial as well as the human object: 
(Marcuse. 1970: S4). 

_ .... -1'-- - . 
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Mar,cuse (1955: 85) calls this transformation the n automatization" 

, 'of the .~perego, and elaborates upon it more fully in Eros and 
. ( 

CtV1lizatiol'1. , Therein he reiterates the rationa1ization of the 
.. 

relatlonshlp between the 'de-personalized' formation of the sùperego. and 

th~,societa1 abdication of the individual through bureaucratization. 

'-Màrcuse is worth quoting at length on this subject: 

Formerly the superego was "fedn by the master, the chief, 
the principal. These represented the reality principle 
in their tangible persona1ity: harsh and bene~olent, 
cruel and rewarding, they provoked and punished the 
desire to revolt; the enforcement of conformity was their 
personal function and responsibility. Respect and fear 
could therefore be accompanied by hate of what they were 
and did as persons; they presented a living object for 
the impulses and for the cohscious efforts to satisfy 
them. But these personal father-images have gradually 
dlsappeared behind the institutions. With the 
rationalizatlon of the productive apparatus, with the 
multiplication of functions, al1 domination assumes the 
form of administration. At lts peak, the concentration 
of economic power 8eems to turn into anonymity: 
everyone, aven at the very top, appears to be-powerless 
befora the movements and laws of the apparatus itself 
-(Marcuse, 1955: 89). 

'" ~us, the formation of the 'modern"superego in contemporary North 

- American capitalist society is differentiated from the traditional 

Freudian formation in that the traditiona1 Oedipal struggle which gave 

riae to lt is a, 'struggle' no more. Rather, it resembles a relatively 

frictionless developmental relationship between the child (or more 

accurately, in Marcuse's examination, boy) and the masquerade of benign 

benevolenc~ of the 'Other'. Wi thin such a context, Marcuse contends that_ _ 

the ego lacks the 1everage with which to define itself. For, under the 

Freudian concept of individuation, the _boy's ego, in order to 'become' of 

its own, must internallze the father. This internalization, in tu~, is 

only possible through the.initial process of the ego (under the primary 
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reign of the pleasure principle) being against the father. lt la thi. 

antagonism which is the hallmark of the Fraud1an model of psychlc 

development. Lacklng this marked antagonism, a 'superego' ls formed 

whieh represents not the elearly defined values, prohibitions and limita 

of a human 'Other', but rather an amorphous world view hiatorically 

structured by a nearly all-encompassing day to day rea1ity, which la 

indistinct from one's own frame of reference. 

lt i8 relevant to reiterate that the superego, almost by 

definition, traditionally functions at the unconseious 1evel. However, 

during the early process of individuation, this is not the case. The 

superego at its genesis proceeds as a function of the ego and thus, by 

definition, in a eonscious manner. lt is only after time that the 

f superego funetions predominantly uneonseiously, and henee automatically: 

"As a rule the ego carries out repressions in the service 
and at the behest of i ts superego." However, the 
repressions soon become unconseious, automatie as it 
were, and a "great part" of the sense of guilt remains 
Unconscious ... (Marcuse, 1955: 30) 

When Marcuse refers to the 'automatization" of the ego, he refera, though 

surely not exclusively, to the above meaning. Written differently, the 

'modern' superego, since it ls engendered under conditions so bereft of 

antagonism, functions exceedingly rapidly and more fully in an 

unconscious manner. The ego, in a manner qualitatively different fr~m -

its traditional relationship to other mental processes, ceases to be an 

intermediary between the demands of the id and those decreed by the 

historieally- specifie external world. The ego relatively no longer has 

/the room to distinguish itself from its eensor. Marcuse refera to Franz 

Alexander ln elaborating this central concern. The latter psychoanalyst 
q 
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writes of the 

"transformation of conscious condemnation, which depends 
upon perception (and judgement), into an unconscious 
process of repress ion"; he assumes a tendency toward a 

III' decrease of mobile psychic energy to a "tonie form" --
corporealization of the psyche. The deve1opment, by 
which originally conscious struggles with the demands of 
reality (the parents and their sucees sors in the 
formation of the superego) are transformed into 
unconsclous automatic reactions, is of the utmost 
lmpo tance for the course of civilization ... Adherence to 
a atus uo ante is implanted into the instinctual G 

s ructure (during childhood). (last parenthesis added by 
the thesis author) (Marcuse, 1955: 30). 

Marcuse views as continuous with this psyehic phenomena the 

/ 

social phenomena of the bureaucratie administration functioning hand in 

hand with monopoly capitalism. Since the psyehic structure is 
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transformed due to the polltical and economic transformation of societal 

rRlations and inst~tutions (the fami1y, mass cul~ure, bureaucratization 

of the state, monopoly capitalism, and so on), the former is, more than 

aver before, a po1itically-charged domain. The "private" sphere of one' s 

psyche (and hence thoughts, emotions, and tendencies which one is or ls 

not aware of) is increasingly a function of the social relations of 

domination of the "public" sphere. Surely lt a1ways was accorded, ~ 

according to both Freud (34) and Marc~se, (at 1east partial) definition 
\ 

by power relations within the societal sphere, but never, according to 

Marcuse's analysls, to the perva~ive and subt1e extent and depth as lt ls 

during the contemporary conditions of monopoly capita1ist North Amerlca. 

/ Indeed, Marcuse, ls argulng that the material relations of 

childhood, as historically structured under the conditions of modern 

soc1al domination, give ri se ~o a historically -specifie 
'. 

biological/mental structure. This latter structure ls th en reinforced . 

\ 

... 

" 
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through daiIy praxis. In other words, da!ly lifa i5 structured 
-------'}, ,_./ 

vi thin -----

the matrix of skewed power relations in such a way that it itself serves~ 

to maintain an instinctual structure set in place during childhood. It 

i5 no accident that the angry, frustrated citizen or service-client often 

feels and submits with a sense of resignation and self-reproach in front 

of a row oJ benign-lOOk~ng a~inistrators and reified leadership, much 

like the ego, prompted by the frustration of libido, finds itself with a 

certain futile and fatalist\c manner in the face of the modern, 

transformed superego. ·The latter, in it~ amorphous shroud, lacks the 

demarcation which it once had; a demarcation created through the ego'a 

confrontation with a phyaically distinct person who could be touched, 

named, placed at an arms length, so to speak, critically evaluated and 

challenged. 

This situation, rather than 'weakening' the transformed superego, 

reinforces and provides progressively more instinctu~l energy to be bound 

up in the modern form of the ego-ideal. For, it 1s worthwhile to be 

rem1nded of Freud's postulation (supported by Franz Alexander), 1n_ 

Civilization and its Discontents that, 
t 

The 'unduly lenient and indulgent father' i5 the cause of 
children's forming an over-severe super-ego, because 
under the impression of the love that they receive, they 
have no other outlet for their aggressiveness but turning 
it inwards ... Apart from a con~titutional factor wh1ch may 
be supposed to be present, lt can be said, therefore. 
that a severe conscience arises from the joint operation 
of two factors: the frustration of instinct, which 
un1eashes aggressiveness, and the experience of being ... 
loved, which turns the aggressiveness inwards and hands 
it over; to the super-ego (Freud, 1930: 76, ftn. 2). 

Under c,ntemporary conditions within No;th America, the 

individual devel~ps within an evermore repressive persona1 and social 
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reaUty in which 'love' is de.fined as the operational functioning of such 

a reali ty. This undialec tical\ or ungrounded notion of love is 

internalized by the individual through both the propagation of untested 

mythical, abstract Ideals of society (e.g. 'Here in North America we are 

free; we live in a democratic society based on the principles of equality 

and cholce .. ) and an actua1 massified existent1al acceptance and 

promotion of such a relfied reality through' the structure of everyday 

life. The result is that -the developing individual' s libidinéil energy 

(Eros) ls frustrated ta ever new depths, struc turally accompanied by a 

deeply Internalized view of the infallibil1ty of the goodness and 

benevolence of the system which is actually the source of sueh 

frustration. Because that system, or nexus of social relations, 15 50 

highly institutionalized and structurally lnterc~nnected with the . 

l " relations of everyday life, the mere suspicion or doubt of the deveroping 
'-, 

child or aoult of this system' s professed 'love' and benevolence (e. g. 

it's concern for one's true interests) bor1ers on being heret4sal. To 

doubt, quest1.on or contradict the 'love' of the system, beyond its minor 

reform, is perhaps psychologlcally too threatening. For, one' s entire 

lived existence 1.s p1aced into question (as domination in such a context 

ls, as never before, sa infused in the totality of one's personal and 

social relations). One 1 s dependence on that love, specifically through 

the sense of belonging and identity created, is such that the built up 

antagonism to the system is censored out of consciousness in an automatic . , 

way, before it even reaches it, and is perhaps even despised, ridiculed 

and dêbased more emphatically, precisely hecause it· is censored or 

repressed. , 

This situation stands in elear contrast to that context in which 

, 
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the ruling class maintains its domination primarily through & clearly .. 

despotic political or military leader whose power is based on the general 

use of physical force or the threat of its usage. 
,,, 

In the latter 

si tuation, one psychologically has relatively much more room for cri tical 

evaluation and dissent, even though the overt political repr~ssion of 

'frdedom of speech' is far greater. This paradoxical situation is not, 

perhaps, accidentaI. Indeed, as a society becomes more enmeshed with 

industrially-advanced monopoly capitalist social relati,ons, those of the 

ruling class may maintain and ex tend their domination through overt 

delÏlocratic reforms. (35) 

Thus,' ~nder co~temporary North American conditions, the 

instinctual structure of the individual ls such that lncreaslngly, 

further self-direeted aggression is built up withln the psyche, lavels of 

which Marcuse designates similar ta archaic stages, in which Freud 

conceded that, "aggressiveness ... reigned almost without limit" (Freud, 

1930: 60). Marcuse (1970: 59) suggests that this large surplus of 

aggression is politically manipulated to serve the military- industrial 

comp lex of North" America: 

Shrinkage of tbe ego, and collectivization of the ego 
ideal signify a regressiol) to primitive stages of the 
development, where the acc~ulated aggression had to be 
'com~ensated' by periodic ~ansgression. At the present 
stage, such socially sanctioned transgression seems -to be 
replaced by the norma1ized social and political use of 
aggressive energy in the state of permanent preparedness. 

Thus it\ is that Marcuse points towards the historieally structured 

biologieal relation of the instincts within contemporary North Am~rica as 

'not only contributing to,· but in dialectical re~ation with, materi'al 

social relations of domination (e.g. capitalist interests in the 'defenee 

"" 
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economy') which give rise to an increasingly militaristicly-oriented 

society. 

