rey F.ONel (&), Cn Cakcel
7Z.emy, 56(25(.:4_1/ 1976 (A Grtmuwn M)
Ug: 44 A 333
DEATH AND
REVOLUTION:

A REAPPRAISAL
OF IDENTITY THEORY

KEN O’BRIEN

The thrust of this discussion is that Erich Fromm’s contributions to
the corpus of the Frankfurt School’s critical theory should be r;!;
praised in a more positive light. This task can only be accotpph-‘ pore
with a thorough re-examination of his essays bctwe-en_thc pel:nod ..h 4
to 1937, as well as a theoretical assessment of his ldea's since t :»\“
period. Our task is to probe the essays of the early penod We WI‘
show that when his work is viewed in the context of f:nuc.al xhc.ol"){
especially in relation to the still largely imprecise non-ldenmy‘prl.f:’trlk
ple,! Fromm?’s contributions are vital. The charge that Fromm's ¥ ‘
is revisionist in content and methodology is premature and eﬂl;l
gerated. Nevertheless, this charge has inhibited a continuous cr:i";c_
review of Fromm's contribution, and it has been taken up u’nhuui
peated by more recent reviewers of the worlf of. the Frankfurt ¢ nnﬂ;
Fromm's “populist™ and liberal democratic ideas have heen‘ “lmmi
widely disseminated while his more serious ﬁ}corcuc_a_l work r-me.ml
largely unexplored. To this extent such one-sided critique h::?rcunl
that the dialectical reworking of the substance of M_urx and. o i
produce critical theory and negative psychoanalysis remain> ® "t
ished and sketchy. Critical theory and negative psychovn.lmlys‘l_kMu“
its non-identity principle is only one side of the rewornis t’“’d“ml
and Frend. The other is the convergence of the latter two t.ncl ‘l e
gies to produce a convergent theory along more conventiond
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The convergent methodology and the non-identity principle are dis-
tinct but not separate. They are linked by a critique of establishment
social science inherent in both positions.? Fromm stressed the specific
task of a convergent theory and epistemology. This task is the critique
of Freud's legacy or the dissection and critique of the most advanced
forms of bourgeois morality. In both Marx and the critical theorists
the task of criticism rests on the critique of reification.

Fromm’s early work satisfied Horkheimer’s criterion (for critical
theory) of criticism of establishment social science. Alfred Schmidt
observed in his Introduction that Horkheimer’s influentiat stamp on
critical theory was his assertion that an alternative higher form of
scientific practice would involve the elimination of rigid specialized
disciplines with their fashionable relativisms and substitution of the
central theoretical problem—the exploration of the “connection be-
tween economic life, individual psychic development and narrower
cultural changes.™ The question whether Horkheimer's specification
is entirely compatible and synonymous with critical theory and nega-
tive psychoanalysis as these are presently understood cannot be pur-
sucd here, even though it is vital to a definite attribution of Fromm's
work among the ranks of the Frankfurt School.

The question to be answered by a thorough re-examination of
Fromm’s early essays is: Precisely what does subsumption of Freud’s
Metapsychology under Marx's epistemology mean? The answer to
this challenges a fund: I principle of the non-identity postulate.*
Tl_le non-identity postulate does not entirely escape an important
Cpticism. This criticism is that the real utilization of “critical reposito-
ties”™ in Marx and Freud does not rest on a treatment of their docu-
ments as if their structures of ideas were two uninterrupted “dis-
courses.” Numerous works have argued that the ideas of Marx and
Freud are characterized by critical interruptions, and that their frag-

ments of methodologies are more vital than their practical sounding
conclusions.’

I8 Fromm's work an intcgration of Marx and Freud,
Of an attack on the accepted reasons for convergence?

:)"’""nfs early German essays (1929-1937) arec major studies in the
'nf';:“s"&' of critical theory. His single most vital thrust is his rejection
Teul's metatheory as ambiguous towards bourgeois tolerance. But
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more than this Fromm rejected programmatic attempts to integrate
Marx and Freud on the metatheoretical level. The first argument had
to do with Fromm’s rejection of the purported abstractions of man,
and of society. The second had to do with Fromm's specific critique
of Freud's bourgeois conception of morality and tolerance. His com-
ments on the first ground bear quotation in full:

The application of psyct lysis to sociology must be careful to avoid
the mistake of wishing to give psych Iyti where i

technical and political facts give the real and adequate explanation for
sociological facts. On the other hand, the psychoanalyst must point out
that the object of sociology-society consists in seality of individual peo-
ple . . . These people do not have some kind of “Individualseele,”

. . . and alongside of this a sep “M: fe”. . . . There are no
two such souls within man, but only one, in which the same mechanisms
and laws are valid whether man as an individual, or forms a

society, a class, a community or v;h:lt have you.*
The most succinct comment which illustrates both Fromm”s theo-

retical and practical attitudes to Freudian psychoanalysis in the pe-
riod of Fromm’s development under discussion runs as follows:

The psyct lytic situation is h pression of bourgeois-liberal
tolerance. Here one human being is supposed to express to her those
thoughts and impulses which stand in the sharpest contrast to social
taboos, and this other is not supposed to be startled and angry, nor to
adopt a moralizing posture, but to remain objective and friendly, in
short to abstain from every critical attitude. This view is only conceiv-
able within the terms of the general which has loped in
increasing measure in the urban bourgeoisie. . . . The tolerance of the
psychoanalyst also has the two aspects mentioned above: on the other
hand, he shares with every other member of this class the respect for
fundamental social taboos and experiences the same antipathy towards
the person who breaks them. . . . Freud's writings offer a certain insight
into the respect for the social taboos of the Bourgeoisie which is hidden
behind this tolerance. . . . Certainly Freud took a critical position on
bourgeois sexual morality. He was also brave enough to prove that
sexual impulses also play a role where other “ideal™ motives had been
seen before, and even where the accep of sexual motives was actu-
elly sacrilegious, as in the infant. . . . But even where criticism of
bourgeois sexual morality is the issue, in the work entitled “Cultural
sexual morality,” it emerges that his position is critical, but in no way
principally different from that of his class.
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The analytical form as well as the developing substantive critique
o.f the two foregoing statements have tended to mould Fromm's ear-
Ler md later theoretical stance to psychoanalysis and to the ideologi-
cal ob;wtives of critical theory. This theoretical stance is neither
redncthnisl (up to 1941) nor supportive of a th ical strategy for
mg_ psychoanalytic problems into sociological forms. Equally
s is not revisionist in izi i
Pt oy £% the sense of emphasizing some ideas of
Fm’s work was an attempt to intersect and so enrich the pro-
grammatic task of the integration of theory and praxis assumed by the
!nm}ut Fiir Sozialforschung long before he completed his work on the
pan.lal unification of Marx and Freud—which earned him the para-
dox!nl status of fame in North America and estrang from his
earlier colleagues of the Institut. An examination of his essay “Psy-
choanalyse und Sociologie” indicates that Fromm did not perceive the
ta_:? of the Frankfun Psychoanalytic Institute as one of simply pro-
viding mediating concepts between individual and society which
Wt'ml_d somehow reconcile Marx and Freud and therefore theory and
praxis. Had this been the sole task for Fromm he would have simply
tﬂnSposcd_a pared psychoanalytic theory of man’s spiritual make up
l:ﬂ:;l:enabl:t theohr: ::;:::w formations, and in this the family
ve become t inate mediati i i
theory and: mevcie ediating concept in a reconciled
m'ﬂlc con.‘se:!uencs of su_ch a theoretical strategy would have been
: oversacialized conception of man and society in all of Fromm’s
ubsequent work rather than the concerns with historical evil and
death lhat_ we see there. Fromm's posture within the Frankfurt Psy-
choanalytic Institute and his theoretical probl ic can therefore be
chamc.terized in the following terms:
@ 1. His stnfggle with Freud's psychoanalysis and a materialist theory
ota Mflmst one) was really an attempted sublation of conventional
social science specializations.
f“:c-rﬂls recognition that thf crux of psychoanalysis rested on the
. ton attributed to the family in the development of man's spiritual
Pgnratus as a necessary but not a sufficient explanation.
. Confequently, the advance of theoretical work rested on distinct
analyses in the following areas, among others:
cis:'s}'Choanalytic contributions to sociological knowledge of the pre-
extent and ways in which the “spiritual makeup of man has

