CONORESS = Herbert Marcuse - 20th July 1967

Disocussion -~ 1,

Ve'll take the first question from Dr. Jarviss

"I'% like to understand better what you mean when you relate
yourself to the concept of the aufhebung of labour. Does this mesn
the ubcotto-“:wu in an aesthetic dimenaion of 1life? Or does this
mean the liberation of labour from its actual chains, and the possibility
of a lidersted, new fomm of praxis? lor example, in scientific research?

The phrase "abolition of labour” is imtentionally held in ambiguity,
following Narxe As you know, Narx used, relatively early, this as a
definition of one of the goals, perhape the decisive goal, of a socialist
society; and the neaning of this phrase in NMarx is limited 1y his
later injunction that work can never become play - he said that, And 4in
the Kepital you have the fumous statement that the Tealm of freedom
will and must be beyond the realm of neceszity, which is to remain &ka &
realm of labour - we would today say even of alienated labour - and all
that can be done in this realm of necessity is to reduce labour as
much as possible and organise it in the most reational way in the intevests
of gociety as a whole, Now this is a modest formulations The abolition
of labour as toil, the abolition of labour as burden, which perverts the
entire luman existence, Jut I believe that this is precisely the point
where we have to think o 1ittle further and seriously ssk the questions
vhether the abolition of labour has not & more ralical meaninge HNamely,
workk, even socially necessary work, becomin: experimentation, as I said,
with the posaibilities of things and meny experimentation no longer
in the interests of suppression and manipulation, but in the interests
of liberation. And here I want to add immedistely, from another questions
“that is meant ty asssthetic reality?”, Precisely that - I take the
temn "nesthetic” in its full original meaning, where it simply designates
"pertaining to the sensgibilities, pertaining to sensitivity“. That is
to say, the sensidility and sensitivity of aan, now as transforming force,
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transforming the euvironment = nature as well as the technical euviron-
ment = into one of Joy, into one of pleasure, And here I would =t like

™ e .

to at least indicate The dimension, use the term '/-"o'lr’ \ LC

the gay science, of which Nietzasche dreamt; secience no longer merely

or predomfnantly im the context of efficiency and ian the context of
destruction, but science really in the service of refining, of liberating
and refining human sengitivity and humah sensibility. I believe that

& free society is unthinkable without this liberation of human sensi-
tivity. It is not identical = and that we know at least, from Freud -
it is not identical with liberating all the genses and all sensuality,
because there are such as civilisation has developed in the way of
liberation and pleasure rather than enlarging liberation and pleasure.
Put this is, T think, the meaning. There is another in it, and I would
like to mention it here., We have, since at leagt the '30s, seen an
increasing interest in one of the great radical thinkers of the 19th
century, who has consistently been called a madman, namely Charles
Fourier - ever since, well earlier than the *30s. And Charles Fourier's
great idea was a society in which all necessary work dould be organised
in sccord with the developing instinots and inoclinations of the indie
vidualss a society, in other words, in which alienated labour in toto
would be adolished, Such a society - and it may bde interesting perhaps
to discuss that in the afternocon = would indeed involve a reductioan in
the standaxrd of living as it prevails in the most advanced capitalist
countries today:s that is to say, the elimination of all that which is
really waste, planned obsolescence, destruction, instruments of moromisation
of pan and 0 on. But the abolition of labour I would Rike at least to
enlarge to include this far-fetched possibilityl Resthetic reality?

in the sense of sensidility es the transforming force - that is to say
ereating an enviromment in which human beings can really bde free and -

are no longer suppressed by the mere weight, by the ugliness, by the
noise of their enviromment,
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thet do you mean by sesthetic reality? Ome that satisfes and/or
stimulates ull buvan biological senses?

I think I have answered this question. Not all human biclogical
senses, because here I think I agree with Freuds there are such, the
represssicn of disciplination of which is really in the interest of
refining pleasure and refining joye But certainly not the subdjugation
of sengitivity and sensuality to a rationality which is predominantly
suppressive and operating under the performance principle.

Vould you comment on the recial viclence in the U.Se Is this not an
expression of a subjective need for liberation?