The coHectivization of the superego, while unleashing 

accumulated aggressive energy touted as 'rationally' directed towards 

'tht enemy' and for the' 'healthy' maintenance of the domestic capitalist 

economy 1 also creates the conditions for this same energy to be directed 

towards existing poUtical institutions. However, far from being a 

potentially critical, progressive intervention of the 'people', Marc,use 

c1aims that the situation in toto gives rise to increasingly irrational 

demands by the c1tizencry. This in turn gives rise to political 

conditions which make both an nrusion and folly of truly democratie 

social relations. ~rcuse (1970: 60)' explains that, 

By virtue of this constellation, the masses determine 
continuou~ly the policy of the leadership on which they 
depend, while the leadership sustalns and increases lts 
power in response and reac'tion to the dependent masses, 
The fomatiou and mobilization of masses engenders 
authoritarian rule in democratie fom ... The masses are 
'not identical with the "people" on whose sovereign 

~ rationality the free society was to be established, 
Today, the chance of freedom depends to a great extent on 
the power and willingness to oppose mass opinion, to 
assert unpopular policies, to alter the direction of 
progress. 

Indeed, one of Marcuse' s central aims in examining the realm of 

the unconscioU$ and the structure of needs is to help build the above 
( , 

power and willingness among peoplEll to engage in social transformation; to 

transcend in and through practiee the fatalism with which so many 

• 
approach everyday life. As such, he attempts to examine the basis for 

J 
. such a fatalistic standpoint, in locating the obstacles structured wfthin 

material relations of reality in tandem -with' cultural and s-uperstructural 
q" 

relations. As weIl, he attempts to locate, as part of such an 

, , 
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examination, subversive moments which may point totlards overcoming such 

obstacles. 

2. k. Several implications of Marcuse' s analysis 

With the above ana1ysis, one May perhaps gain -il greater depth 

of understanding of the historical demobi1ization of the North Amarican 

individual 'S potential social change agent, as previous1y noted by 

Giroux (1981: 136 and 137): 

The alienation, exploitation and domiMtion (of North 
American society, to which Freire refers) is certain1y an 
objective fact, but it is far from a subjective 
perception recognized by most Americans. Not only the 
context and natux:e of domination need ta be documented in 
this case. but the very ~ of domination has ta be 
proven to most Americans. 

This, then, is a primary implication of Marcuse' 9 psychoanalytic 

examination of contemporary North American society: the dehabilitat10n of 

autonomous, critica1 thought and ac1:10n on the part of the majority of 

the population, a dehabilitation which i5 actively and historically 

structured in the collectivity of psyches. 

Nevertheless, rather than leaving liberatory educators at a 

theoretical impasse, Marcuse draws out contradictions in this situation 

which may drive forward possibilities of conscious liberatory agency. 

Far from pessimism, he ultimately describes contemporary (psychological 

and political) reality with the dm of perceiving and analyzing the 

tensions within it which may negate that reaBty towards dia1ectically 

and materially transcending it thr-ough liberatory praxis. 

Perhaps the primary contradiction within the realm of the 

contemporary psychic- structure according to Marcuse is the tension 
1 
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between the subjective structure of the psyche and the objective materia1 

conditions of North American society in general. For, with the erosion 

of societal condition~which objectively necessitate alienated lAbour, 

the rationality of surplus ~epression of libidinal energy is, 

dialectically, further eroded. With "this phenomenon, social forces which 

have vested interests in maintaining such surplus repression must further 

repress cognizance and the naming of this widening gap and the tension . 
which it provokes. This creates an es~alating repression, both 

and psychoIogicaI1y speaking, which in turn strengthens the 

tension rated by the evergrowing contradiction. While they may be 

further the unconscious realm, the pleasure principle and 

the liberat ry aspects of'the phylogenetic or archaic memory traces 

continu y build up, following Marcuse's appropriation of Freud's 

quantitative-mechanical relationship between instinctual energies. Such 
/ 

a build up cannot simply dissipate; rather it exerts a forc~, a pressure, 
t 

indeed a practical threat of 'breaking through'. As Reld (1980: 123) 

affirms, while the superego, once created, implants into the instinctual 
o 

structure an adherence to the demands o~the past and to the statu§. quo 

relations Qf domination, nonetheless, 
, . 

The memory of gratification is at the origtn of all 
thinking~ and the impulse to recapture past gratification 
Is the hidden driving power behind the process of 
thought. 

For, regardless of the sophistication of the repression by the social 

forces of domination of the demanda of the pleasure principle and the 

subversive aspects of the archaic memory tracesl the p~inciple r~ains 

(albeit a controversial one) that the more the repression, the more what 
.( 

la repressed threatens to surface·with.a counterforce. (HeId, 1980: 122 

'1 
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and 123). 

In existential and psychologie al terms, the guilt and anxiety 

level felt among people is raised to an ever greatar degrae, for the 
, ' 

" guilt of one' s betrayal of freedom is heightenac;l due to, the contradictory 

situation described ahove. This guilt produced by the existential or 

1ived human relation to objective materia1 conditions provides a person,l 

expe~en~e on which the arehaie memory trace of the reinstal1ment of the 

primaI father may be tagged, brought forward and retrieved. As such, the 

source of existential anxiety produced by guilt as one of unnecessary 

social domination may be more readily made copscious. 

Seco~?, ~he aggression caused by the increasing repression of 

libido and of Eros generally, is afforded inadequate release, save 

through politi~ally managed group seapegoating and 'cold' or act~al 

national war enemies. The interiorization of this aggression and actual 

hatred engendered by oppressive 'conditions which are not materially 

transcenaed and which apparently have a diffuse caus~ resu1ts in a 

substantial increase of guilt., This guilt raises a sense of 'malaise'. 

and contributes towards a pressure against total identification with 
r 

society. 

Third, in mere quantitative terms, the high leve1 of libldlrtal 

repression (and repressive de-sublimation ls included here) and strength 

of the superego in relation to a submissive ego may themselves produce 

anxiety to an intolerable threshold. As this ls or would be a 

socially-shared malaise, people may be more likely not only to 1dent1fy 

lt colleetively as a social problem, but, in combination with the 

previous consequence, identify lt critlcally as a problem of unnecessary 

social domination. In other words, due to the strength posed by th. 
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contradiction under examination, people tna1 ,--because of the specifie 

historical relation of their instinctual structure to their objective 
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~aterial conditions, (have) develop(ed) a tendency to critically realize 

the contr~diction itself,-and act to transcend it through social change. 

Just as the capitalist Performance Principle generates the material 

conditions for tts own negation (Held, 1980: 125), so too the 

'massification' of individuation may generate conditions for a 

transcendence of the contradictions which such massification engenders. 

That tt may do so partly relies existentially on Marcuse's 

appropriation of Freud's necessary equation of freedom and happiness. 

For his theory ls based on the assumption that through unhappiness, 

people will come to Act towards freedom. Conversely, freeing themselves 

from surplus repression, people will be freeing themselves from guilt and 

anxiety, experienced existentially as painful, towards experiencing 

greater happiness, through a reduction of pain, and an increase in 

llbinal gratification. While yreud concludes that unhappiness or a 

social condition of malaisa is inevitable, this is because he viewed an .. 
instinctual structure which denied significant ffeedom of libidinal G .. 
energy or Eros, as inevitable, given the (apparently) positive 

relationship between instin~l' repression and progress, or the 

development of culture (Marcuse, 1980: 32, 33 and 36). 
1 

Significantly. the aim of social liberation becomes intimately 
1 

entwined with the personal interests of freedom, the lessening of 

suffer~ng, and tqe increase of experienced happfkess. By locating these 

~ubjective interests within social power relations of domination and 
, 

subordination, Marcuse connects suchpersonal interests and needs wlth 

the necessity of transformipg social and economic relations. A further 

, 
• p 
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implication of Marcuse' s theore~ical approach is thst pedagogically, 

social éducation may play a significant part towards the involvement of 

people in their understanding of the social, economic and psychological 

contradictions which they, experience and through which they li va. 

Nonetheless, while heightening the analysis of the intrusion of social 
$ 

,domination into the subjective raalm, Marcuse 15 insistent on the 

limitations of liberatory practice within this context. He in~ists that 

objective economic relations of p~oduction be transformed, and he 

believes that certain social overlapping groups, for example students, 

intellectua1s, and women, without the traditionally-defined working 
) 

classes are incapable-of doing this (Marcuse,.1970: 69). By implication, 

for social education to be truly ef~ive towards personal and social 

. Iiberation, according to Marcuse, ~t must ':e linked and contributive to 

working class and other progressive social change movements. 

Rather than undialectically lamenting the Iack of potencial of 

movements towards social change in cont:mporary North Ameriea~ society, 

Marcuse'sttempts to understand more fully the nature and depth of the 

conditions within which these movements must function. He focuses on the 

dialectical, interface of historicâlly-struetured matet'ial impasses L 

towards radical social critiqu~ and action, located in instinetual 

relations and the economic relâtions of production, and tn. historiesl 

demobilization of those people who live their lives through these Il 

material relations. Marcuse passio~ate1y engflges in s~ch 'a study with 

the utopian intent of hope, freedom and peaee, t~rough a diaIeet1c of 

individua1 and 80cieta1 tr~nsfo~stion. 

3. Summary 
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In this chapter, l have a.~tempted to examine Marcuse' s 

dialectical materialist approJlch to the realm 'of the unconscious and the 
\ 

• .Î 

structure of needs. In particular, l have attempted to critically 

explore aspects of his approach to the p~ycho-sexual realm which were 
, 

selected as relevant to the aim of the larger project. Marcuse's theory 

explores historical obstacles within this realm to the development of 

liberatory subj ectivities and radical praxis, as weIl as historicaf 

pOE{sibilitiea for. such development as related to this sphere. He 

approaches Freud' s paychoanalytic theory wi th a dialectical, materialist 

and Critical Marxist concern for situating the psycho-sexual realm within 

contemporary.historical social and eEonomic relations of inequality and 

oppression. Marcuse attempts, ultimat~ly .. to historize those aspects of 

Freud' a theory which he believes ia oS"sified by an ahistorical 
J 

psychological approach, albeit one that is nonetheless potentially 

critical and materialist. Nonetheless, Marcuse' s historicization of 

Freud' a 'theory must itself be approach critically, as it faila, much as 

Freud' s theory proper, to take fully into account the particular 

historical presence and experience of girls and women as subjects of what 

psychoanalytic the ory purports to analyze and theorize about. Thus, his 

examination potentially dis torts those experiences--and furthers 

androcentric social interests. 