., 1976: Death and Revolution. A Reappraisal of Identity Theory, In: J. O'Neill (Ed.), On Critical Theory, Seabury (A Continuum Book) 1976, pp.
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worked as a cause or as a determining factor on the development and
formation of society.” Economic and technical factors are other deter-
minants.

Questions emerged such as: To what extent changes in the psycho-
logical structure of man “—taken as the growth of the ego structure
—and with it the rational control of the instinctive and the natural,
represent a relevant sociological factor.” (The elaboration of this task
is taken by Fromm’s detractors to be the sine qua non of his work as
a whole, but it is not.) To what extent *“the family itself is the product
of a definite form of society, and to what extent a change in the family
itself, brought about by a social change, could be an influence on the
spiritual development of the individual . . ."” Another example of this
would be the significance of technological growth (technik) for the
individual psyche through *“an ever increasing satisfaction of desires
or ly, the ever d g need for denials.”™

The inference to be drawn from the foregoing is that Freud's psy-
choanalysis merely opened up these issues for sociology; the problem
was to explore them in various ways. What has to be noted is that
Fromm extended his own criticism of Freud’s ambivalence to bour-
geois tolerance to the level of an infrastructural assumption. The
existence of this ambivalence within orthodox psychoanalysis was
then viewed by Fromm as inhibiting the task of a convergence of
Freudianism and Marxism. Fromm's theoretical task became at that
point an analytical attack on the prevailing reasons for such a conver-
gence.

In essence Fromm stated that Freud's reality principle also inad-
vertently accepted death as a human necessity and the goal of human
happiness b an impossibility. In Fromm's mind Freud's concep-
tions of death, as represented in aggression, suicide, and discontent:
were really sociologized explanations of evil. Fromm argued in :D"'
Gesellschafiliche Bedingtheit Der Psychoanalytischen Therapie r
379) that Freud's entire discussion on sublimation was falsc. Frcud
chose sexual satisfaction where the choice was between that -"“f
neurosis. Nevertheless, for Freud culture as opposed to sexuality was
réally the nobler and higher road. The inference in Fromm's discus”
sion here is not only that Freud was in this sense erlxnufcﬂl"°“;
although he does not specify adequately Freud's et hnoccnterf'\j'h;’_
also that bourgeois culture constitutes a form of death. Implicit in the
discussion is also the notion that the context of Freud's dichotomy
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culture versus sexuality is a false one. But for all this Fromm never

suggests whether Marx’s analyses sublate Freud's own analyses.’
Fromm's rejection of the Freudian metaphor of death took the
theoretically specific form of his attack on the latter's hypostatization
of “repression” as d by the contradiction between sexuality and
cu!ture which even as a general case manifests itself in the psychic
orientation of the non-neurotic individual. This rejection led Fromm
in l_n?thcr direction as well, and that was to question the basic presup-
positions about man then held by many “establishment social scien-
tists.” Fromm referred to this time and again in his analysis of impo-
tence (1937), as well as in his critiques of the works of Robert Briffault
(19329 and of Bachofen (1934). Here he examined the socio-political

conditions which conditioned panying ideological perspecti
modern age. He

on the relationship between theory and action in the
characterized this relationship as follows:

Thgren.n dinary discrepancy in d ies b the ideo-
logical ‘notion that the individual member of society controls, in part,
3|I=‘u_lm'e direction of society and the distance that in fact the
individual from political and economic power,® ;

ﬁoAnothen: dimm;ion of the connection between socio-political condi-
h'l:s and 1d:ologxcal perspectives is the reification of “authoritarian
ro ; :&0phy. The specific form of this is the reification of impotence
foct e statux. ofa mnqnal law. While the intensification of impotency
Ciings hqu its expressions in the neurotic cases of clinical psychoanal-
¥sis and jts counterpart in normal life in the bourgeois character:

:l has its roots in the entire social constellation and in the spiritual
seelich) sit which is d ined by this."

; ;Thc Observation that impotence as an individual experience robs
mumdoi courage to “act”™ is central to Fromm's analyses of
this obsers l e relation between theory anq praxis. It is also around
Freu Bu!anon that Fromm attempts a partial synthesis of Marx and
‘mciﬁ;: ol a_thnrough analysis of tl.us problem of consciousness in its
only the o:l‘llt_)n to lheor‘y and praxis requircs a scientific orientation,
Stage. Neys “llnles of whu.:h Fromm behe\:ed could be traced at this
i signif Ftheless, we will turn our attention to Fromm’s sketch, and
icance for his early formulations.