It ie expression of the subjective need for liberation. FPlease remeaber
what I said in meking the unmuummt::fmu qualitative
chonges and that there ere large aress, ¢ven in the affluent society,
in whiéh quantitative change is already qualitative change. In this
senge the subjective need is there, bdut I am otill reluctant, as far
as I know to say that this novement now - we are spesking of tendencies
at this point = can in its greet majority be called a socialist move-
ment. I don't know whether it can even be called a movement which aims
&t the replscement of the entire sociul gystem Ly another system. Since
there has been amother question here on the violence, I would like to
add that it seems to me a typical case where violence is reaction against
violence. /And here T would like to say « few woids on the concept of
violence itaself. In the first place I think we are much Loo generous
in the Tigurative uge of 'violence's To illustrates .Jiuthoritarian
sducation is violence in the figurative pense, bdut it cannot be compared
with the violente, for exaple, which is used in lynching = black mane
I“Mn-houldm&ntom.ihdlffm Violence, physical
violence = there oan be meutal violence, mental torture, but sutbori-
tarian education as such is not violence. Now within the realm of
violenoe, physically speaking, or predaainanily physically, again the
temn covers two essentially different forms of viclence. It has beea
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sadd again and again thet violence breeds ¥iclence. But I think we
can miftek safely say that the continued monopolisation of violence
mong suppressive forces alse breeds violemce. Ve have to distinguish -
and this is more than a theoretical distinction - between the violence
used in the defence and protection of life, and the vioclence used in
the destruotion and suppression of 1life, Ingtinotually as well as
politically, the two forms of violence have a very different form, and
T thirk we ghould clearly be aware of that,

I find that your radical and prophetical message, if properly comsmnie
cated to large audiences, csan be squally inciting as Stokely Camsichselfs
wordos Mﬂ.ttwm.-mumm
order, In other worde, when you call for the total dissclution of our
type of society and the education to oppose it, you are, in fact, sub-
versives Do you think it's possible therefore that you will alsc be
banned from thie country im the future? Or is the intelligentsia today
20 woll integrated that they are power-less and therefore conaldered
burw-loes?

Yhether or not T am in the future going to be banned from this countyy

T don't know, but it seems to me that the alternative put at the end

ie & very serious ems, I can safely say I don't liks to talk about

it beomuse, 20 it was said defore, I really think that T au not oo
important that these things should de discussed here, and wo have very
1ittle time, I do iodeed believe that I present no danger whatsowver
for the existing system, certainly not in the U.S., and that is one of
the reasons why I have a large range of freefom in this society. This
however does not prevent me at all frou doing what I can to participate,
and very actively participate, in the kind of education which I outlined.

w&?’mu——-mumm«mm

2,
@ A/f’ New World om the Huxley model is desirable?
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this reminds me of Nuxley's Jirave New lorid. Do you think the lrave
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Vell, T like this question. It comes wp vexy often when I speak, and

heretic
my snswer is thways the same. I have a kind of tksexsits attitude
muGe
tovards Tuxley's Brave New "orlds I don't find/terribly wrong in it

except for the existence of the Zpsilots - you probably know, that is
a-lmamm“dbm.ootm-dhuuﬁum
lnm}dumﬂl:hntmto.mxdamhvhm
mmzvmmmmxdu'tmn-alm
I don't think I can object to it. It brings wp & very interesting
Question = I only hinted at it. Can we envisage the transition from
the established - a quelitative change from the established society
to & new one as a more or lese gradual transition? Ind ny snswer wes
Ko« There is, I said, indoctrination in servitudes there must be
indoetrination in freedom, or in the prerequisites of freedom. Ory
to make it even less nceeptable, I don"t think we csn avoid a stage
of the administration ~ I use intentionally this terrible word = of
the educational sdministration of new possibilitiee. of needs ard new
poseibilities of satisfaction, Here moves in the bdackground - and I
don't want to skirt this question - the idea of the educational dice
tatorship. I think sooner or later we will have to come %0 temms with
ity 4t ip about tima, and T am perfectly willing to digouss it. I
think we can better -~ because it 12 2 large subjeot - dipcuss it this

afterncon.