-Having. examined several aspects of Marcuse' s Critical social 

theory in this chapter and the one previous to it which may be . 

contributive towards a philosophica.l foundation of social education 

Adequate to the North American context, l will now turn to what i5 

proposed as possible limitations of this theory to such a project. 
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Notes of Chapter Three ' 

1. This is well-traced in Braverman, Labour and Monopoly Capital (1974). 

2. This proj ect, in various ways, ls shared by otbers of the Frankfurt 
School, yet with differing Interpretations and conclusions. Marcuse, 
for examp1.e, in opposition ta Fromm, yet in accordance with Horkheimer 
and Adorno, retains Freud' s theory of the death instinct. See 
Geoghegan, Reason and Eros (1981)4\ p. 47; also, Held, Critical Theory 
(1980), p. 113. 

3. Unless otheiwise noted, l will refer throughout to psychological 
repression in the general sense, namely that force which is directed 
against an instinct. The particular expressions which this general 
conflict may result in are multifold: repression, in the specifie 
sense; sublimation; deflection; and 50 on. For elaboration, see 
Freud, Civilization and its Discontents (1930), p. 44; also, see 
Horowitz, Repression (1977). 

4. See.Fromm's Escape From Freedom (1941), and Freire's Pedagogy of the 
Oppressed (1970), for elaboration of the concept of the 'fear of 
freedom' . 

5. The theaia author tentatively accepta, Along with Marcuse. the 
validity of Freud's positing of the life and death instincts. While l 
am aware of many of the arguments to the contrary, including perhaps 
the most convincing and brilliant 'of them, namely Agnes Heller' s Qn 
Instincts (1979), 1: nonetheless tentatively consider their central 
hypotheais of the non-Iexistence of the instincts to be essentially 
flawed and incorrec t . 

6. Indeed, possib1y, of Fromm's as well --of aIl the members of the 
\ 

Frankfurt Schoo1, it was he who was most intere,9ted by and perhaps 
most sympathetic to the religious aspect of Judaism. See Martin Jay's 
The Dialectical Imagination (1973) for elaboration. 

7. see Held, Ctitical Theory (1980), p. 114 fQ.r {,n elaboration of this, 
especially with regard ta Adorno' s critique of Fromm, a critiqu~ 
shared by Marcuse. 

8. Marcuse's approach thus seems to transcend the androcentric aversion 
to takLng,the body seriously as a significant realm of consideration 
in analyzing the politics, and the potential and limitations, of 
individual and social liberation. This, l propose, is in contrast to 
Freire, who appears to have fully neglected this. Be that 88 lt may, 
whi1e Mflrcuse's e~amination doea give rise to considerations and 
conclusions which may weIl Q~ consistent with and helpful towarda 
feminist analyses, his'examination remains, 1 suggest, ultimately from 
a standpoint which often neglects the historical specificities of 
women's experience and subsumes them within that of men's experien:8. 
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The analysis which results in fact dis torts rather than 
the experience of women. Indeed, this distortion may be 
rendering the ~pecif1c interests of women subordin~:e JO 

, 
9. Irrationality is used as defined both in clinical terms an in 

Marcuse's sense ··see his One DimensiQnal Man (1964), p. 142 
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10. For this third concern i~ relation to Marcuse, see Geoghegan, Reason 
and Eros (1981), pp. 47 and 48. 

Il. For Fromm, see He1d's Critica1 Theory (1980), p. 112. 

12. See KeUner, Marcuse and the Criais of Marx.ism (1984), p. 161, for 
further e1aboration. 

13. For example, see Freud, Civilization and its Discontents (1930), pp. 
61 and 79. 

14. Aggressive and destructive tendencies are vissisitudes or 
modifications of the death instinct. See Geoghegan, Reaso~ and Eros 
(1981), p. 48. 

15. See Ke11ner's Marcuse'and the Crisis of Marxism (1984), p. 429, 
footnoté 31; a1so see Horowitz's Repression (1977), introductory 
remarks., 

16. Adorno, in Friedman' s The Pol i tica1 Philosophy o'f the F17ankfurt 
School (1981), p. 87. 

17. See Freud's Beyond the Pleasure Princip1e (1922) for elaboration. 

18. The second of these two implications is directed more towards those 
progressive groups which are re1uctant to p1acing these terrains of 
strugg1e on their agenda. For, those within feminist, 1esbian-and gay 
~ocial /politica1 movements have had 1itt1e difficulty in knowing of 
the necessity of the struggle for a 50cia11y unrepressed organization 
of (psycho·)sexuality, and acting on that knowledge. 

19. Marcuse, "Marxism and Feminism", i.n Kellner, Marcuse (1984), p. 173. 

20. See the recent scholarship of Kinsman, The Regulation of Desire 
(1987) for e1ahoration. 

21. See ~specially pp. 82 to 123 of Horowitz, Repression (1977), for 
elabotation,of this theme. 

22. Freud, "'Civilized' Sexual Morality" , in Horowitz, Repression (1977), 
p. 76. • 

23. Freud, "Group Psychology ~nd the An$lysls of the Egon, from his 
Collected Works • pp. 79-80, in Horowitz, Repression, p. 63 . 

. 24. For an excellent feminist study of the relation of play and women's 

, 
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learning, see Melamed, Play and Playfulness in Women's bearning and 
Deve10pment (1986). 1 

25. Freire, in a seminar discussion at University of Massachusetts, 
Amherst Mass., 1985. 
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26. This trend in the 1ate 1980's shows signs of reversi~g however, given 
the right-wing dominance in the po1itical struggle over ineerpreting 
and dea1:ing with the A.I.D.S. virus. 

27. über, "Sexuality and Poli tics in the Work of Herbert Marcuse", in 
CritLêa1 Interruptions (1970), ed. Breines. , 

28. See Ober "Sexua1ity and Poli tics" , p. 114, for Marcuse; for Freud, 
see his study The Ego and the Id (1923). 

29. Freud, Fema1e Sexua1ity , in Horowitz, Repression (1977), p. 138. 

30. Bonapart, Female Sexua1ity (1953), pp. 130-6, in Horowitz, Repression 
(1977), p. 138. 

'31. Landes, "Marcuse' s Feminist Dimension", in Te10s , #41 (Autumn, 
1979), p. 161. 

32. Marcuse, Five Lectures (1970), p. 45; also, see pp. 37 - 39 for 
further e1aboration. 

33. For Adorno's view, see HeId, Critica1 Theory (1980), p. 136. 

34. For an e1aboration as re1ated to Freud, see his Civi1ization and its 
Discôntents (1930). 

35. Paz~utteda1 offers an examp1e of such a situation: the extension of 
democratic elections within Brazil by the mi1itary government in the 
1980's. Paz Buttedal, during a seminar on popu1ar education in the 
context of the Third World, Canadian~Association for the Study of 
Adult Education, Learned Societies, Guelph, Ontario, 1984. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
\0 

Limitations of Marcuse' s Theory 

1. Introduction 

In this four th chapter of this thesis, l will attempt to briefly 

examine what l propose as several limitations of Marcuse's Critical 

social theory as an adequate enrichment, complement and stance from which 

to critique Freira's philosophical theory. This 15 ultlmately for the 

purpose of indicating an avenue towards a theoretical foundation for 

social education within the contemporary North American context. In 

part1cular, l will examine the following limitations of Marcuse's theory, 

~ 
in their respective order: 

a. a lack of a rigorous: (i.) political economy of 

contemporary North America, and (ii.) analysis of the state's relation to 

domination and liberation, in contemporary North America; 

b. a lack of a concise and consistent analysis of the 

pra)S.ls of social movements in the struggle for social l~beration in 

contempo~ary North America; 

~, -. 
c. a lack of accessibility to a majority of people withln 

North America. The theory remains relatively inaccessible to those whom 

Marcuse would probably argue cou1d benefit from it most; 

d. a lack of consistency within Marcuse' s approach 
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towards leadership, bath in small-group situations and in the larger 

context of leadership ~ithin and of social movements. Indeed, there 

exists a tendency in Marcuse's approach to leadership which, despite his 

general anti-authoritarian stance, Is clearly vanguardist and perhaps 

both ignorant of and condescending towards leadership within social 

groups other than (bourgeois) intellectuals, in the traditional sense; 

e. a lack of an adequate consideration of and rigour in 

examining that social domination which is based on racism in North 

"" America, and the relation between social domination based on racism and 

other forms of social domination; 

f. a lack of consideration of those relations of 

domination which exist between Canada and the United States, as well as a 

lack of an adequate and r;gorous consideration of those relations between 

North America and Third World countries; 

g. a lack of rigour in the examination of the domination 
o 

of women in North American society, and patriarchy, in general. As such, 

his Critical theory remains androcentr!c and th us seriously questionable 

as to both its scientific validity and its ability to guide and cri tique 

a praxis which is truly liberatory for both men and women. 

Setting the context 

-
CertainIy, one theory, or group of works, of one person cannot 

-
deal with aIl that Is required to accurately pose aIl of the assential 

questions, and even less, to answer some of the essential questions. To \ 
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hope for that ls not only all too common within the current historical 
~ 1 

conditions, it is indicative of the general ahistorical approach of many 

of those who mediate these conditions., As Max Horkheimer (1982: 287) 

writes of the contemporary fetishism of ideas: 

Today ideas are approached with a sullen seriousness; 
each as soon as it appears ia regarded as either a 
ready-made prescription that will cure society or as a 
poison that will destroy it. All the ambivalent traits 
of obedience assert themselves in the attitude towards 
ideas. People desire to submit to them or to rebel 
against them, as if they were gods ... This taking of ideas 

C only as verdicts, directives, signaIs, characterizes the 
enfeebled man of today. 

Nonetheless, Horkheimer avoids a lapse into liberalr relativism. or the 

tak1ng of one idea as as good or true as another. The 'above is 
, 

intentionally written within the conte~t of a çritical epistemo1ogy; 
! • 

indeed, for him, "The truth of ideas is demonstrated not when they are 

held fast b~t when they are driven further." (Horkheimer, 1982: 287), a 

quote which quickly draws to mind Freire's epistemological stance 
~ 

l suggest that Marcuse's critical theory remains of value only if 

'driven further', critiqued, related to changing historica1 conditions , 
and to the.oretical strfdes gained through social praxis towards radical 

social change within those changing historieal conditions. The task of 

---finding value in his theory requires the 're-valuing' or 're-considering' 
" 

of it. This task is necessary in order to 'know' his theory, for 

ineluded in 'knowing' a thcory is to know what of it'is of value in 

relation to one's praxis for social change, and conversely, what is of 
, 

little or no value to it, given the specificity ot one's historieal 

situation. Surely Marcuse would agree that this happens anyway. 

