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     Premise. What is "Western Marxism"?
The expression that gives the title to this work of mine owes its fortune to a book with which in 1976 an English philosopher, Marxist and militant communist (Trotskyist), invited "Western Marxism" to finally declare its total extraneousness and independence compared to the caricature of Marxism of the officially socialist and Marxist countries, all located in the East. The Soviet Union was particularly targeted. Here, despite the October Revolution and Lenin's lesson, Marxism was now "a thing of the past"; Stalin and "collectivization" had put an "end to all serious theoretical work." «Popular China» did not fare much better: looking at it as an «alternative model» meant reiterating «the political heteronomy of Western Marxism». The judgment of condemnation affected the communist parties of the West themselves, characterized by "absolute loyalty to the Soviet positions" and therefore in fact oriental or oriental-looking (Anderson 1976, pp. 28, 131 and 61).
It was an indictment that did not spare even the party which, with Gramsci and Togliatti, had constantly combined the affirmation of the universal value of the October Revolution with the underlining of the profound political and cultural differences between East and West and therefore with the theorization of the need to elaborate a national path to socialism, suited to the needs of a country firmly located in the West. The English philosopher was implacable: «The intellectuals (and, for that matter, also the workers) members of a mass communist party, unless they were co-opted into the ruling group, could not afford the slightest personal opinion on the decisive political problems ». And so: «Gramsci became the official ideological icon of the PCI: he was indeed invoked in every possible circumstance, but his writings were manipulated and neglected» (Anderson 1976, pp. 59 and 55). How the obtuse guardians of a horrid cultural desert managed to attract fierce and sophisticated intellectuals en masse, to exercise an extraordinary influence and hegemony on Italian culture and to enjoy great prestige on the international level, all this remained a mystery.
Perry Anderson was not the first to notice the divide between Western and Eastern Marxism. Writing in the early years of the Cold War, a prominent French philosopher, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, had observed:
Revolutionary politics, which in the perspective of 1917 was historically supposed to take over from "liberal" politics - under the pressure of difficult problems of organisation, defense and performance - has instead increasingly become a politics of new countries, the means to pass from semi-colonial economies (or civilizations that have been paralyzed for centuries) to modern modes of production. The immense apparatus it has built, with its rules and its privileges, at the very moment in which it proves effective in establishing an industry or putting a still virgin proletariat to work, weakens the position of the proletariat as a ruling class and leaves it without heirs. the mystery of civilization that, according to Marx, the Western proletariat brought with it (Merleau-Ponty 1955, p. 431).
The year before, at Dien Bien Phu, the powerful and experienced army of colonialist France had been soundly defeated by the Vietnamese people's movement and army led by the Communist Party. Everywhere in Asia there were echoes of the strategic victory of anti-colonialism that had led to the founding of the People's Republic of China. Yes, communism revealed itself as the directing force of the anti-colonial revolutions and, once power was gained, of the accelerated development that the "semi-colonial economies" urgently needed. These were undeniable results and successes, but - the French philosopher asked - what happened to the communism that the "Western proletariat" had the task of building, at least in the eyes of Marx and "Western" Marxism" (Merleau-Ponty 1955, pp. 238 ff.)?
Here we come across the expression "Western" Marxism for the first time. However, it was not positively contrasted with the oriental one. If anything, even within the context of an overall criticism of Marx and communism, it was precisely "Western" Marxism that constituted the main target. Once the initial hopes of a radically new society and the "decay of the state apparatus" had vanished, a conclusion became inevitable: "communism today borders on progressivism", and progressivism could not ignore the concrete conditions of the country or the area where political action took place. By putting an end to the messianic perspective of the total regeneration of humanity, it was necessary to orient ourselves on a case-by-case basis: "Where the choice is between hunger and the communist apparatus, the decision [in favor of the latter] is obvious", and probably for the French philosopher's decision was also obvious when it came to choosing between colonial subjugation and anti-colonial revolution (often directed by communists). The West, however, presented a very different picture: was the communist revolution really necessary and beneficial, and what would its concrete results have been (Merleau-Ponty 1955, pp. 430 and 432)?