., 1976: Death and Revolution. A Reappraisal of Identity Theory, In: J. O'Neill (Ed.), On Critical Theory, Seabury (A Continuum Book) 1976, pp.
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The conception of impotence as an analogue to
Fromm’s critique of non-identity

The helple of the individual is the
theme of authoritarian philosophy. (E. Fromm, 1937)

The foregoing statement is one of the central conclusions of Fror_nm‘s
essay, “Zum Gefuhl der Ohmnacht.” It is an expression of his ar-
gumentation that impotence has a socially generalized. form as w_ell
as specific clinical expressions, and that both are dimensions of passiv-
ity. Both are expressions of the inability to act, and the extreme form
of impotence is death. The malaise of his age (the 1930s) and c.ulture
expressed another side of death in its glorification of method mthpul
theory. The practical expression of this glorification was a magical
ritualization, a “busyness” in contrast to “activity,” the latter express-
ing a combination of correct theory and method. Fromm's emphasis
therefore is on the necessity of “correct theory™ as a condition for
action and social change. It is a Marxist conclusion arrived at by a psy-
choanalytic route, but one which cannot be disputed today (p- 115).
Fromm’s argument attacked orthodox psychoanalysts and other
intellectuals as well. He attacked the intellectual posture which as-
serted that others could not be influenced as a form of rationalized
neurotic impotence which failed to distinguish between areas of
change within control and areas truly outside control. There lSﬂ‘
subtle hint in Fromm’s discussion here that tries to establish an an3*
ogy b the pts of imp and the insistence on 09"
identity. For throughout this essay (translated as “Some Obsen'mlon-:
on the Feeling of Impotence™) Fromm suggests that th_cory docs .n:
always lead to action while insisting that it is the condition fof BC""‘;
The problem, of course, is that his alternative to impotence is 3 "‘h
awareness; members of society are brought to consciousncss l|{f°“l"f
“Jong work,” and his theoretical analogue to this is the prmC'P:"_r“
“reflexivity” which was later attacked by Frankfurt School mem® ry'
Refiexivity did not mean for Fromm what it meant for co‘nln.-ml““)‘ 7"0)
iologists such as Gouldner (1970) and Robert Friedrichs (1 o
For Fromm reflexivity was to be an essential quality of a SI):‘;nl
_science, similar to psychoanalysis, which would reflect on the Ul:‘-:'
powers in bourgcois economy and on bourgeois man. He descr

. iddden
this intellectual task as the “penetration of facades to discover hidde
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causal mechanisms,” a task asserted by Marx and Freud as well."

The tone of this early formulation cannot be interpreted as revision-
ist because it did not take the form of a levelling of the contradictions
of bourgeois society. Rather this early work represents Fromm’s high-
lighting of specific sociat and ideological contradictions into a formu-
lation of a new relationship between theory and praxis. Later in this
discussion we will show that Fromm's practical concern was with the
specific mechanisms through which the administrative “techniques”
of the state and the German school system reinforce the hegemony
of the petty bourgeois class and ideology, while simul forms
of pedagogy and criminal justice g the submission of the
majority. Furthermore Fromm suggested that the implications of
these “techniques™ signify a preoccupation with “busyness” which is
clearly discernible within these administrative and political communi-
ties."” We will restrict our remarks at this point, however, to the
problems of theory and praxis raised by his analogy between impo-
tence and non-identity.

.One of the most polemical issues of Fromm's intellectual career is
hls_ext:nsion of Freud's clinical concept of therapy to the socio-
political dimension of occidental development. As far as his carly
work is concerned, it is also one of the most misunderstood aspects
of Fromm's work in his attempt to unify theory and praxis. For
F'Ol_ll_m's early formulation does not constitute a psycho-history in the
tradition of later North American versions. Rather, it was an exten-
Sion Ol.' his critique of the intellectual rationalization of impotence—
to which we referred earlier in this discussion—to the prevailing
clinical practices of psychoanalysis.*

a When the critique of impotence is promoted to the status of an -
iu":lomcal category the clinical component of repression can be util-
‘ 25 a tool for validating assertions about the broad sociological
“::'ﬁs‘fﬂnce of impotence as a consequence of history and socializa-
oy lmult_amly this strategy allows the critical theorist to formu-
m: Propositions about the relative degree of impotence in a given
’ o:ﬂy. and of the cross-cultural components of impotence. The ex-

. “ltjo_ll of snc!x a connection between the ideology of impotence and

is rc '{“_Cal reality of repression was one of Fromm's major tasks in
in ;Vlsmn of the problem of theory and action. The exposition begun
quum Gef.uh! der Ohnmacht” is continued in another essay “Die

Ischaftlicke Bedingtheit Der Psychoanalytischen Therapic,”

., 1976: Death and Revolution. A Reappraisal of Identity Theofy, In: J. O'Neill (Ed.), On Critical Theory, Seabury (A Continuum Book) 1976, pp.
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(1935). What characterizes both imp and repression | J'.". to
the expression of ic symp is anxiety in general deriving
from the threat of external force, the threat of social 1solarion, and loss
of self-respect derived from the inability to “put aciuss vne's own
wishes.” In the case of the appearance of neurotic symptoms Fromm
suggests that the internalization of these “failures™ leads to rage and
silence in which the individual requires increasing energy in order to
maintain the suppressed material beneath the deeper layers of the
psyche. It is preciscly this ever-cxpanding reprcssion.whxch ma!tes
clinical psychoanalysis a much demanded and iucrative enterprise.
What Fromm had to say about therapeutic practice is therefore vnltal
to the task of setting the record straight about the ways in ?vhlch
Fromm extended his critique of Freud's bourgeois tolerance. It is also
vital for a partial rebuttal of the allegation that Fromm collapsed
theory into therapy in his psychoanalytic revisionism.

“Die Gesellschaftliche Bedingtheit Der Psychoanalytischen Thera-
pie” is a long and rambling essay in which Fromm is less concerned
with the collapsing of therapy into theory or vice versa .nnd more
concerned with unveiling authoritarian social tendencies in therapy
which tend to be masked in the theory itself, that is, tendencies which
mask the helplessness of the individual as though it were a metaphysi-
cal issue. The method of critique in this 1935 essay is also dlﬂ'ercn;
in many respects from Fromm's essay four years later, ““The 'SOC'“d
Philosophy Of ‘Will Therapy,’ ™ in which he commstad' Freud’s T"
Rank’s conceptions of therapy.” While it is clear that in the car‘;ﬂ“l'
essay Fromm argued for a specifically more humanist thcrap?' he '_
sob of his arg gainst Freud's emphasis on .‘ Ofs““‘:"
repression,” and the inferences which Freud drew from this forl ‘(iz
limitations for therapeutic efficacy. Fromm's position on the anal y' ;
situation did not resemble that of the “revisionists™ such as f:‘er:m:ll
and Rank for the rcasons which his critics would have us believe. He
summarized his views of the analytic situation as follows:

The question of the actual conscious, and, more importantly, Orh“::
unconscious attitude of the analyst towards the social taboos W ‘:m
protection consists in threats of revenge, which have led to rﬂ’m-‘“b I.-
now to be uncovered, is therefore of decisive importance to the w\l:l 4
ity of therapeutic success as well as the duration of the analysis-