'regardless of the aim of one's praxis; the point for those whose aim and' 

, 
. 1 \ 
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interests lie in social liberation, i5 ta make it a task Infused with 

i~tentiona1ity and rigour. 

Nonetheless, as Douglas Kellner (1964: 374) notes, ambivalence or 
o , 

strong responses towards Marcuse's theory may also r~late to comple~ities 

and anomalies held within that theory, which many of Marcuse's readers 

and cri tics Have dismissed: 

Most of Ma~cuse's critic5 have erred, l believe, by 
failing to perce ive these anomalies and have consequently 
presented (or dismissedl) Marcuse as, for example, a 
historicist or essentialist, a bleak pessimist or a 
starry-eyed utopian, an elitist individualist or a 
dogmatic Marxist, a stubborn rationalist or ablatent 
irrationalist. All these one-sided characterizations and 
criticisms fail to grasp the complex, protean nature of 
Marcuse's thought and the difficulties conceptualizing it 
in traditional categorie~ .... Thus, Marcuse's widespread 
and contradictory attra~tion and repulsion can be partly 
attributed to the tensions and ambiguities in his thou§ht 
and one-sided receptlons of his work. 

Given the above, it ls weIL to examine ëhe limitations of 

Marcuse's theory taking into consideration its complexities and 

anomalies, as adequate to the aim of this project in general. While l 

• have discussed several limitations of Freire's theory in relation to 

Marcuse's, eariier in th~ thesis, l will argue that both Freire's and 

Marcuse's theoreticai stances are in need of critique and enrichment from 

another standpoint, namely socialist feminist theory, to draw out thair 

value and limitations, supplement ahd redefine central categories with 

respect to the aim of this project. 

Having introduced this chapter, l will at present turn to briefly 

examining ~everal general limitations of ~arcuse·s theory with regard to 

the aim of this project. 

1 
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2.a.(1.) Marcuse's 1ack of an adequate po1itieal economy 

4C: Mareuse's analysis of eontemporary No~h American capitalist 

c 

society appears to lack a much-needed rigorous political economy of that 

context. Indeed, despite a dialectically materia1ist ~pproach towards 

North 

nature amrculture in general, 1 submit that he misunderstands 

Am.ric~~soCi.tY'''' a. too undialectically homog.nous reg.rdin~ 
cl~ss; b. ~ devoid of worker struggle and resistance to domination as 

human 

mediated by the various strata and kinds of workers in North America (1); 

and c. from an androcentric analysis of structural relations, which gives 

rise to a faulty and patriarchal analysis of what constitutes both the 

realm of the infrastructural base of society, and the catagories of 

production and labour. 

~ J misapprehends individual and collective radical praxis within 
'-. 

such ntext as apparently not requiring an informed and rigourous 

political economy of historically general ,ana specifie concrete 

situations, a misapprehension that has quite severe consequences~ given 

the cont~f an ahistorical, pragmatically-inclined consciousness on 

the part of many social change agents within North America in general. 

While certain1y c~lling people's attention to the importance of a 

the ory of social éhange which takes into account an economic analysis of 

historical situations, without necessarily being economtstic, ~arcuse ~ 

geems to avoid, at times, taking his own advice. It ma~ have been true 

that within the early context of the German-based Frankfurt School 

collective, Marcuse may have had the contextual leeway to probe almost 

-
exc1usively into interdisciplinary work which excluded political economy. 

Howevet:. the newer context of an American-based Frankfurt School '0 in the .. 
late 1930's, posed a qualitatively different situation. 
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For, within the former context, . the ~litical economy work of 

Neumann, Gurland and Pollock provided both a complement and a point of 

challenge to Marcuse to undertake more 'cultural' analyses. (2) However, 

within the North Americàn conrext, quite different conditions relgned.~ 

The explicitly Marxist nature of their work was largely repressed by the 

conditions within Col~bia Ùniversity, where the School.re-established 

itself, during the period which followed thei~ flight from Nazi Germany. 

Rather than reacting against the traditional Marxist economistic 

interpretations of society (which was at that time was predominant within 

his theoretical circles· in Germany), post-1930 1 s North American society 

beckoned the challenge of reacting against a liberal instrumentalist or 

liberal ,positivist approach. While Marcb.se took up this challenge in 

relation to philosophy, and epistemology in particular, as well as social 

psychology, he seems to have neglected it in relatiop to a situated and 

rigourous political economy. 

H"eld contends that, "With respect to political economy the 

position of critical theory is clear: politieal ~conomy ls crucial but 

'*" too narrow a bas-; when taken alone for the development of Marxise 
1 - ~ 

concerns." (~Hl ' 1980: 360) N~netheless, he a1so argues that, 

Whil categories of confliet - - ineluding class ,and plass 
conflict- - remain even in the Frankfurt theorists l 'late 
work, they are not ~déquately elab~ated. A conception 
of society is presented which overestimates its internal 
homogeneity; society appears in their writings as steered 
from above r~ther th an as the outcome. .. of a continuous 
process of struggle over rules and resourc8s.(Held, 1980: 

''> 365) ... 

Freire, to his credit, seems to recognize the danger of such a , 

tendency. 'He does not hesitate t'o recommend to North American social 
~' 

~àctivists, educators and theorists to sériously study St.ch contemporary 
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. worka of political economy as Braverman 1 s Labour and Monopoly Capitr-, ' 
. 

while 1n the same breath recommending Marx 1 s almost poe tic "Economic and 

Philosophical Manuscr1pts (1844)" as crucial reading. While Freire 

have 1acked an adequate political economy to 

he ponetheless takes pains to point out to North 

American importance of a rigourous poli tical economy to a 

-
While certainly not offering 

s ch a political economy ana1ysis of North American contexts himself, he 

out the necessity of it for North Americans and refers 

to several appropriate theoretical resources. 

Marcuse himself warns that political economy must .be 

orically situated, yet neither gives reference to studies of this 

of his own. Nevertheless, he feels confident 

to draw conclusions about the contemporary working class regarding their 

historical potential. 
\ 

1ndeed, Marcuse (in Kel1n~r, 1984: 302) states that, 
, / 

when someone claims to be tM.arxist, they must beware of 
fetishizing the class-concept. With the structural 
transformations of capitalism, classes and their 
situations also _modify themselves. Nothing is ,more 
inappropriate and dangerous for a Marxist than to use a 
reified conoept of the working class. 

'fet, in order ,to dispell a reificatlon, one must examine a concept in 

relation to the actual realiey to which it apparently refers. Marcuse 

never quite does this" yet he nonetheless 

insists that today the industrial working class is no 
longer the radical negation of capitalist society and is 
therefore no longer the revolutionary class. lt has no 
monopoly, he claims, on oppressi~n and immiseration, and 
il in fact better organized, better paid and better off 
than many members of racial minor1ties, women, and 
service, clerical and agricultural workèrs, as well a~ 

f 
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the unemployed and the unemployable (Kellnel:. 1984: 302). 

While sueh May indeed be the case, Marcuse ~ever forwards reference. to 

either empirical data or to case studies regarding this situation, nor 

has he cared to analyze the contradictory practices specifie to the­

industrial working class, nor indeed. specifie to Any other part of the l 

working class; nor for that matter, to Any class in particular. 

A1ways attempting to avoid a lapse into either Germanic' 

Idea1ism or mechanistic 'scientific' Marxism, Marcuse appears to have at 

times succumbed to both in relation to radical praxis. For, on the one 

hand. his interpretation of domination within North American society in 

One Dimensional Man May leave many wondering about the use, or even the 

pos&ibility, of radical praxis ~n that context, and on the other hand, 

~ his Interpretation of social domination within the biological realm may 
. ' J 

leave Many wi th a hopeful and optimistic outlook for radical praxis, but 

without the actual tools for realizing the tantalizing utopian vision 

whi.ch he proposes is a potential reality. l propose that such, a 

situation, either way, tends to paralyze people, a tendencyall the mor~, 

grave considering the strong fatalism engendered by the hegemonic 

ideology of North America. Indeed, as Ke11ner (1984: 346) summarizes, 

Marcuse does nbt provide much ana1ysis of what sort of 
institutions and practices might help create the needs 
and strugg1es that he envisages. A1tho.ugh he does 
discuss ~ ~in much more detail than most of his crities 
allow- - what sorts of values, goals and realJiY princip1e 
cquld guide the process of social reconstr~ctlon, he does 
not really specify t~e socio10giea1 and po1itica1 
mediations that wou1d make possible liberation and the 
construction of genuine socialism. 

-0 

Marcuse' s politieal eeonomy, while created through a Critical 

Marxist perspec,tive, is nonethelèss indicative of an androcentrt'c" theory 

, 

l', 

o 

.. 
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which, 1": propose, both ideo1ogically dis torts scientific reality and 

contributes to the oppression of women. His consideration of the 

economic foundation of society i8 unduly narrow and patriarchal, ~nd 

central categories, such as the rea1m of production .exc1ud~ the serious 

. consideration of wornen' s traditiona1 work. While Marcuse has indeed 
, 

extensively analyzed the effects of ~he patriarcha1 fami1y'.on the 

dialectics of a collective1y-based psyche and sexuall1:y which contribute, 

to both productive liberatory resistance and acceptance of moments of 

domination, he has failed to provide an adequate account of t~e social, 

political and economic context'which is so defined by mysogeny and the 

relations of male supremacy. These considerations will be brief1y 

1 elaborated below in the section regarding Marcuse's inadequate account of 
1 

patriarchy and the oppression of women. 

,1 

2. a. <11.) Marcuse 1 s insufficient theory of the state 

• 1 proposEt that Marcuse' s theory of the state is inadequate for 

informing social education within North America. Rarely does he- analyse 

the state' s nature, function and contradictions, in any detailed sense. 
~ 

~en he does, he usua11y associates qualities of the state with those of 

the economic 'ruling class', w~~hout providing any examination of the 

relation between the state and class. 'Certainly the state's traditiona1 

alliance to the economic elite needs little elaboration (4), however 

given Marcuse's apparent support for a (non-~utho~itarian) state 

structure for a liberatorY society, the cOntradictions specifie to the 

state would warrant more analysis. (5) Such analysis wqu1d be 

advantageous to social education lèading towards ra~ical praxis, as: 1 .. 

social educators and others May more e~silf and cri tically weigh 
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Marcuse's arguments fot the state's liberatory potential. as opposed to a 

more striptly anarchist. approach towards the state; and 2. pe0,Ple may be 

-able to, more, csritically and èffectively use contradictions of the state 

to enable social education and political praxis towards transforming the 

state, and/or other sites of relations of domination. The latter concern 

ls all the more necessary as so many groups organize~ or organizing 

ag~inst various fotms of domination live a arecarious dependency on state 
, 

funding for operat.iôn or ptojects, many of which include social education 

efforts. 