There were many weak aspects of this position. In order also to better refute it, the French philosopher accentuated the messianic tendency present in Marx and Engels. He did not take into account that they sometimes speak of the "extinction of the State" as such, sometimes of "the extinction of the State in the current political sense"; only the first formulation can be accused of messianism (and anarchism) (Losurdo 1997, chapter V, §§ 1-2). Secondly, Merleau-Ponty avoided questioning the possible relationship between the liquidation of colonialism in all its forms and the construction of post-capitalist society. Thirdly and above all: can we consider the anti-colonial struggle as an exclusive problem of the East? Supporting the fight against colonial or neocolonial subjugation, while absolving those responsible for this policy, would be unacceptable. And not just for ethical reasons. There's more: the two world wars had demonstrated that colonial expansionism resulted in ruinous inter-imperialist rivalries with global impact; the fire set a few years earlier by Hitler in an attempt to build the German colonial empire in Eastern Europe had also ended up setting fire to the West and Germany itself.
Once these criticisms were expressed, the French philosopher deserves credit for having first identified the objective political-social reasons that stimulated the gap between the two Marxisms. In the East and practically in all the countries where the communists had gained power, for the political leadership the priority problem was not that of promoting the "decay of the state apparatus", but rather a very different one: how to avoid the danger of colonial or neo-colonial subjugation and how to bridge the gap compared to more industrially advanced countries?
Merleau-Ponty was far from disavowing Eastern Marxism in the name of Western Marxism. If you want to find a precedent for Anderson's attitude, you have to look in a different direction. Before the British philosopher and the French philosopher, it was Max Horkheimer who drew attention in 1942 to the turning point that occurred in the country of the October Revolution: the Soviet communists had abandoned the prospect of the "suppression of states" to concentrate on the problem of accelerated development of the "industrially backward homeland" (infra, chapter III, § 7). It was a fitting observation, unfortunately phrased as a contemptuous condemnation. The Wehrmacht was at the gates of Moscow and to regret or be indignant at the fact that the Soviet leaders did not bother to realize the ideal of the extinction of the state was grotesque (Hitler would have shared such regret or indignation in his own way!). The German philosopher did not realize that the very behavior he accused allowed the Soviet Union to escape the colonialist and slave-owning subjugation to which the Third Reich wanted to subject it. The desperate struggle waged in the East in order to resist a colonial war of decimation and enslavement was irrelevant in the West in the eyes of a philosopher who appreciated Marx not the program of revolutionary transformation of the existing, but only the pursuit in a remote future of the ideal of a society free of contradictions and conflicts and therefore not in need of a state apparatus.
Over a quarter of a century later, Horkheimer (1968b, pp. 154 and 160) raised the issue of the extinction of the state again, although this time referring not to the authors of the Communist Manifesto but to Schopenhauer. For the rest, while on the one hand he paid homage to Marx ("the time has come to finally make Marxian doctrine, in the West, one of the main teaching subjects"), on the other he expressed his annoyance for the reason that " in many eastern countries it acts as a useful ideology to recover the advantage gained by the West in industrial production". The "Marxian doctrine" celebrated here had no relationship with the problem of the development of productive forces which instead required the attention of, for example, North Vietnam, committed to defending itself from a barbaric aggression ready to also resort to chemical weapons and yet considered indulgently and even supported by Horkheimer. As in 1942, so in 1968 utopia looked with disdain at the dramatic struggles that were underway in the East and which were the result not of a subjective choice, but primarily of an objective situation. Even without resorting to this expression, Western Marxism had already turned its back on Eastern Marxism.
We are forced to ask ourselves some questions: when did the gap between the two Marxisms begin to appear? With the advent of Stalin's autocracy, what does Anderson think? What if instead it had already emerged in the aftermath of the turning point of 1917? And what if the first cracks had already emerged at the moment in which unity appeared most solid, cemented as it was by the choral indignation for the filthy carnage of the First World War and for the capitalist-imperialist system accused of having caused it? And what if the cracks and the subsequent estrangement, as well as the diversity of the objective situation and cultural tradition, referred firstly to the theoretical and political limits of Western Marxism, the most sophisticated and aggressive on an academic level?