Ce **‘(ma'..nmmmxmn.tnwnmuk “Can you speak
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Mhummmzcvmhmdmtumuumm'
“The effeot™ I think is meant isn't 1t? “Can you speak honestly on
what effect the society you describe has hed on your freedom?™

Again, that is a personal question. !'ulmn..nrym.
!dn&uﬂ“!mulwmdm&uuthmu
which T livey but I'm aleo fully aware that the point cam de reached
very easily where this large range is considersbly cut down. 7T don't
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nnttottow.dfumcx-plo.uthofuutplmboomotqm,
and in the second plesce decsuse of a whole chain of fortunate circum—
stances, Put let me give you the example of colleagues of mine,
intellectuals, educators, whe certainly do not enjoy the freediom I have,
I only remind you of wh?> was one of the great and
most consistent fighters against the war egainst Vietnmm ané for the
Civil Rights movement, and who still has xot succeeded in getting a job
anyvhere in the U,5, at any of the Colleges and Universities - at
least as of 2 or 3 weeks ago. Uis contract was not renewed and he 1is
still looking for a job. So we should mot nourish the idea that the
democratic liberties arve really normelly functioning - This is certainly

not the case.

In the emphasis on creative imagination and instinci, is there not the
danger of Torgetting the oreative role of reagon, which is not per se
capitalist and mutilating?

Yes, the question if very much justified, I huve, in the context -
pmiulyhoamlwntdtow.othomorloumnudpm-
underplayed the role of reagon. I have never been a protegonist of
mzo;uuty, and T uﬂnnly have never engaged in the defemation of
reagon. We have to distinguish between reason, and the form of reason =
the social and historical fomm of reason which governs the established
capitalist, and not only capitalist, gocietics. Heagon can exist in a
very different form, and the idea of the 1) 4 1€.4

already points that out. It is sciencej that is to say, in the strictest
ard most rigid sense, reason and rationality, and at the peme time it

is not hostile or antagomistic to sensibility and sensitivity, but on
tumtm-hmmutm--mmlynm pervice of Eros,
of the 1ife instinets, trying to protect and to refine seneibility.

This is predominantly the job of reasonm, and I sm very glad the question

- B cmencnds 8 e
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tendencies among the left and in the cppesition. 7ithout this kind
of reason, this rationality of liberstion - I use the term technology
of 1iberation - without the idesl gosl of a 26 Se1ena @

25 ve vill never make it. |

™at kind of forces can you envisage from the forces of libderation
if Fasciem re-~emerges from the affluent society?

The possibility thet the affluent society may go fasciet is of ocourse
a real possibility, T have pointed out the contradictions, the serious
contralictions pemmeating the society. The possibility of a criasis,
either coming about through the danger, really almost fatal to the
affluent sooliety, that peace may dreak ocut and theat we may indeed have
peaceful soexistence. Or through some catastrophe, for exsmple that
the insane experimentation with annihilation - gomething goes wronge
Or on econonic gfoundg - as I said, there are economic grounds for a,
at least, seriogs depression. That in suweh a situstion large parts of
the population can go fageist.e Now by fascist - we should here $oc be
careful; they usually tell you immediately thers caimot be fsscism
because there is no amed or semi-military fascist mass movement in
the advanced industrial countries. I would like to bs a little more
libers! in using the term fascimm, sud call fascisa any authorifarian
regime which, in the interests of the ruling classes, suppresses whate
ever is left - and it is considerable - of democoratic rights and
1ibertiesy which in all likelihood, though this is not necessaxy, is
hogtile to the unionss mmmmmw
the opposition. Ouok a situation is certainly conceivable and T don®t
hesitate ¢o eall 1t a fascist development, Againgt it, the opposition
an 1t 49 now ia terridly weak, anw-;on, if we succeed
in seving whatover left may still be left, it's a great thing. Sut
otherwise, we should prepare; we should also keep in mind that this
situation is a very real possibility.
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(after insulible conversatiom with Cooper over written question)

Velly, I said T don't want to be too cowardly and T don't wani, if I ocan,
to avold answering wmy questionse This isy as you will see, a toujh onej
this is a dangerous one. 1 would like to say that there are certain
things one should not bring wp in such huge meetings = that should be
one of the legsons of political experisnce we should gredually leamn.
There are quite a few things which should not be discussed cther than
in a circle of ten or Tifteen pecple who know each other intimately.
Jut this question is 90 general that I think I can suy at lesst a word
about its