·2.b. Marcuse's inadeguat.e analyais of social movements 

Although Marcuse champions, supports and compasslonately 

critiques various liberat.ory social movements., 1 sugges t that he does, rutt 

offer art adequate situated analysis of them. Such '1ln analysis 18 

ëiê~e'1.a'lin"'b., to a philosophical \basis for social education in . \ 

North America, as majbr aims ~f social education are to help davelop 

grass-roots leadership within these movements, and to support thase 

movements in their quest for transforming society. 

Certainly, Marcuae's apprsisal of the traditionsl Marxise 

. ~ 

revolutionary potential of the proletariat in the historieal. era of the' 

( 

mid- and late-twentieth century within North America formed a 

motivational backdrop for his interest in other social groups which could 

• 

help bring forth a new society. For the most part, Marcuse found social ' 

,-

groups which were 'on the margins' of society' with regard to cheir ~ / 
integration with the hegemonic formE! of domination, as important groups \ "\ 

in the struggle for a liberatory society. However, he ,appears to have 

failed to provide ari examination of their historie mediation of hegemonic 

\ 
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• for~s of domination; his approach towards these groups remains 

undialectical in the sense that he apparently views the~ 

one·dimensi~nally, as 'finding' themselves,on the margi~s of hegemonic , 
integration due to structural reasons. 

Marcuse (in Ke11ner, 1984: 305) comme~s on these grQups: ..... 
,One will have to contend with groups which were of no 
significance whatsoever to oriiinai Marxist, thepry; ~ 
example, the renowned marginal groups organized by 
students, oppressed racial and national minorities, women 

"(who comprise no minority but rather the majority) , 
citizens' initiatives, etc. These are not substitute 
groups who are to become the new revolutionary subjects. 
They are, as l calI them, anticipatory groups that may 
function as catalysts, and no more than that. 

1(;4 

Marcuse, l believe, tends to approach these groups as metaphors for 'the 

negation', the 'Great Refuail', the 'new sensibility', the 'breakwith 

technological rationality', and the fusion of new (and archaic) 

libe~atory needs. lt ia perhaps for this reason that Marcuse approaches 

these groups of people without much consideration of their specifie 

mediàtion of relations of domination, or of their actuai and specifie 

contradictions within the realms of needs, consciousness, and behavior. 

For, lt may be argued that as metaphors of symbolic value, these groups 

of people are abstracted from reaIitY,by Marcuse; rather than being seen 

by him as of reality and hence situa~ed within its complexity. 

Nonetheless, Marcuse is true to his view that these groups were 

not to he substitutes for 'the ~evolutionary subje~t', but rather c 

function as cat~lysts for a revolution. This i5 horn out_in practice 

- through Marcuse's open critique of the Western student mCjVement during 
) . 

the 197~'s regarding their failure to seçurely engage in coalition or 

.ven. At. times, in co~unication wit~, either the organized or 

- , 
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non-unionized working class (Ke11ner, 1984: 286). 

Be that as it may, it appears that Marcuse's· theory would have 

offered little to the task of building such alliances and solidarity. 

Rellner (1984: 315) notes that 

Although Marcuse calls for a 'United Front' against 
capitalism and for coalitions between different groups 
and struggIes, he does not really prôvide mucn analysis 
of how groups-in-struggle are to be fused into a 
revolutionary movement, or what forms that movement 
should take. 

Vincent Geoghegan (1981: 91) i~ in agreement regarding: 

Marcuse's failure ta consider in any depth what (apart 
from the shaky ground of a shared opposition to aspects 
of capit~list society) cou1d possibly unite the disparate 
elements of-the Great Refusal in political activity and a 
concomitant failure ta specify --other than at the 
highest levei of abstraction-- precisely how these 
forces were tO,be co-ordinated both prior to and during a 
~evolut1onary upsurge. . 

Such an analysis is aIl, the more crucially missed in Marcuse's theory, 

for in the contemporary North Ameriean situation sueh an anaysis 18 of 
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dire import. Reliner (1984: 317), although not unproblematlea11y, offers 

The problem for revolutionary theory today'is the thorny 
issue of how ~o ~ groups-in-struggle into a 
revo1utionary movement . A1though there has been a 
proliferation of new social movements and struggles 1n 
recent years,-many of these groups are fighting for 
specifie interests or goals (i.e. peace, nuclear 
d1sarmament, women's rights, black or brown power, etc.). 
Whereas many of these struggles are worthy and worth 
supporting in their own right, the challenge to the Left 
is ~o build linkages between the various 
groups-in-struggle to provide the basis for an 
anti-capitalist, anti-imperialist movement. 

Nevertheless, Ke1lner ~i11 remaln f~r from such a goal if he retains an 
, 

overly narrow view of other social movements. For example, much of the 
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fem1nist movement goes beyond the liberal calI for "women's right$" 

c towards the cal1 for the freeing of women from patriarchal social 

relations, by anding patriarchy. As weIL, many within the movement for 

"black or brown power" maintain that racism is a structural relation of 

domination within North American society. Thus, for many of these 

movements, an "anti-capitalist, anti-imperialist movement" will not (if 

kept, soley within those parameters) serve their specifie interests. 

related to social liberation. Such a movement would necessarily also 

have to be "anti-patriarchal and anti-racist"; not Slmply ~or tactical 

reasons in order to "build linkages" among various groups, but for 

reasons of listening to people in other social movements, understanding 

and respecting what the y have to say, and standing together in h~an 

empathy and solidarity. This often requires many of those within the 

c "Left" to recognize their own privileges vis-a-vis other social groups, 

as historiçally-constructed within a multiplicity of oppressive 

structural relations, and take a closer look at their own personal and 

social interests and actions. 

'1 

2.c. Marcuse's relative inaccessiblity 

Marcuse cQnsistently lacks an adequate me ans with which to 

madiata his theory, with those of oppressed and exploited groups and 

movements of resistance. His association with the student movement of 

the 1970's, rather than with other popular movements, re~ains 

unaccidental. For his means of communicating his theory, and the 

realities of contemporary North American society, both impose severe 

limitations on, l propose, ~ will have access to it. 

For examining Marcuse's Critical theory often' requires high-level 
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university training in an area that i5 not commonly the terr1tory of the 

non-privlleged. " Indeed, such training: a. has re~atively little 

job-market value and is thus more accessible to those who are in 

relatively privileged economic c1rcumstances; and b. 1s oit en actively 

avo~d or ignored within un!versicies by administrators and teachers, 
f 

given that Marcuse's theory runs ~r to the dominant theoretical 

as weIl as the dominant socfal and economic interests, of the paradigms, 

North American context. As well, chat Marcuse's Critical theory assumes 

at least a working knowledge of both Marxist and Fr~udean theories, also 

further limits its accessibility. Thus, even the well-schooled, while 

forming the ~roup most cognizant of Marcuse's theory, do not have such 

wide accessibility to examining Marcuse's theory. 

Thus, a problem with Marcuse's theory 1s that it remains 

relatively unintegrated to the intellectualization of people's praxis 

within social movements and social education, outside of that of a 

minimally few of the university-schooled milieu. , This Is not to say that 

it must be integrated into other people's praxis, but that the 

opportunity for it to be evaluated~ critiqued and potentially of~use to 
, 

them Is practically nonexistant. 

Leadership from var,ious groups of people in res1stance is then 

1imited. and truly democratic participation in the examination of praxis. 

and the guiding of It may be negated, thus, l would cla1m, negating the 

Jiberatory proj~ct Itself. Representatives of groups other than the 

sooia1ly privi1eged indeed have sorne relative access to Marcuse's theory; 

for example, Angela Davis chose to be one of Marcuse' s Ph. D. students at 

the University of California (Pippen, et al. ~ 1988 : x). NonethelesB, 

these representatives appear to be far and fe~ br-tween others who are 
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fr~m relatively privileged groups. 

As well, Marcuse' s theoretieal diseourse appears to be one which 

ls transposed onto, rather than being based on that which is ereated 

w1thin social change movements (at least as a starting point for analysis -

or discussion). The problem of a discourse whieh is'both accessible to 

~ose engaged in grass-roots social movements, and respectful of and 
1--

based on that discourse whieh is ereated within those social movements, 

is not ouly 9pecific to Marcuse, but also, as Wexler, Matusewiez and Kern 

(1987) point out, tO other contemporary.sociai education theorists such 

as Henry A. Giroux. Referring to Roger Simon's and Giroux's works, the 

former authors argue that 
f' 

The danger 18 that a critieal pedagogy, as currently 
conceptualized, may be appropriating the place and voiee 
of existing, practically-inspired education movements as 
weIL as mOfe informaI critical edue.ation discourses 
within far broâd~r social movements. (6) 

If auch ls lndeed the case,' then the relative inaceesslblity of Marcuse's 

Critical social theory stands out as rn even more problematic limitation 

towards the aim of pointing towards a philosophieal found~tion of soëial 

education adequate to the North an eontext. 