The path behind the manifesto with which Anderson proclaimed the excellence of a Western Marxism finally freed from the suffocating embrace of Eastern Marxism was long. A new and brilliant life seemed to be emerging for the former; in reality it was the premise of suicide. We are dealing with important chapters of political and philosophical history that are largely ignored and which my book intends to reconstruct in order also to question the prospects for the rebirth, on new bases, of Western Marxism.



  
     Warning


    For all the texts cited, the italics have been freely maintained, suppressed or modified depending on the underlining needs emerging from the exposition. No information is given on any changes made to the Italian translations used.
To facilitate understanding of the historical context and the evolution of the authors analyzed, the bibliographical references in round brackets refer primarily to the original date of the text cited from time to time. In the case of double dating, the date or dates preceding the crossbar (/) refer to the original text, the others to the edition I used.
Stefano Azzarà, Paolo Ercolani, Elena Fabrizio, Giorgio Grimaldi (who also edited the Index of Names), Aldo Trotta helped me in the bibliographic research and in finalizing the text. My thanks to all.


  


  


  
     I. 1914 and 1917: birth of Western and Eastern Marxism
1. The turning point in August 1914 to the West...


    The history that I propose to reconstruct begins to take shape between August 1914 and October 1917, between the outbreak of the First World War and the victory of the October Revolution. In the wake of these two epochal events, Marxism experienced a global diffusion that projected it well beyond the borders of the West within which it had remained confined at the time of the Second International. However, there is the other side of the coin of this triumph: the encounter with such different cultures, geopolitical situations and economic-social conditions stimulates an internal process of differentiation, with the emergence of previously unknown contradictions and conflicts. To understand them we are forced to question ourselves about the underlying motivations that led us to join the communist and Marxist movement that took shape in those years.
In the West, the radical, indeed apocalyptic, historical turning point is undoubtedly represented by the outbreak and blaze of the First World War. Fatigue, disgust, indignation at the endless carnage, all this promotes the rapid spread of the communist movement. Symptomatic is what happened in Italy already in the months or weeks preceding the coming of the Bolsheviks to power. Between February and October two delegates of the provisional government that was formed in Moscow, after the overthrow of the tsarist autocracy, come to visit Turin to make contact with a country allied in the ongoing war and to counter the growing pacifist tendencies . Even before their arrival, they make clear their clear hostility towards the Bolsheviks (who demand immediate peace). However, when the two envoys of the Kerensky government made their appearance on the balcony of the Siccardi palace, the crowd of forty thousand workers waiting broke out in shouts of "Long live Lenin".
It is, to be precise, 13 August 1917. Ten days later the barricades were erected to give strength to the rejection of war, with the consequence, however, that Turin itself was declared a war zone: the word is up to the military tribunals (Fiori 1966 , pp. 128-29). It could be said that the mass of demonstrators and rioters joined the October Revolution even before it took place, and joined it in the wake of the fight against the war. Nowadays it is politically correct to speak of October 1917 in Russia not as a revolution but as a coup d'état; except that we see the protagonist of this alleged coup d'état causing a quasi-revolution thousands of kilometers away, and already causing it with his name and even before his coming to power! This happens due to the fact that his name and the party he led are inextricably connected with the unreserved condemnation of the war and of the political-social system accused of having caused it.
It is this spiritual climate that explains in the West the formidable capacity of attraction that the October Revolution exerts not only on the masses, but also on leading intellectuals. Think of the evolution of György Lukács. In his autobiography he recalls: «the interest in ethics led me to the revolution»; the interest in ethics is one with the rejection of war, experienced as a complete negation of the most elementary moral norms:
I was a very ardent anti-war [...] My aversion to positivism also had political reasons. In fact, as much as I condemned the state of affairs in Hungary, I was not at all willing to accept English parliamentarism [itself the protagonist of the war massacre] as an ideal. But at that time I didn't see anything I could put in place of what existed. And it is from this point of view that the revolution of 1917 struck me so strongly, because suddenly it appeared on the horizon that things could also be different. Whatever the attitude towards this "diversity", this "diversity" transformed the entire lives of all of us, of a notable part of my generation (Lukács 1980, pp. 66 and 53).