' mpoﬂlﬂl

But how can a critical theory validate the claim that 1 endence

unconscious attitudes of censure against the patient’s transc

fepression was not
[T{

to
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of bourgeois social taboos exist within the analytic situation? This is
the question which has to be posed and d before subj g
Freud's claims about the limitations of psychoanalysis to the kind of
dialectical somersaults which gave Adorno and his followers the con-
cept of negative psychoanalysis.!” The question is internal to the meth-
ods of psychoanalytic therapy as far as Fromm’s early work is con-
cerned, and not ultimately aimed at obliterating theory in the intcrests
of therapy—as Fromm"s det are quick to point out. The allega-
tion that all so-called revisionism seeks to eradicate the “contradic-
tion” (Jacoby's term) or “discrepancy” (Marcuse’s term) which Freud
maintained between theory and therapy presumes that that contradic-
tion or discrepancy (though the same meanings cannot be attributed
to these terms) was a positive or dialectical force in Freud's work.
What is not stated by Fromm's critics is that he was concerned with
articulating the ideological and ideational links between repression,
which was the key to uncovering the metatheoretical truth of Freud's
view of culture and civilization, and “resistance” and “transfercnce,”
'{hich were therapeutic notions for validating the theory of repres-
sion. The aim of Fromm's 1935 essay was to establish that the actual
use of the concept of “resistance” is an ideational reflection of a
bourgeois ideology of tolerance. Fromm argued this position in an-
other form as follows:

He (the patient] comes to analysis, the purpose of which is to ift the

into i The anxiety which originally led to the
Fepression, is transferred to the analyst. But this anxiety strengthens or
weakens, depending on the p ality and behaviour of the analyst.
In the extreme case where the analyst takes a critical hostile position
f“‘Vll'dS repressed urges, one can hardly expect at all that the patient
8 capable of p ing the resi to the rep: d. If the patient,
even if only dimly and instinctively, feels that the analyst has the same
“hitical attitude to the breaking of social taboos as other peaple he met
in childhood and later, then the original resistance will not only be

:‘:’“f:rred into the actual analytical situation, but will be produced
ew,

Itis clear from Freud's 1915 essay on repression that the theory of
o meant to imply that the process of repression is
"‘d'm.l'l!sional or complete at some given point, but that the test of
© validity of Freud's propositions was in the clinical observations,
2 large extent. The truth value in propositions about repression is

., 1976: Death and Revolution. A Reappraisal of Identity Theory, In: J. O'Neill (Ed.), On Critical Theory, Seabury (A Continuum Book) 1976, pp.
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therefore based on the clinical use of the concept of “resistance.”

Fromm established this point by stating that
The resi is thus a ph ing ily in the course
of the analysis. If one wished to avoid it, this would mean giving up
making the repressed material conscious. This is indeed attempted by -
most psych lytic psychotherapeuti hods. [t is the shorter,
way, but the price paid is the giving up of deep change in the spiritu§l
structure. The resistance is exactly the most reliable signal that one is
touching repressed material and not merely moving on the spiritual
surface.”

The discussion which followed the foregoing remarks can be inter-
preted as Fromm's attempt to probe what can be termed today the
specific class, and indeed racial background, of Freud's notion of fhe
contradiction between theory and therapy. Fromm was not saying
that Freud's psychoanalytic theory was thoroughly bourgeois or i8-
deed that Freud was racist. He was saying, however, that the speclﬁf
use in therapy which Freud made of the concept of “resistance
provides some insight into an area of “blindness™ which n.mde the
viability of psychoanalytic theory not a theory of civilization as a
whole in all respects, but rather one which has ignored non-!ufi:_lw
Chistian civilizations precisely by pretending to speak for all civiliz-
tion. This is an allegation to which critical theory after Freud and
Marx has to respond. Fromm's critics have argued elsewhere that
therapy can be modified on pragmatic grounds, but not in the ln!?m“
of a humanism which promises liberation for the individlfal in an
otherwise unfree society, since the real thrust of therapy 1S that 1t
“issues into a social critique and praxis of liberation.™ Precisely. But
if therapy is not merely a Freudian afterthought, with no systcmili.lc.
conceptual or ideational link to one or more elements in the mc:i
theoretical case, then its uniqueness as a critique has to be penetrat "
and developed as well. Otherwise therapy issues into 2 d:mllc""‘;._
reification and mystification of death and impotence, and theory "’f‘ -
out a vigorous therapy becomes mere ideological rhetoric. For ex.l'nh.
ple, a radical academic critic can today develop a theoret ically tru !
ful critique of racism and advanced capitalism while pf:rsoll_ﬂ“)’ unc-
unconsciously contributing to the further lifc of inslilutlonall.led ;‘ .
ism. The variants of this example are many, but the real question ! A
becomes, “What is ‘revolutionary pessimism’ in psychoanalysis. 2
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how is it possible?” This is the challenge to Frankfurt School critical
theory. As for Fromm, he put the matter in another form as follows:

We have already said that Freud ascribed relatively little significance to
the actual behaviour and special character of the analyst, This is the
more remarkable, in that the analytic situation, as created by Freud, is
quite unusual and unique in our culture and perhaps in general. There
is no situation even approxi 1y similar in which one human being not
only “confi " to her without holding back. i.e. says everything
to him which he condemns in himself, but in addition, communicates
those flecting ideas which seem absurd and laughable, and where he
pledges to also express all those things which he does not yet know but
which could still occur to him, indeed, where he can honestly communi-
cate to the other all the opinions and feelings he has about him, making
them the object of di: i ination. [Emphasis mine]

We suggested earlier in this discussion that Fromm criticized what
appeared to be Freud's leanings towards bourgeois liberal tolerance.
Now we sce that the forms of this critique require elaboration. First
?f all Fromm was not in the first instance revising orthodox therapy
in the interests of a happy, well adjusted individual monad, or in the
interest of the primacy of subjectivity. Rather, the critique of therapy
Was against the particular weaknesses of Freud's use of the inductive
method. The basis of Freud's psychoanalytic induction is the analyst-
patient pattern of interaction. “Resistance” is therefore an ideational
component of Freud's interpretative inductive strategy as he moved
toward his general inferences about the opposition between sexuality
and culture. “Resistance™ is therefore for Fromm a descriptive notion
which in Freud's usage passes into and reinforces the theoretical
PS¥¢hoanalylic opposition between sexuality and culture. Fromm's
Point is that Freud's usage of “resistance™ is as though it were itself
2 theoretical p of the m y of psychoanalysis. As
Such, he was commenting on the Janus-headed nature of “resistance”
M Freud rather than reducing the theoretical opposition between
sexuality and culture to a new therapeutic format. In short, before
llndenaking his own critique of the ideology of tolerance, Fromm
Made the observation that in orthodox psychoanalysis itself aspects of
the metatheory were intentionally passed by Freud into therapy.