There are many possible for Marcuse' s failure to make his 

theory more accessible to those whom e would likely agree are of the 

most oppressed of the people within N rth America, some reasons being: 

a. that the logtc of his theo~ as dialectical is t'elatively 

inaccessible, foreign to,'and 'difficrlt' for the generfll North American 

consc1ousness of logte as I1near, syllogistical. or pragmatic. As a 

central goal of his project 1s to keep dialectical mater/alist logic and 
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thought al ive , to compromise the complexity of it might have been. to 

• him. to fail in his project; 

b. that Marcuse's own pers~nal and academic backgrounds 1n the 

Germanic philosophical and literary traditions limited the style of his 

writings and lectures to an elaborate, often overly intricate, ·obtuce and 

sometimes convoluted manner of communicating, at least to North 

Americans, notwithstanding his dialectical logie; 

c. that Marcuse's own upper-middle class background made it 

difficult for him to either cognicize the possibilitiy of communicating 

Critical\social theory to other less-schooled groups of people, or slmply 

express his Critical theory in terms accessible to other less-schooled 

groups of people; 

·d. that Marcuse' s androcentric stance may have alienated many 

women from the reality of their own experie~ce and lives, and hence did 

not 'speak' to their experience and needs; and, 

e. that Marcuse apparently views the ~ell-schooled intellectuals 

as the potential leaders of a revolutionary movement; as such he may have 
~ 

thought dlat it was of no danger to such a movement if that group had 

almost exclusive access to his theory. Indeed, with such a view of 

revolutionary leadership, Marcuse may have intentionally directed aIl his 

theoretical endeavor~ towards the well-schooled class. For, to him lt 

would be they who ultimately require'theoretical rigour in order to guide 

o 
a revolutionary movement. 
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The last of some of these possible reason.3 leads us to the next 

possible limitation of Marcuse' s Critical thelJry with respect to the aim 

of the overall projec t, namely contradictions and anomalies in Marcuse' s 

apprpach towards social and revolutionary leadership, 

2, d. Marcuse' s contradictory and pe:r:-haps elitist approa,ch ta leadership 

Marcuse' s social theory ana practice (including practical advice 

to social change groups) are laden with contradictions and anomalies 

regarding the nature of leadership, who should be in leadership roles, 

and the relations between those who, lead and those who accept that 

leadership, While it mai b~ inevitable to have such contradictions in 

" both theory and practice over a span of approximate1y fifty years, 4{ is 

to the fault of Marcuse that his overall approach to leadershiP' rema)ns 

both unclear and open t~ the po~sibly of being elitist, vanguardist and 

" sexist, . As sucn, Marcuse' s approach towards leadership remaiy{s 

questionable as to its usefulness towards the creation of a liberatory 

society for the benefi t of a11. 

The issue of leadership is an extremely relevant one for an 

adequate philosophy of social educAtion, gi'ren the present particular , 

context of political 'liberatory' groups and struggles as well as the 
(J 

general context of the dominant and hegemonic authoritarian, racist and 

patriarchal approaches to leadership in society. If orle of the tasks of a 

social theory of social education is to catalyze the af.finity o~ various 

different progressive social change groups 1 the issue of leadership is 

clearl)' a crucial matter. 

Marcuse' s theory of leadership appears to vacciliate bJtween a 

q • 
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decentralized, anarchist and participatory approach. and one which 18 

based on a patriarchal, authoritarian and vanguardist approach. While he 

never offer~d a systematic account or study of the issue of leadership, 

various references to the issue surface in his writings' and interviews. 

Gercainly. Marcuse 1 s critique of authoritarian leadership was 

motivated and heightened by the rise to power of the Nazis ln his German 

homeland. In perhaps direct refer6!)ce to the rise of Hitler. Marcuse 

(1968: 4) writes of the image of the 'heroic man', 

bound to the forces of blood and soil- - the man who 
travels through heaven and hell, who does not reason why, 
but goes into action ta do and die, sacrific!ng himself 
not for any purpose but in humble obedience to the dark 
forces that nourish him. This image expanded to the 
vision of the charlsmatic leader whose leadership does 
not need ta be justified on the basis of aims, but whose 
mere appearance Is already his "proof". to be accepted as 
an undeserved gift of grace. 

In opposition to this type of politieal leadership, Marcuse' offers a call 

for 'rational' leadership. based on a decentrallzed, anarchistic model, 

ta student radica1s of the 1970' s who at the time wanted to organize a 

polltiesl party to connect various grQups towards leading a revolutionary. 

mov'ement. Kellner (1984: 301) notes that rather than supporting the 

formation of a politica1 party, 

Marcuse proposed revolutionary affinity groups •• hased on 
worker' s councils. 100sely organlzed into à m..ass movement 
and united by demonstrations, confrontations and, when 
.appropriate. direct action. " 

The leadership of: the various affinity groups was apparently to be based 

on authoritativeness rather than on irrational authority. In Flve 

Lectures. Marcuse (1970:' 8~) outlined that 
\'"'>."', 

~ 
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In Matxian theory and long before it a distinction was 
ID4de betWeen rational authority and domination. The 
authori ty of an airplane pilot, for example, is rational 
authotity. lt is impossible to imagine a condition in 
which the passengers would tell the pilot what to do. 
The traffic policeman is another typical example of 
rational authority. 

However, despite such democratic and apparent1y anarchist inspired . , 

pronouncements, Marcuse alludes to the desirab1ity of an "intellectual 

dictatorship" in works as diverse as Eros and Civilization , One 

172 

Dimensiona1 Man , Essay on Liberation and most strikingly in a review of 

o 
Rudolf Barho' s "Proto-socialism and Late Capita.~g;m" (see Ke11ner, 1984: 

r 
464) . While Marcuse wou1d often respond that he proc1aimed such 
~ 

des,irability as a matter of rhetorical style in order to provoke, 

'Marcuse' s agreement with, and even the exaggeration of, the theory of 

Ru~olf Barho (1977) indicates that there may well be more than stylistic , ~ 

considerations at work: 

Marcuse believes thit Bahro' s analysis implies that 
• J 
, intellectua).s' - - t.lken as a broad catagory for 
s~ientists: techriic Lans, cultural workers, the 'new 
working c1ass', etc. - - are the primary bearers of 
'surplus consciousne~s' which stands against the 
'~omp~nsatory interefts of the masses' .... Marcuse 
describes this group as a potential 'democratic elite' 
who would a!>sume certt:.in educational-cu1tural functions 
that would, articulate emancipatory interests and spread ' 
cr1tical consciousness througho~t the society, creating 
the possibilities of democratizing and humanizing 
society. He claiths that Sahro' s analysis once more 
requires consideration of Plato' s 'educational 
dictatorship of the. intelligentsia' and Rousseau' s dictum 
that people must be 'forced to be free' (Kellner, 1984: 
311) . 

Inde ad , Kellner (19'84: 466) reiterates that in Marcuse' s review of , , . 
/ 

Bahro's work, Marcuse clearly argues for the desirability of an 

educational dict&to~ship, in that ".an ;lite provideJ the most promising 

, 
,. 

• 

\ 
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way to l~ad the people to a 'real democracy:". And yet, Marcuse argues 

in "Theory and Poli tics" , based on discùssions with~bermas: ""Perhaps 

educationa-l dictatorship within democracy- but not simply educational 

dictatorship." (in Kellner, 1984: 313) The two positions appear to 
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contradict each other. For, the question beckons as to how Marcl1se could 

support an educational dictatorship only within a real democracy, when 

the sarne intellectual dictatorship is required to 1ead 'the people' ~ 

such a democracy, presumably from ~ and wi thin a pOUtic,l situation which 

is not a real democracy. (7) 

The contradictions and uncertainties held within Marcuse' s 

thoughts regarding leadership place under sedous question the adequacy 

of not only ms notion of leadership but alao of his epis,temolo..gy in 

particular, and hLs 'approach towards liberation 'in general. White it 18 

certainly true that cultural workers and other (activist) intellectuals 

have been instrumental in educational and organizing work, it i8 equally 

• 
true in 'North America that .they h~ve often held back liberatory educative 

and organizing efforts because their approach to leadership has 

maintained their own group' 5 leadership rather th,an developing the 

leadership in the qevelopment of both liberatory theory at\.d radical 

praètice of people of other oppressed social groupa, e.g. based oh the 
\ 

historica1 relations of classes, ethnlcity, racial, age, gender (se~ 
1 J 

Giroux in Fre~re, 1985: xXii). This 18 something th.a.t, despite Fre1re'so 

influence in North America, continues to ~.e one of the majo'l." problems of 
f 

the praxis of this class of intellectuals. Marcuse' s thaory, rather than 
, 1 

offering valuable insights into the transformation of such a problematic 

situation, indeed at times justification for tts continuation. 
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2.e. Marcuse' s lack of consideration of race relations within North 
r 

America 
\ 

Marcuse neglects to consider race relations, as constructed and 

resisted within power relations of domination and subordination, with~ 
III(. p 

North America, as weIl as how these historical relations are related to 
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other structural and cultural relations of domination and subordination, 

such as capitalism, and patriarchy. As weIl, Marcuse does,not consider 

how liberatory social change and resistance by social movements against 

~ppres8ive race relations in North America are related to other social 

movements. Such,analyses are relevant and necessary towards informing 

social education in North America, for not only must'oPP7ession based on 

race relations be taken into aeeount in any praxis aiming towards 

personal and social liberation,' but, as argued by both Johnella Butler 

and John Bracey, social education within the Black community has a long . 
l' " 

and distinguished history whieh is invaluable to those working in the ~ 

area of 'such education. (8) 
, 

As weIl, Marcuse himself appears to oV8!ly homogenize ethnie and 

cultural.diversity wJ.thin North America. He often subsumes t!he 
. ( 

particular experiences of mi~ority cultures and ethnie gro~ps under a 

'" 'genet'al' North American culture, _ thus potentially distortipg and 

misrepresenting those experience~. This may be especiàlly so regarding 
o 

aspects of Marcuse' s examination of the realm of the unconscious and the .. 
structu,re of needs. 

4.> .tl, - ( 
For examp,le, the familial and eommunity life of many 

Native North Amedeana and Chicanos may be widely divergent from that 

which Marcuse 

need of baing 

, 

d~ibes and analyzes. Distinctions such as these are ln 

made explicit, fo~ reas09s not only ~elated to the 

" sCiéntific, ~alidity of analyses ando~laims made~ a,researco study, but 
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'1 
also related to ethical concerns of minïmizing ethnocentric acc~unts 

which are potent~ally oppressive of certain minority cultural and ethnie 

groups. 

. \ 
2.f. Marcuse's lack of an adequate consideration and account of relations 

1 

between Canada and the United States, ~nd betwèen North America and Third 

World countries -Essential to a philosophical foundation of social education in 

North America is an adequate account not only of the structural relations 

of powér and of subordination and domination within the countrie~ of 

Canada and the United States, but also between the two countries. lt ia 

relevant to point out that Marcuse's analysis of North America has nevet 

distingu~shed between Canada and the United States. While there are-

undoubted similarities shared by the two politieal contrxts, there are 
\ 

\ 

also, perhap~, important differ~nces, many created through the larger 

coptext of relations of subordination and domination between the two 

countries, economieally, poli tieally, cul tural,ly and otherwi~. (9) This i 

must be taken seriously for Canadians to benefit from social education 

foundations and practice, as weIL as.Ame~icans. 1 Î~ 
As weIl, Marcuse's the:ry is bereft of) an adequat~analysi of 

thé relations of subordination and domination betwe.n North America and , 

Tnird World countries. .While at Urnes, for example, he deflnitely points 

towards such an , 
providing ~e .. 