"Ts not the loyalty of trocps and eivil gervants the ultimate sanction
of the state? Is not, therefors, the test of cur ideas the promotion
of what would smount to mutiny in the axwmed forces, especially in
Vietnaa?*

I shall angwer the question philosophicallye (lsughter and wpplause)
There have slways been, and this is one of the great achisvements of
western civilisation and perhaps not only western civilisation - two
d4fferent dimensiong of rights namely, the institutionalised right

of an existing society to defend 1teelf sgainst subversion (positive law)
with all available means; and secondly, you may call it natural right
or luw of mature or whatever it is, that under certain circunstances
man must remain committed to a law higher than pobitive law and higher
than established law. To overlook it, to repeat in one foxm or the
others "Right or wromg, my country"”, is the utier degradation of
civilisation and really s denial of one of the great sources of progress
in westera civilisstions The total iavalidity of this formula, "Right
nmvm'.ulmmofﬂum“umm-
should make. There are situations in which you have to evoke a higher
right. Yow, nobody can go around and presch such civil disobedience
who 49 not willing to take the same risk for his own pernon and in hie
own exigtence. But going around and preaching civil disobedience to
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others wiile staying safely st home is at least one of the things I
do not care to do.

(1naudidle from Wall)

I told you why I believe I am so protecteds firgt, because I am a
relatively old mangy and secondly because, by influence has by no means
renched, or come even near a dimenséon which could be considered
dangerous to the gysteme

(from Hall, partly andidle) Wy don't you come out strongly againat the
gavermment, ask peopleccecee $0 pull out of the gystem, ask everybody
to pull out of the ayetwm, and you pull out t00eeseeee(inaundible)

Whet I risk isy in the first place, that I do what I can to oy out

and %o tell -~ and not only to tell students and my colleagues comstantly
that which you tell me now I should tell them ~ that is & fact and thet
is a matter of the record, 'hat I do not do is simply what you call
pull out, throw dowm my joby fLor the very simple reason that I think
that in my job I can atill achieve quite a mmber of things, and
secondly = and let me be perfectly honeat about it - because I do not
see that at present I can, I have no resources, that I can face poverty
or whateveres.e.e

Yould "rofessor Marcuse comment on Paul Coodman®s remark that the UsS.
doeg not need the raw materials of the Thixd vorld. If this is 20, i8

the exploitation of the Third WYorld merely a spreading of enslavement,
and a reflection of the need for an eneny?

Again, sablguity in the use of the term "need”, If it is meant that the
Mmerican economy could cperate without,; let's say, much of the rescurces
of the Third world, I agree, But it is not the question of the economie
capacity of the U.,% %o operate at the pregent high level, It is - and .
I think this should be said as clearly as possiltle - & question of profitss
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"hereas you can certainly say that the U,5, do not need the resturces
of the Third Torld, the economy based on profit and on sustained and
increasing profitability does need it, That would happen, for example,
to the odil industry if in the Latin ‘merican countries all oil would be
nationalised, Af the imerican inveetment would stop, I thiunk is easy
for anyone to see, The question of she Vietnam is only slightly sore
compliceted, We are here in the hoppy situstion that we can take the
explioit declarations of official spokesmen of the U.S. govermment

at their face value = I think they are troe. ITt has been said, from the
higheet scurces including the Tecretsry of State « they have wnade
statenents to the effect that the imericans are in Vietnam for mainly
ome reason: %o fight wers of national liberation everywhere in the
world, 4 defeat of the imericans in Vietnmm -~ and our policy makes us
know that very well - would be the signal for the activation and
mobilisation and strengthening of such movements all over the world,
and especially far closer to home, where the investuents reglly aatter,
for exsmple in Central and South imerica. And this is & very material
rescone The other is that the UsS, = or at least those who meke poliocy
in the U.5. = 4o not consider it possible to let one of the richest
aress of resources in the world come unier communist control. These
two statements I d4d not pull out of my pocket, they have been made.
And I think that is the root of the presemce in Vietnam, quite spart
from the fact that now it has already become a very considerable direct
investment, According to Newsweek, T think two weeks ugo, for example,
the imerican business in Vietnsm ermually today elready amounts to

20
oo billion dollarse