Only in two points does Freud go beyond the purely technical-medical
I & positive sense. Once when he demanded, if not from the beginning,

., 1976: Death and Revolution. A Reappraisal of Identity Theory, In: J. O'Neill (Ed.), On Critical Theory, Seabury (A Continuum Book) 1976, pp.
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that the analyst be analysed, 50 as not only to gain theoretically better

insight into the p in the ious, but also to b con-

scious of his own *blind spots” and to be able to control his own affective
reactions.

The other point in which Freud recognized the problem of theory
passing into therapy had to do with an “objective, unprejudiced,
neutral and forebearing attitude” towards everything the patient
brings up, but in the in of tol (Extending on Fromm we
can say that tolerance is an ideational p of therapy which
while guaranteeing it, in tum passes into theory.) If psychoanalytic
therapy had a weakness, an anomaly whereby it unconsciously sup-
pressed its own representation of the individual's plea for aid, and
self-clarification in the clinical situation, then Fromm’s work was to
illustrate that this anomaly of suppression had its roots in the ideologi-
cal ambivalence of Freud himself, and not in the content of psy-
choanalytic theory, in the first instance. This was precisely the aim of
Fromm’s critique, to show that the ideational representation of toler-
ance in therapy manifested a clear middle class ideology of impotence.
It was not yet Fromm's aim to revise the theory of repression, or to
signify any priority for individual happiness. In fact, his point is that
what appears to be a theoretical, and therefore intellectually accept-
able, contradiction between the pt of repression and the P
of resistance in the wider metatheory of contradiction between culture
and sexuality is not that at all. In Freud, neurosis had become an
intellectual Ding an Sich, a thing in itself. It had been presented as
a theoretical unity constituted of “resistances” which could be ex-
perienced by the analyst in a clinical situation, and at the same time,
its opposite, repression, the intellectual hypothesization of the psy-
choanalytic posture. At this stage Fromm was contesting one aspect
of the “thing-in-itself” representation of neurosis, that is, the analytic
reconstruction, in which Freud underestimated the problem of toler-
ance of the particular analyst, as well as of the psychoanalytic posture.
If the uncovering of resistances is a viable project, then it implies
discovery of knowledge of its real opposite, tolerance, and therefore
revelation of repression.

How could “ncurosis” be a real phenomenon, a thing in itself, and

. the unity of a dialectical contradiction, a theoretical principle, at the
same time? This is the nub of the issue which the critics of Fromm,
and of all psych lytic revisionism, have to in their asser-
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tions that the orthodox positions are part of a social theory which
transcends the society in a revolutionary form. Many of Fromm's
critics have reacted as though the question was an absurd one, but
they have not, nevertheless, come up with an alternative explanation
of the relationship between tolerance and the analytic situation which
woulq clarify (more thoroughly) than Freud did the anomalous repre-
sentations of neurosis.*

. Fromm did not view the source of this anomaly in the contradic-
tion between theory and therapy so much as in the real opposition
belyveen Freud’s partial attack on tolerance in his theoretical work
while at the same time stopping short of its penetration in his clini-
cal posture. What he d d in the clinical situation was a toler-
ance for the patient to verbalize his new-found consciousness, but a
tolerance which stopped short of encouraging him to act out or
upon this consciousness, hing ch istic of all ni h-
century bourgeois tolerance as it manifested itself in reform move-
ments. This is a point that was succinctly made about the posture of
science and relativism by Wolff and other writers in 4 Critigue of
Pl"_t‘ Tolerance. (1969) and it makes the entire notion of theoretical
revisionism questionable as far as Freud's work is concerned. The
inference which can be drawn from Fromm’s view of this limitation

i:;l;:n it weakened the critical thrust of the clinical and theoretical
rk:

Certainly he [Freud] is tolerant, and certainly he criticized bourgeois
sexual morality because its overly great strictness frequently led to
Reurotic iliness. But even where criticism of bourgeois sexual morality
Wwas the issue, in the work entitled “Cultural Sexual Morality . .. ," it
Cmerges that his position is critical, but in no way principally different
from that of his class.”

Clearly, for Fromm there was a vital distinction between theory and
therapy. This distinction which existed in Freud had to be maintained,
Ut not in an unadulterated fashion. Fromm argued that therapy was
:“ Incorrect praxis which needlessly extended repression, and there-
r‘::e mnfor:ccd a gcne.tically external, but historical, impotence. Inso-
8s our interpretation is valid, then, Fromm was adhering to the

h“flons of critical theory established by no lesser figures than Hork-
Cimer and Marcuse when they stated:

livcnin:ll'|m|resmi)ely.thcl ppiness of its individuals is no equival
to the destruction of those, now. Theory offers no cure (or healing), to

., 1976: Death and Revolution. A Reappraisal of Identity Theory, In: J. O'Neill (Ed.), On Critical Theory, Seabury (A Continuum Book) 1976, pp.
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its adherents, no psychic condition like Christianity. Freedom’s martyrs
were not seeking the soul's peace: this was not their goal.

And at the end of this paragraph there is a succinct observation as well:

Philosophy which hopes to find peace in truth has therefore little to do

with Critical Theory.*

The inference of the foregoing observation means that the non-
identity formulation has a paradoxical element. Critical theory cal?m?l
be viable without an immanent praxis. Insofar as psychoana_lysns is
concerned, therapy is an aspect of that praxis (a position thn{ w.oft:n
ignored by those who hold to the theory-therapy *‘contradiction )
and therefore cannot be in dialectical contradiction (in Marx's sense)
with theory. Moreover, one fails to see how the theoretical articula-
tion of an historical opposition between culture and sexuality, as part
of critical theory, can be in real opposition to therapy. What one.ca"l_
perceive is a certain confusion among “Frankfurt School rhca.mfs
about the distinctions and differences between dialectical contradiction
and real opposition on this point.

A caveat on therapy:
philanthropy versus misanthropy

In the latter portion of his essay on “Therapic™ Fromm took up what
has since been interpreted as a revisionist support for Ferenczl, Otto
Rank, Alfred Adler, and Jung, among others. In fact Fromm's 80‘{"
have little to do with his later wish for a happy, adjusted subject n
an age of repression, but rather are a kind of Damoclean sword oycr
the head of Freud's ideology of impotence. Consider the two l‘ollo\mlﬁ
prefatory remarks to Fromm's summary of the positions of Groddec!
and Ferencz in the psychoanalytic movement:

It cannot be denied that the lack of humility envokes in thf analyst :f
the patricentric character-type an often unconscious hostility towar! 5
the patient and that this hostility not only makes every lhcm,-cu":
success impossible, but also rep a serious danger for the spifitual
health of the patient.”