( . 
analysis, albeit condescendingly, he stop~ short of 

1 

,\ 

Noneth~less, he does 'indeed view the importance of social 

change in Notth America within~he larger larger context of 11berat1ng 

the shackles of North American polltieal and eeonomic interest. from 
\ 

Third World countries, and considers as weIl, th~ impaét of Third World 

" 

1 

, 
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Liberation m~vements on North America. In 1969, ~rcus~ noted that, 
\ 

the pr~eopditions for the liberation and development of 
the Thirdjrld mUst emerge in the advanced capitalist 
countries. OntY the internal weakening of the superpower 
can final stop the financing and equipping of 
suppress~n in the backward countries. The National ~ 
Liberay10n Fronts (of the Third Yorld) threaten the life 
lin& of imperialism; they are not only a material but 
also a~ ideological catalyst of change. The Cub~n 
revolu ion and the Viet Cong have demonstrated: it can 
be,don ; there is a morality, a humanity, a will, a faith 
which an resist and deter the gigantic technical and 

1 economi force of capitalist expansion. 

~et, not withst nding the above, and other scattered remarks i~n Essay 

on Liberation (1\69a), a thorough an~lysis of the above relationships is 

wanting in his wJrks, and thus requires not only suppiementatfon, but 
• u { ~ • 

also revision. ~uch revis ion is necessitated not only ~y m9re recent 
1 \ 

, 

his~orical event1 and dev~lopments between North ~erica and Third World 

cou+tries ,. but a~so by Marcuse' s apparent' paternaÜsm and l-
I j, ... 

ethnocentricity • for 'ex~ple, evident itt his labelling of the Third Yorld 
J 

as ' bllckward '. " 

As weIL; Marcuse's analysis of the technological capacity of the 
• 

First Yorld to objectively support non-alienated labour raises a 
, . 

, 
political' question regarding the Third 'Yorl.d. For, if the technological 

p~~ential of the<First World allows' the elimination of alienated labour 

in only,~t~at context, the~part 6f the world would need to (centinue 

to) eC0î"mitallY anii otberwise domina te the{ the rest oE the world. Th~, 
not onlf wo1»d such a situation p~rpetuat) the unfreedom of Third Yorld 

" nations, but those of the First World would also remain unfree in the!r 
~ , . 

< 

, . 
role as dominators. That this question is not raised by Marcuse.may 

perhaps be indicative of his~ac~ of an Adequate analysis ~f the • . 
relations bétween the First'Yorld and Thir~World contexts, 

• . -.... 

" 
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2. g. Marcuses' s lack of an adeguate aeeount of patriarchy 

Marcuse fai1s to provide an adequate analysis of the patriarehal 

relations of domination within North American society within which wornan, 
} 

and other groups sueh as children. are oppressed. As wall, the rnanner in 
• 

which he relates patriarchal relations of domination ,to capitalist 

relations of domination is inadequate. 

While Marcuse. in the 1970' s, was aware and supportive of 

feminism, and particularly of socialist feminism, he held a naive, 

abstraet and romantic understanding or women, their labour an" their 

oppression. Indeed, his analysis is one which ultimately further 

opp_~esses women, as argued by Joan Landes, as well as by Nancy 

-
Vedder-Shults ~ As Vedder-Shults (1978: 6), from a socialist feminist 

perspective explains, 

we saw his concep~ion of women as idealized: separated 
from actual women in their struggle for liberation, such 
'feminfne characteristics' can only funct!on as a model 
for a potential utopia, not mediated by the process, to 
attain such a future. There is no connection between 
today' s evaluation of 'feminity' as, weak and inferior and 
the future society Marcuse posits where these 

• characteristics will be viewed positivel}!,_ ln fact, in 
some 4ndefined fashion, Marcuse expects the women' s 
movement to bttng ,about the future socialist utopia, 
using feminism in a way which, severd West German and 
American women's groups vehemently opposed. 

., 

,arcuse's ph~los~phical analysis of North American society doea 
, . 

" 

not appear to probe\t"be basic causes of the: specific oppression of woman, 
f 
thus neither does it adequately serve to struggle against those causes. 

sath~rJ Marcuse seems to interpr~t.the essential lmport~nce of femin1st 
, 

theory as being in the utopian values or 'sensibility' which he 

,( 

" 

\ 
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apparently ascribes to women. The t creative receptivity' which seems to 

be ascribed by him to women as a group, ul timately, according to Marcuse 

due to their praxis and thus ,'cul ture', is used by him as a liberatory 

image of negation of the dominant Performance Principle. (10) 

Ke1lner (1984: 192) critiques Eros and Civilization with respect 

to Marcuse' s neglect of consideration of the specificity of women' s 

oppression and his abstraction of women, a critique which ls well·founded 

even in relation to his later works: 

Marcuse fails to make gender distinctions in EC , and 
doea riot analyse the specificity of women' s oppression. 
He doea not add~ess the problem of domestic labour, or 
the overcoming of oppressive sex roles and divisions of 
labour inu the new society he envisages. For instance, 
although automation may liberate human beings from some 
types of economic bonda-ge, this does not necessarily 
entail the liberation of women from domestic labour, 
unless the specificities uf labour in the home are dealt 
with. - Although labour time could be significantly 
reduced by automation and free time cou1d be increased, 
under the system of patriarchy that coexists with 
capitalism, male free .time might very well be increased 
at the expense of women. -

lndeed, as Nancy Vedder-Shults (1978: 12) points out, Marcuse' s 

conception of women' s traditional labour and its 'relation to capitalist 

'and patriarchal relations are distorted because "Marcuse is still using 

," , 
an androcentric model - -male human beings and their work constituting his 

, 9 

central category". Vedder-Shultp (1978: 12) elaborates: 

According to Marcuse, the social and material base for . 
male dominance has been eroded in the twentieth century 
through women 1 s increasing participation in the work 
force. Since he deflnes production narrowly, including 
only work which creates profit, Marcuse views housework 
as a form of "surplus exploitation," above and beyond 
women 1 s "productive" labor. Women' s oppression is thus a 
type of "surplus repression," a rapressive moment which,' 
ainee lt is not basad in economic conditions as defined 
by Marcuse, can on1y he.lp to Plaintain certain forms of 
domination in capitalism. Consequent1y, feminism is a ·0 
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• poli tica1 force which can merely aggravate already 
existing contradictions in commodity production . 

As weIl, aga in due to his androcentric stance, Marcuse often 

takes the meaning of 'man' or 'human' to include women, even under 

situations in which he himself Is aware that he ls only analyzing 

specifica.l1y men' s experience. In particular, Marcuse' s foray into 

Freud's contribution to Cr!tical social theory includes almost 
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exclusively analyses of male biology and experience; he then leaps 

towards perhaps un justifiable conclusions about 'the reXation between the 

'human' psychic structure and processes, and dominati~n and liberation 

within contemporary North America. Marcuse's consideration of the actual 

experience of womed as relevant to analyzing contemporary conditions i9 

notably absent, as is an appreciation of the specifically patriarchal 

hegemony through which ~he discourse of epistemological analysis ,is 
• 

defined and elaborated. 

Much like Freire who admires the 'women' s movement' as 
l' . 

'fantastic', and apparently idealistically believes t,;hat he has ej eC'ted 
',1 

all traces of sexism from himself, Marc~se displays simultanious support 

for feminism and patriarchal self - deception and denial. (11) 'Mary 

Q' Brieh, with her characteristic wit/ lucid1y refers to Freire' s 

"patriarchal genius" (12); indeed, as Freire in 1985 still appeared 

woefully ignorant of the theory and practice of both North American and 

'Srazilian feminists (13), Marcuse seems· to have touted femin1st 

• considerations, while at the sarne time viewing women' B traditional 
, 

'creative receptivity' as one~imensional1y being their ,major 
. 

contribution to' 'human' liberation. 

Henry Giroux, as welf as Freire, have more recently approach~d 

• 
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fem1nist teachers and the feminist movement in less absûract terms than 

Marcuse,_ truer to a dialectical notion of ideology, as weIl as to a 

dialectical fusion of resistance and reproduction theories. Nonetheless, 

l propose that they both, much as Marcuse, view the significance of 

fem1nist'theory and social movement as being merely in the conSideration~ 
, rf the cultural 'subjective' side af.life, 'and its focus on 

~ciousness, as weIl as 1n the c~l tural politics associ'Éited wi th and 

derived from consideration of the body (see Giroux and Freire in 

• 

Livingstone, et al., 1987: xv). Giroux, l suggest, apparently refuses to 

take'seriously tha value of socialist feminist theory in its redefinition 
~ 

of the 'w1aer' structural cause of domination, as lying in, though not 

exclusively, a dialectical relation of the sexual division of labour and 

the capitalist economic rel~tion~ of production., 

As in his introduction to Women Teaching for Change (Weiler, 

, 1988) 1 despite what l view ,~s the author' s socialist feminist emphasis to 

. ,the conttary, Giroux, writing with Freire, notes that Kathleen Weiler: 

attempts to bridge the most critical aspects of 
reproduction theory, its emphasis on how wider social 
forms reproduce the cla~~.specific dimensions of 
inequality, with those aspects of feminist theory that 
stress' the importance of consciousness, experience, and 
the subjective side of human relations. (Weiler, 1988: 
ix) 

l propose that Giroux and Fretre still apparently II)'isapprehend socialist 

feminist theory, in that they appear to 'existentializa' it, much as 
. 

"'* Marcuse interpreted socialist feminist theory as a ~omantic cultural 

, sensibill ty', rather" than as a theory equally concerned wi th redefining 

the androcentric sociàlist view of the econom1c infrastructure of, 
1 

pa~~i.rcbal·capltalist sQciety. and its relat!on to institutional and . 
cultura'\ begemony, and 'liberatory rèsistance. As Alison.Jaggar (1983: 

1 

.. 

,. 
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136) elaborates: 

Socialist feminists do not believe that tha sexual and 
procreative aspects of production are determined 
ultimately by"what is defined ordinarily as "the 
economy"; in other words, sexuality and procreation are 
not part of the superstructure. Neither, however, do 
socialist feminists believe that they alone constitute 
the material base of society as a whole. Instead, 
sexuality and procreation are a part of the economic . 
foundation of society, partially determining "the 
economy" in the narrow sense, and partially determined by> • 
it. 