Ernst Bloch argues in a similar way who, speaking of the young Hungarian philosopher as well as himself, observes: «At the beginning of the war, in 1914, we felt completely lost. This war became a decisive factor in the development of each of us. For him the link with the communist movement was both a support and a refuge" (in Coppellotti 1992, p. 370). Even without establishing organic relationships with the party and the communist movement, on an ideal level the young German philosopher reaches conclusions not dissimilar to those of the young Hungarian philosopher. Later Bloch (1977, p. 43) declared that he welcomed the "Russian revolution" with an "unprecedented liberating jubilation". According to Spirito dell'utopia, composed mainly during the war years, in one of the "most infamous periods in history", if "eternal death looms over Europe" responsible for the war, it is to be welcomed that the country resulting from the October Revolution resist the aggression of this or that capitalist power. Yes, “the Russian Marxist republic remains untamed.” In any case, more than ever the "authentic total revolution" invoked by Marx is imposed, which achieves "freedom" and marks "the beginning of the history of the world after prehistory" (Bloch 1923, pp. 311 and 315 -16).
The October Revolution is the truth finally found for those who are committed to giving substance to the fight against the war, or rather against the "genocide" (.Völkermord) in progress, to resort this time to the language of two leaders of the socialist movement and antimilitarist, namely Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht. Even the future leaders of the October Revolution (some of whom were trained in the West) read and experienced the First World War as the definitive demonstration of the horror intrinsic to the capitalist-imperialist system and of the absolute necessity of its overthrow. To give some examples: Bukharin speaks of a "horrible factory of corpses", Stalin of "mass extermination of the living forces of the people". Of particular eloquence is the picture drawn by Trotsky: «The work of Cain of the “patriotic” press» of the two opposing sides is «the irrefutable demonstration of the moral decadence of bourgeois society». Yes, humanity is falling back into "blind and shameless barbarism": we are witnessing the outbreak of a "bloody madness competition" to use the most advanced technique for war purposes; it is a "scientific barbarism", which leverages the great discoveries of humanity "only to destroy the foundations of civilized social life and annihilate man". Everything good that civilization has produced sinks into the blood and slime of the trenches: "health, comfort, hygiene, the usual daily relationships, friendly bonds, professional obligations and ultimately the apparently unshakable rules of morality". Later, but still in relation to the catastrophe that broke out in 1914, the term "holocaust" also emerged: on 31 August 1939, Molotov accused France and England of having rejected the Soviet policy of collective security, in the hope of unleashing the Third Reich against the USSR, without hesitating to provoke «a new great massacre, a new holocaust of nations»



  
     2. ...and the October 1917 turning point to the East


    The First World War was far from provoking the same emotions in Asia as those felt in Europe, and not only because the battlefields were thousands of kilometers away. In the colonies or semi-colonies the capitalist-colonialist system revealed its terrible burden of oppression and violence well before August 1914. For China the tragic turning point was clearly the opium wars. It was also to neutralize the "British narcotraficantes" and put an end to the opium trade, whose devastating effects were now clear for all to see, that the Taiping revolt developed between 1851 and 1864, "the bloodiest civil war in world history, with an estimated twenty to thirty million deaths" (Davis 2001, pp. 22 and 16). After having contributed powerfully to provoking it, the West becomes the beneficiary, since it can extend its control over a torn and increasingly defenseless country. A historical period begins which sees "China crucified" (Russia and Japan have in the meantime been added to the Western executioners). To the "foreign cannons" and the "most terrible insurrections in history" are added the "natural cataclysms" to which a country in shambles cannot offer any resistance: "Without a doubt the number of victims in the history of the world has never been so high » (Gernet 1972, pp. 565 ff. and 579).