0y " 0y . ie‘
In short, to the extent that an unconscious authoritarianism [:w.
behind a conscious outward “tolerance,” spiritual ill-health beco
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an impotent skepticism which could be adopted by the patient
through no independent fault of his own. One of Fromm’s goals was
a greater insight into the patricentric-authoritarianism of orthodox
analysts. He belicved that a study of the conflicts within the psy-
choanalytic movement provides the best sociological data, though
indirect, for validating such insight. This d indirect strategy has
been adopted by a number of recent critics of Freud. But Fromm
made his own position clear in the following statement:

Together with the way we have taken, i.e., directly gaining a certain
insight into Freud's attitude towards the patient from his own state-
ments, there is an indirect way, too, namely by the study of the partly
strengthened conflicts within the Lyt b Freud
and his innermost circle on the one hand and the “opposition™ ana-
lysts on the other.®

There are important and still partly unanswered questions as to

why Freud and some of his colleagues in his inner circle resisted so
ruthlessly the therapeutic revisions of Groddeck and Ferenczi. We
cannot hope to examine most of the questions for these conflicts here.
But we will summarize the most significant suggestions forwarded by
Fromm insofar as they bear on the debate about the identity theory
versus the supposed non-identity principle in Freud's work.
. Firstly, Fromm suggests that analysts as a rule have the same social
Interests as other members of their social stratum. Equally, the ana-
lYSI.'s understanding of his own drive structure, as well as that of his
Patient’s, has its limits in “his social interests, and in the feelings and
mS_ishts which are conditioned by these interests.” Thus while Freud's
attitude was in “contradiction” (the term is Fromm?s) with his theory
1t was logical in relation to his social interests. Ferenczi's therapeutic
I’F"‘Pective which advocated the analysis of the analyst as a prerequi-
Site was of limited value because this attitude was in contradiction to
the basic structure of his class. What is even more significant, how-
¢ver, is that he was not aware of this contradiction. Fromm put this
Somewhat di:lectical critique of Freud and Ferenczi as follows:

Freud's personality and the peculiarity of his theory are in the end to
l"’Bl'aspodnutﬁ'om' dividual, but from g | social ci

Also the fact that a p lity like F i was defeated in the fight
makes good sense. Freud's attitude is sociologically seen, the logical one.

., 1976: Death and Revolution. A Reappraisal of Identity Theory, In: J. O'Neill (Ed.), On Critical Theory, Seabury (A Continuum Book) 1976, pp.
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Ferenczi was an outsider, in contradiction to the basic structure of his

class, and he was not aware of his own contradiction.”
Secondly, Fromm suggests that Ferenczi's oppositifm to Fru.xd was
one of principle, 2 philanthropic versus a de.eply m\santl.xropxc atti-
tude, and that this was an insufficient basis for. opposing Freud.
Fromm implies that, to the extent that Ferenczi did not see rhgt the
specific social character of taboos is conditioned by‘th.e necessity of
the internalization of the exterior force over the majority nf society,
he failed to see the links between the patient’s moral conflicts which
are not really moral, the bourgeois-authoritarian character of Freud,
and the illusions of analysis. .
i of analysis h rests now precisely on inhibitions
bT:i:seﬂ.l;mmed which stand in the way of a person following his inter-
ests. On the average analysis of the analyst will thus in no way lead to
the 1 of the bourgeois-ck -structure, but rather to its
strengthening. And this especially when in Freud’s sense l.hc al‘nlym.s
sets up moral taboos and anxicties about breaking them as being biologi-
cally conditioned and natural® - .
In short Fromm's contention is that both Freud and rcvisiqmsts
such as Ferenczi were limited on the question of what constitutes
effective therapy. His perspective on the therapists was that_nelthcf
theoretical insight into the cause of patient mxiet¥ nor analysis of I:C_
prospective analysts are fully adequate alternatives. As far as ¢ e'
patient is concerned analytical provision of ins:gh_t to the panell:
sbout his individual childhood anxieties is insufficient because t Cl
family is only the “psychological agent” of society, and does no!
provide insight into real and effective motives of repression. ) The

Given the foregoing, then, what constitutes effective an?lyﬂ‘s? o
answer is simple: “the unconditional affirmation of the patient’s rls:s
to happiness.” Since the peculiarity of bourgeois moral prosc.\'l:’lf"“s
rests on its tabooistic character the analyst must have no lllusl? "
about proving the concrete circumstances abo'ut the blologlc.al Ma‘:‘-“
sity of rigid and abstract morality, or the spccl.ﬁc cause of lhfs or N
moral anxiety in a patient, or cven earthly wisdom about limiting
patient's claim to happiness.

It [the effective attitude to analysis] is rather to be seenas a llfe-:uli:;
iment of certain people “under the conditions of their origin and {in
out.” Without evaluation there is no theory of reality at all, bll!. sel“:
values does not need to be tied to the ideals of idcalistic mot ality.
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goal is not the fulfilling of some eternal demands, but the realization of

claims to happiness in their different historical forms.*®

Clearly then insofar as this statement can be said to represent an
acceptance of some form of identity principle this does not have the
same meaning for Fromm and the Frankfurt Institut members if they
reject his formulations. For Fromm viewed morality’s tabooistic char-
acter as a function of bourgeois capitalism in theory and praxis. This
condition has to be exploded in therapy if psychoanalysis constitutes
part of a unique response to bourgeois society. What the patient fears
in therapy is that the analyst judges him as a person. The patient
knows, and according to Fromm accepts, that certain of his actions
will be judged by the analyst.

Thus, as far as Fromm was concerned, to reject the possible refor-
mulation of therapeutic praxis was in reality to affirm the externality
of urban-bourgeois-tolerance in action whatever one espoused in the-
ory. Fromm then provided for therapy a specific role which he ar-
ticulated in the latter portion of his essay on “Therapie” (1935). This
role emerged from a question which was only clarified fully in “Zum
Gefuhl Der Onnmacht™ (1937), -i.e., what is the function of psy-
choanalytic theory and therapy in king the feeling of impo-
tence? As he suggested in “Sozialpsychologischer Teil” (1936), the
value of a simultaneous focus on the relationship between the struc-
ture of authority and its conscious manifestation of impotence in the
individual superego is that such a focus reveals the mechanism
whereby force is transformed into an internal momentum. Therapy
for Fromm provides one of the bases for a “Lebens praxis.”

It was specifically in the context of this consideration that Fromm
focused on the role of the family, and rejected Freud's claim that the
Superego is solely the heir of the Ocedipus complex, the inheritor of a
"‘c"ﬂ' past.” We turn now to another dimension of Fromm's critique
of impotence as it specially manifests itself in socialization processes
and in reformist movements.