As well, Jaggar maintains th{lt 

one solid basis of agreement among socialist feminists is 
that oto overcome women t s alienation, the sexual division 
of labor must be eliminated in every area of life. 
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'. l propose that if Marcuse's and Freire's theories, and even that 

of their most distinguished interpreter as related to education the ory 

and practice, Henry Giroux, are to be more helpful towards adequately 

serving to develop a philosophieal basis for social education in North 

America, they require serious' reeonsideration in light of, through a more 

rigourous consideration of, socialist feminist theoretical and practieal 

developments. Indeed, Many of what l view as Marcuse' s general 

limitations, e.g. issues related ta leadership, politieal economy, 

aceessibllty, May be revised and profitably redefined through a 

consideration of the questions and answers.in~development of socialist 

feminist theory, particularlyas developed by Alison M. Jaggar, and other 

contemporary 

/ / Conclusion 
/ 

phil~sophers and social theorists. , 

" -- ' In this chapter 1" have attempted. to briedy examine several 

Hm! tations of M'arcuse' s Critical Social theory as an adequs:té 

enricqment, complement and stance from which to critique Frelre's 

:- i . / 
1 

.. / 
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philosophical theory 1 towards the purpose of indicating ~enue towards 

a theoretical foundation of social education within contemporary North 

America. l have noted that Marcuse 1 s theory 1acks an adequate and 

rlgourous: analysis of politlcal economy, theory of the state; analysis 

of the praxis of social mov~ments; ac6essibility t9 those within North * 
! , 

America who are not much-schooled; account of social and political 

If 

leadership; analysis ,of that socia~ domination whil=h~, is based on racism; 

analyses of the relation between Canada and the United States, "and 

between North America and Third World countries; and finally, analysis of 

patriarchy and the domination of women. l propose that a rigourous' 

consideration of socialist feminist theory 1 particularly as researched, 

interpreted and developed by Alison M. Jaggar (1983;' 1984) is required to , 

critique. redefine and supplement both Mat::c\1se 1 sand Freire 1 s theories 

towards the aim of developing a theoretical foundation of social 

education Adequate to the North American context. 

",-

; \ 



o 

\ 

" o 

/ 

o 

183 

Notes of Chapter Four 

1. That the contemporary period 1s indeed characterize~ by not only 
pervasive domination but a1so active workar strugsle was compellingly , 
argued and illustrated by Stanley Aronowitz ai: the First Working 
Conference on Critical Pedagogy, on Feb. 22, 1986 4t the University of , ~, 

Massachusetts, Amherst, Mass. • . 

.. 
2. See Martin Jay, The Dialectical ,Imagination (1973) for e14boration. 

'Z 

3. For elaboration, see Martin 'Reappraising4 Freire (1975); a1so, Walker. 
"The End of Dialogue", in Mackie, ed., Literacy and Revolution (198!). 

4. For example, see Leo Panitch, "The R01e and Nature o( the Canadian 
State", in Structured Ineguality in Canada (1980). 

S. See, for examp1e, anarchist accounts of the sta-te: Harrison, The 
Modern State: an Anarchist Appro'ach (1983); C1arlc, The Anarchist 
Moment (1984); Woodcoc~, ed., The Anarchist Reader (1977); and, 
Krinterman and Perry 1 ·eds., Patterns of Anarchy (1966). 

" ' 
1 

6. Philip Wexler, Rebecca Martusewicz and June Kern, "Popular Educational 
P01itics", in Livingstone, et al., Critical 'Padagogy and CulEural '" 
Power (1987). 

1 

7. See also Lichtman' s article, "Repressive Tolerance", in Pippen, et 
" aL, Marcuse (1988), for,a discussion of Marcuse's.,(developing) 

tendency to advocate for an authoritaril:?-n leadership. 

g. Johnella Butler and John Bracey each forwa+ded_ this at the 
. Working Conference on Cri tical Pedagogy, February 21,' 1986 
Univ~rsity of Massachusetts, Amhers,t; /{ass. 

9. For examp1e, see Niosi, The Economy of Canada: a Study of Ownership 
and Control (1978); a1so, Nay10r, Dominion of Debt (198~); and, 
Roussopo~los, ed., The Politica1 EconQmy of the State: tàn~a. Quebec, 
U.S.A. (1973). ~ ~. ",' , 

la. See Katz, Herbert Marcuse and the Art of Liberation (1982), pp. 208 
and 209 for e1aboration. 

11. Freire e1aborated on this during a community discussiqn on the theme 
_ of sexism which he partic{pated in and led, 1tn Amherst, 1'f8SS., 1985. 

12. O'Bri~n, "Feminism and Education: A Critical Review Essaytl, in 
Resources for Feminist Research Vol. XII, No. 3, November 1983, p. 
11. 

13. See S~ffioti., Women tn Class Socfety (1978), for a t~ansl~ted 
f~minist his,torical account of patri~rchy and e.apital~sm in BraziHan 
society . 
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CHAPTER FIVE: 

Conclusion of thesis 

In this thesis, l have att~mpted to critically examine several 

possible contributions of Marcuse' s Critical social theory towards 
. 

critiquing, revising .and supplementing Freire' s philosophical theory, 

towards the aim of pointing to a philosophical foundation of social 

education adequate to the North Americar context. As weIl, l have 

attempted to indicate several limitations of Marcuse' s theory in regard ., 
to the above aim. Finally, l have attempted to indica,te a specifie 

direction or avenue for future research, given the dialectics of the 
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possibilities and limitations Inherent to Marcuse 1 s theory for the above 

project as examined and put forth in this fuesis. 

lt was deemed' appropriate to examine Marcuse 1 s possible 

contributions towards the aim of this proj'ect .as lying in: a. his 

approach to the structural relations of North American society and the 

relation of those historic,ally-speeifi"'c relations to the pro~uction, 

reproduc tion apd historieal mediation of ideology; and b. his approach to 

the unconscious and the structure of needs. Such an exploration of these 

two main fields of his Critical social theory necessitated' detalled 

descriptive and interpretive analys@s. and an immanent cri tique of hh 

work in these areas. 

This e?,ploration points towards a need for further ,research on 

Marcuse 1 S theory proper, most notably that of examining se lected 

questions which are indicative of contradictions or tensions within his 

work, which l feel have not been adequately addressed and explored ln the 

relevant scholarship. These contradictions or limitations are 

.. 
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relative ly, yet not 8ttlly, independent of those raised specifically in 

relation to the adequacy of Marcuse' s theory towards the goal of this 

thesis project. as a whole. Some of the former, then, are: 

, 
contradications in his approach to cri tieal art, the 

cul ture industry and technocratie rationality. In particular, the 

d1alectical tension between the liberatory moments and moments of 

domination of eritical art have not been sufficiently explored. both 
1 

as approaehed within Marcuse' s theory per se , and regarding the 

relation of his theory and the lit:»eratory praxis which may be based 
'--

on such a theory 

. contradi~tions and anomalies created by the juxtaposition 

of his approach to sexuali 3y anè the eroticizetion of everyd~y ~ife 

on the one hand, and bis approach to politieal praxis and struggle on 

the other. It remains unclear how Marcuse attempts,to reconeile his 

caU: for 11 ving an existence of peaceful recepti vi ty, wi th his call 

for militant pol!tical struggle. For, Marcuse apparently argues that 

the former is not merely a utopian goal. but an existential necesslty 

for an ongoing social transformation . 

. contradictions in his theory of sexuality, in which he at 

times seems to vacciliate between condemnation of the internalization 

of paternal authority (as struetured within patriarchal relations) 

for psycho· soc ial dev~lopment. and the reverance of such a mode I of 

internal!zation. While such tension in Marcuse' s theory of social 

psychology not only exists. but is seen as pivotaI to liberatory 

concerns, there has been li ttle research which· actually explores 

IlArf~' theory ln depth to fully clarlfy thls contradiction, as 
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well as to study it in relation to other alternative' theories of ego 
1 

development which may critique and e~tend or ravise his theory in 

this regard. 

- a general 'contradiction between Marcuse's aim of social 

liberation and the androcentric standpoint which at times imforms his 

theory of sO'C laI liberation. This contradiction is evident in not 

only his so~_~al psychology. but dso in s~ch realms as his 

interpretation of structural relations of North American society, 

While this contradiction has been noted by scholars such as Nancy 

Vedder-Shults (1978). there has been no major theorètical study 

carried out on the extent and full consequences of it. Such 

scholarly work is pressing if Marcuse 1 s work is to be of maximal use 

towards achieving the ends of personal and social liberation. 

Nonetheless, despite the limitations, contradictions and 

anomalie-s l have raised and noted in these -are as , 1 have argued tha t 

Marcuse 1 S analyses in t,he two above-mentioned spheres serve as important 

•• 
considerations towards the task of developing a philosophieal foundation 

with whieh to inform social education Adequate to the North American 

eontext. 

Be that as it may, 1 conclude in the examination of the 
l 

limi tations of Marcuse 1 s theory towards the above aim, that aven those 

two spheres of his theory which l view as relevant towards developing 

such an adequate philoso~hical foundation, as well as other are as of his 

Critical social theory, are often in need of revision, redefinition and 

critique from another (albeit related) philosophical standpoint, namely 

socialist feminist theory, particularly as researched and developed by 
1 
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Alison M. Jaggar (1983, 1984),' and others. 

In particular, it may be seen that many of the limitations of 

Mareu.e's theory towards the u1timate aim of the thesls projeet may stem 
<) 

from Marcuse's often androeentric standpoint towards, for example, 

political economy, theory of educational and political leadership, 

social-psychological theory and epistemological theory. l offer that 

these limitations are profitably highlighted and often transcended by 

what is forwarded as a more rigourous dialeetical-materialist theory (in 

development) , socialist feminist theory. 

As noted in the introduction to this thesis, two of the factors 

which must be taken seriously into account, recognized and researched, in 

attempting ta develop a philosophieal t~eory Adequate towards informing 

social education in the North Ameriean context, are the experienees of, 

and the refleetion on those experiences by, those engaged in social 

education. Such research is, then, also put forth as an important and 

necessary avenue fox.futu~ study, especia1lyas related to those social 

edueators who are actively and consciously attempting to mediate their 

work with a socialist feminist commitment and analysls, partieularly 

within the Canadian eontext. The latter context ls proposed, given the 

specifie historieal situation of Canada <as one on the subordinate end of 

unequal power relations) with the United States, and the political 

consequences of such a situation. 

Developing a'philosophieal foun8ation of social education 

Adequate, to the North Ameriean context must ultimately be the result of 

work which actively confronts the dominant social tendency to dichotomize 

theory and practiee, and the resulting alienating and oppressive 

practieal ~endency for 'theorists' ta prodUee the b4Ses which guide and 

.. 
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evaluate the work of 'practitioners'. The practice of l and reflection on 

such p:actice by, social educ~tors must thu~ be integral to and , 

constitutive of any developed basis of soc~al education in North America . 

• 
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