Compared to this enormous tragedy, the outbreak of the First World War is very small. Urged to intervene on the side of Great Britain, Sun Yat-Sen, president of the republic born from the revolution of 1911 and the overthrow of the Manchu dynasty, «explained to Lloyd George in a famous letter that the disputes of the Whites did not interest China» (Bastid , Bergère, Chesneaux 1969-72, vol. 2, p. 221): the victory of one or the other side would not have changed in any way the oppressive behavior of the capitalist and colonialist West. What gave rise to the hope of an end to the tragedy that began with the Opium Wars and therefore aroused Sun Yat-Sen's enthusiasm was instead the rise of the Bolsheviks to power. It promises to put an end to the war, but also and above all to colonial slavery.
It is this second aspect that pushes the Chinese leader to take stock of a chapter of history whose conclusion, thanks to the October Revolution, can finally be glimpsed: "The Red Indians of America have already been exterminated" and a similar fate it also looms over other colonial peoples, including the Chinese. Their situation is desperate; except, "suddenly one hundred and fifty million men of the Slavic race rose up to oppose imperialism, capitalism, to fight against inequality and in defense of humanity". And so "a great hope for humanity was born, without anyone expecting it: the Russian Revolution". Naturally, imperialism's response was not long in coming: «The powers attacked Lenin because they want to destroy a prophet of humanity», who however will hardly give up the prospect of liberating peoples oppressed by colonial domination (Sun Yat-Sen 1924, pp . 55-7). Of course, Sun Yat-Sen is not a Marxist and he is not a communist; but it is starting from the "great hope", which he described in sometimes naive but all the more effective language, that the foundation of the Chinese Communist Party (PCC) on 1 July 1921 can be understood.
In light of all this, the characterization of the twentieth century as a "short century" which, according to Eric Hobsbawm, would start from the traumatic experience of the First World War, is affected by Eurocentrism. An ante litteram criticism of this vision already emerges from the speech that "the delegate from Indochina" delivered at the Tours Congress of the French Socialist Party on 26 December 1920:
French capitalism has been coming to Indochina for half a century; he conquered us at the point of bayonets and in the name of capitalism: since then we have not only been shamefully harassed and exploited [...] It is impossible for me, in a few minutes, to point out to you all the atrocities committed in Indochina by the bandits of capital. More numerous than schools, prisons are always open and frighteningly populated. Any native who is thought to have socialist ideas is imprisoned and sometimes sent to death without being tried. Because the so-called Indochinese justice system over there has double standards. The Annamites do not have the same guarantees as Europeans and the Europeanized.
After having proceeded with this terrible accusation, «the delegate of Indochina» (who would later become famous throughout the world with the name of Ho Chi Minh) concludes: «We see in membership of the Third International the formal promise that the socialist party will finally give colonial problems the importance they deserve" (in Lacouture 1967, pp. 36-7). Despite the cautious language and careful to avoid controversy, one point emerges clearly: the turning point in world history was not August 1914, which saw a tragedy that had been ongoing in the colonies for a long time spread to Europe, but rather since October 1917, that is, from the revolution which evokes the hope of the end of this tragedy also in the colonies.
Lenin obviously already underlined the horror of colonialism: «The most liberal and radical political men of free Great Britain [...] are transformed, when they become governors of India, into veritable Genghis Khans» (Complete Works, from now on LO, 15; 178-79). Behind us is the lesson of Marx, who accuses the treatment reserved by liberal England for Ireland (a colony although located in Europe): it is an even more ruthless policy than that carried out by tsarist and autocratic Russia to the detriment of Poland; indeed, it is a policy so terrorist as to be "unheard of in Europe" and to be found only among the "Mongols" (Werke, henceforth MEW, 16; 552). As emerges from Ho Chi Minh's appeal to his party comrades not to lose sight of the colonial question, Marx's lesson on the macroscopic exclusion clauses of liberal freedom understandably finds more attentive listeners in the East than in the West. It is a first significant difference but it is certainly not the only one.