Fromnys critique of bourgeois reform movements

ln.n'n earlier part of this discussion we suggested that Fromm's early
critique did not constitute a levelling of the conscious, intra-subjec-

., 1976: Death and Revolution. A Reappraisal of Identity Theory, In: J. O'Neill (Ed.), On Critical Theory, Seabury (A Continuum Book) 1976, pp.



hoider.

express written

Propriety of the Erich Fromm Document Canter. For personal use only. Citation or publication of
Vertitentichungen — auch von Tellen — bedUrfen der schriftichen Erlaubnis des Rechteinhabers.

matertal pr
Eigentum des Erich Fromm Dokumentationszentrums. Nutzung nur fir persdliche Zwetke.

FROMM-Online

122 KEN O'BRIEN

tivity or the unconscious and their relationship to objective ma!ell-nal
conditions. Rather, he was attempting to get a ham:llc on t_h: speFlﬁc
conditions under which these operate in bourgeois mdusmal. society.
In this section we will summarize three essays, rone of which were
published in the Frankfurt Institute’s journal, in which he st out his
ideas in some detail. Between 1930 and 1931, at about the time he
joined the Frankfurt Psychoanalytic Institute, his focus o!' empirical
concern was the administrative, ideational, and psychol.oglcal repres-
sion of the contemporary community as this was mediated ﬂ.n'mlgh
education, criminal justice systems, and enlightened reformism. .lt
was within this context that Fromm at first appeared to select Marxist
iology bined with Freudian drive theory as a unique method
complete understanding.
dmrz is no hint in these essays of Fromm's n.wvcmem towarc‘ls
identity theory. At the same time, however, he did not :pcll out in
greater detail the concept of an alternative “Leb.enspraxls alludex'i to
in his “Socialpsychologischer Teil.” What he did was assert p:m;u;
larly in “Der Staat Als Erzicher” (“The State As. Educatm_' ) t af
mere criticism of the administrative and psychologlca! tef:hmques_ oh
the State's juridical and educative functions and pnnclples' \V.h!;:
train man into a father-fearing child will not change those pr[nmp r-::
or functions.” The impression given in the review of BT;nfeld' S WO! i
is that if the students’ and workers’ mo cou )
control the “administrative community" this would be the .sngnm fo:
radical social change. But what is this concept of ‘?a.dmmlst.ratlv
community,” and how is it connected to Fromm's critique of impo-
ce and tolerance? o
ten'l‘he concept of “administrative community™ was a typlﬁca!l:n‘ ::
the specific spheres of activity, within the educational system and e
courts, whose functions were co-optation of petty bourgeois stuce c‘;
and thereby protection of bourgeois intérests in n.:e case of the ﬁ_r.rl?m:
and reinforcement of submissiveness, and deflection :m'd renuncial f‘eld
of drives of the masses, in the case of the latter. Both in the Bc'rn the
review and in “The State As Educator™ Fromm al’gl.lcd lh.llt "
weducational functions” of these institutions were less lmpt')r;a“.ing
the ruling classes in modern socicty than the functions of rcin! f:;:hnl
patriarchial authority in its developed form. He thercfore arguct e
radical criticism of the pedagogics of the school (Schulheim in e
Bernfeld review was a new type of boarding school) and of the jus
system were not vital tasks.
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Fromm was saying more than simply that the functions of boarding
school and criminal justice really exist behind the rationalized objec-
tives that are presented. For example, in an essay “On The Psychol-
ogy Of the Criminal And The Punishing Society,” published in the
“conservative” journal Imago, he suggested that the “masses™ do not
have an awareness of “justice” imsofar as the criminal justice system
is concerned. They do not have an “inherited lawful moral view.” The
masses transfer the father-fear from early childhood to the ruling
classes, the state and thereby the criminal justice system (p. 247). This
maintains social stability, and through repetition makes force un-
necessary. The ruling classes are therefore presented to the masses as
father through the criminal justice system.

The foregoing argument has, for readers who have interpreted
Fromm solely from his later post-Frankfurt writings, a kind of intel-
lectual déja vu. But this is deceptive. In the earlier context Fromm is
less concerned with theoretical generalizations of the sort for which
he has been much criticized in later writings. In these earlier writings
the analysis is more Marcusean—in the tradition of sections of Eras
4nd Civilization. In the epoch of advanced industrial capitalism
Fromm argued that criminal justice, even in the court room, is con-
cerned with renunciation of drive-satisfying tendencies, and not with
fighting crime and rehabilitation (p. 249). Psychoanalytic insight
therefore has little practical value as a reformist ideology. He argued
that one must remain sceptical. The only positive role delineated for
theory was not “judgment” but a “diagnostic” role which would show
l!ae operation of combined unconscious factors (such as the satisfac-
tion of narcissistic needs partly mediated through the ego) and eco-

Romic factors.

Towards a conclusion

In Summary it can be argued that while the intellectual context of

Tomm is different in cach of these three essays discussed above, what
they have in common with the writings of the Frankfurt period is the
Tejection of the division between notions of “healthy™ and “neurotic.™
w:?"ﬂn? made it clear that sublimation is dependent on education
oy ‘ch_ 1S In turn an economic problem which changes, together with

anging cultural and social situations. This general idea provided
One of the major bases for Fromm’s first use of Marx and Freud. This
Beneral conclusion is mot based on Fromm's later explanation in

., 1976: Death and Revolution. A Reappraisal of Identity Theory, In: J. O'Neill (Ed.), On Critical Theory, Seabury (A Continuum Book) 1976, pp.
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Beyond The Chains of Hlusion (1962), which has heretofore been
interpreted as a definitive biographical Rather our
conclusion is based on contextual analyses of the author's earlier
statements. Fromm, that is to say, used a combination of Marx and
Freud that has not been so far classified as Frankfurt School theory
and yet is not clear non-identity or identity oriented in terms of
ideology. A re-evaluation of Fromm’s early work could provide much
needed clarification to salient problems in Frankfurt School critical
theory which would suggest that the present non-identity versus iden-
tity status of that theory should be re-examined.

From the standpoint of contemporary social theory the single most
important thrust of Fromm’s early work was the suggestion, perhaps
caution, that death and revolution were not incompatible. His critique
of impotence is the source of this critique. We have developed this
theme at 2 number of points. We have tried to establish that Fromm's
convergence of Marx and Freud—while it may have led to a later
accomodation to social democracy—was not primarily identity the-
ory in its early formulation. In attacking Freud at central points
Fromm questioned the psychoanalytic notions of praxis (therapy) and
action (as possibility) as well. This was Fromm’s attack on the am-
biguities of Freud's attitudes to bourgeois morality.

In suggesting that Freud's work resonated a certain awareness and
yet unconsciousness of bourgeois morality Fromm was de facto at-
tacking one of the major platforms of the non-identity postulate in
critical theory. At the same time we have asserted that Fromm was
by no means doing so exclusively in the interests of a subjectivist,
conformist theory and therapy. This position has been ignored by
Marcuse, Martin Jay, and Russell Jacoby but for different reasons in
each case. Critical theory unnecessarily narrowed its focus to particu-
lar interpretations of Occidental civilization in its uncritical cssess-
ment of Freud's contributions of theory and therapy. This insight can
be derived from Fromm'’s detailed argument that Freud's scepticism
toward therapy had less to do with his theoretical perspectives and
more to do with an authoritarian praxis in his personality and in his
ideology. We also argued that the general outlines of such an ap-
proach resonate in the works of other critical theorists.

So why is Fromm’s work scape-goated as revisionism? A thorough
answer to this question would take us well beyond the scope of the
present discussion, and into the work of the later Fromm. All we can
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suggest is tlm the identity and non-identity postulates are not mutu-
ally exch:‘slve pos..itions. What we can suggest is that Fromm in his
essay on Thera'ple" criticized the positions of the major revisionists
such as Ferenczi by suggesting that they attempted to revise therapy

on theoretical grounds without understanding that Freud's position

was in keeping with that of his class This cleared the way fc
| 5 for
Fromm? :ttac.k: even though largely inferred, on the notionythat
Mnmst'l?lmc':emque" can be radical in any sense. Fromm was no
was attacking a form of activi i i
advaneed T it '“'g activity that is acceptable in

NOTES

L. A brief summary of the non-identity princi
n principie would be the following:
() The pdnup:,n mp:b:.ym'l:;ndm Adomo and Waiter Benjamin, llnit Freud's
M":':llyehnlo';:‘ ; 'ygmunds. under Marx's 8y, on both th, i
) i""q“"‘. iy ion of the dialecti o
¥ A i h ientific
:‘l_: Istorically higher truth—first specified by George Lukdcs. This means the

(€) The identity iple or the of active
tve historical
and object histori Mmﬂmdlmlﬁwhmhﬁ

jectivity in history
torical mission of the
In o .
m:m' wll;:mofﬂmonld:xt‘:t;‘cﬁlw theory acceptance of the non-identity principle
- . o) B - luti can h > ;
mllum of ‘lh:bjmvll_y and ob;gcnve historical reality or Hegelianized Mam‘::mh g:
l‘ll’ihnewsped;:h: l::l:::‘:ehw' skq:‘:msm of critical theory rests on the refusal to
p in the archaeology of knowl
o "ore on this, e Susan Buck-Morss, “The Dilectic of T W Adorno,” Telas,
(New 'Yotk: l.it'tll:.g' PP Il;?l;;.“ e.;g.- lpl'll‘lg: Martin Jay, Dialectical Imagination
B ' l975).mpp. b Pp. ; Russell Jacoby, Social Amnesia (Boston:

LI i i
m‘.icim:l;;mh festating that what both positions have in common the view that

Society must start as criticism of th i i
society, : c e most advanced forms of industrial
ou MY‘ lewohﬁ'hm_- bourEm or not. It is alko worth stating that this methodological

X Cl;_tlnsm i reminds us of a distinction which is a necessary prerequisite
his 1 hooretion: nr;mm 's work, and that is a distinction which has to be drawn between
nd historien f:mn ::l::':;m:{::m &:hnnnla(ims. on the onc hand, and his empirical
Y er. There are sof icti
w0, but theae o not constitute our mevior 1ore. me contradictions between the

3. CL. Alfred Schmi jtschrif
o Mi_chd o) m#romd;:;lm to Zeitschrift fir Sozialforschung. pp. 29-32. Sce

bid, b, 6 of Things (London: Tavistock, 1970), pp. 373-375.

5. Sec Mighel F.
PP. 2139, oucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge (Landom: Tavistock, 197
Haven, CJn::I% Rucocur, Philosophy and Freud: An Essay on lnltr;::a‘:'m (‘N::;
* Yale University Press, 1970), pp. 3-19, 59-76; Martin Nicolaus, “The

igm with
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k. 3,

Unknown Marx,” New Left Review, 48, March—April, l”"?’:‘)'?‘,
6. “P lyse und Soziologie,” Zeitschrift fiir Psych F

(1929), pp. 268-270, p. 268. o - . e
7. “Dic Gesellschaftliche B

it der P
ir Sozialforschung, 4, (1935), Heft 3, pp. 365-397, 374-375. .
ﬁl. All quotations are taken from Fromm, op. cit., “Psychoanalyse und Soziologie,
(1929). . .
9. The tenor of Fromm's critique of tol has imp nilaci .mthem
of other Institute members. It is the use Fromm makes of it which is different from
others.

10. “Zum Gefubl der Ohmnachy," Zeitschrift fiir Sozialforschung. 6, (1937), pp-
95-119, quotation from p. 114.

11 bid,, p. 110.

12. See S. Freud, An Outline of Psychoanalysis (New Ym'kf W. W. Norton, 1949),
Pp. 35-39. Here, however, Freud goes beyond the archacologicat posture nf psychoa-
nalysis and suggests that the mai of internal is the “sine qua non
of normality,” a notion which allows Fromm to infer the significance of impotence ia
mental life, as a general category. Parenthetically, this genetic nature and archacologi-
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BEYOND IDENTITY
THEORY

PAUL PICCONE

One of the ironies of critical theory in the 1970s is that, although
le defunc.t in Germany, its birthplace, it is alive and well in
‘Enghsh:speakmg world.! This is all the more striking since during
their American exile the “founding fathers” were so skeptical about
the possibility of their work ever taking root in America that they
:;ely wrote m English, and their journal, the Zeitschrift fiir Sozialfor-
schung, continued to appear in German almost up to the time when
u Oelsed publication in 1941. What is even more ironic is that, while
cf;:lCll theo-ry is catching on in North America and England with a
:f OIF new literature developing in the wake of the translation of most
o s:tl'mcal theory‘s classical texts into English, in Germany it is pre-
inu:a:!lz A.me.ncan social science rejected by the new converts that
the Mhlngly reigns supreme. Obviously, the grass is always greener on
e hcr side. Yet, it WOl-lld be a mistake to seek an explanation of
WMD mommon merely in terms of shifting intellectual fads: more
m’flntml political and socio-economic conditions account for this
motsmx]y llmorma} state of a.ﬂ‘mrs An investigation of its historical
Ofcri.ﬁ'::;::v"' will throw Fonsnd_cn.\ble l%ght on the very character
ciang, eory now practically in its third generation of theoreti-
liti.::: Q“m'lon concerning the diffe: in the develop of po-
wmld'fon:;lousnss :.md Marxist theory in Europe and in the New
for lhcsI:' . cou-rsc. st'xll very much an open one. Whatever the reasons
0 do i ls!onc.al dlﬂ‘f:rences. however, they certainly have nothing
th America being “'so barren of theoreticians that it is under
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