  
     3. State and nation in the West and East


    In Europe, precisely because it is the refusal of war that stimulates the revolutionary choice, the criticism of the existing system mainly targets the state and military apparatus. Lukács (1915/1984, pp. 366 and 360) denounces compulsory conscription as «the most abject slavery that has ever existed» and condemns the «Moloch of militarism» which devours millions of human lives. A few years later, Walter Benjamin (1920-21/1972-99, vol. 2.1, p. 186) also started from «compulsory military service», which is at the heart of «militarism» understood as «obligation of universal recourse to violence as a means to achieve the goals of the State", to proceed with a global and without appeal condemnation of the existing system: the "last war" revealed the infamy of which it is capable. Animated by horror for total mobilization, for the military code and for firing squads, in his youthful, unfinished essay on Dostoevsky from 1915, Lukács defines the State as «organized tuberculosis», or as «organized immorality» which manifests itself « externally as the will to power, to war, to conquest, to revenge" (in Löwy 1988, p. 157).
Yes – Bloch insists – the State «has revealed itself as a typical coercive, pagan and satanic essence». We need to put an end to this monster: it «in the Bolshevik sense can function for a certain period as a necessary but transitory evil». It is the patriotic and chauvinistic pathos that fuels the "militaristic state", the insatiable man-devouring Moloch. And even against it Bloch has fiery words: "the deadly coercion of compulsory military service" is not at the service of the nation, as the official ideology claims, but of the capitalist "stock exchange" and the "dynasty" of the Hohenzollerns. However, together with the patriotic and chauvinistic pathos, the very idea of nation ends up being rejected: the "rhetoric of the native land" and the "traditionalism of patriotic culture" are contrasted with "the true Christian idea of man" and "medieval" universalism, which knows no national (and state) boundaries (Bloch 1923, pp. 315 and 310). The influence of anarchism is evident here, as it is evident in Benjamin who, starting from the denunciation of compulsory military conscription, ends up identifying and jointly criticizing violence, law and power as such.
It would be in vain to look for these anarchic tones in the Marxist and communist movement that is forming in the East in the wake of the October Revolution. It is a difference whose foundations can already be identified in Lenin's speech. During the war, with his gaze turned to Europe, the great revolutionary repeatedly denounced total militarization and mobilization, the "military slavery" imposed on the population (LO, 27; 393). It is not only the front that is affected by regimentation, by the code of war and by terror; the same "rear areas" are transformed, even in the "most advanced countries", into "military prisons for workers". Composed and published while the carnage of war is raging more than ever and on the eve of the revolution called to put an end to it, State and Revolution formulates the thesis according to which the victorious proletariat «only needs a State in danger of extinction» (LO, 25; 363 and 380). It is the "necessary but transitory evil" that Bloch also speaks of. On the other hand, Lenin defines imperialism as the claim of alleged "model nations" to attribute to themselves "the exclusive privilege of forming the State" (LO, 20; 417). That is, in addition to economic plunder, what characterizes imperialism is the political oppression of nations and their hierarchization. Those exploited and oppressed are branded as incapable of self-government and of establishing themselves as an independent state; the struggle to shake off that stigma is a struggle for recognition. It is a question of liquidating colonial subjugation in order to build an independent national state: what inspires the revolution of the colonial peoples is the watchword not of "a state in the process of extinction", but of a state in the process of being formed.
The tones that resonate in the East are then well understood. Take Sun Yat-Sen. He has long lived abroad and looked abroad for inspiration to overthrow the crumbling Manchu dynasty and found the first Chinese republic; he is therefore not suspect of xenophobia. And yet, this is how he summarizes the thinking of the anti-colonialist movement, including the communist fraction: «The nations that use imperialism to conquer other peoples and thus seek to maintain their privileged position as masters and sovereigns of the world, they are for cosmopolitanism and would like the world to agree with them"; therefore they do everything to discredit patriotism as "something narrow-minded and anti-liberal" (Sun Yat-Sen 1924, pp. 43-4).
Two events took place behind Sun Yat-Sen's position and the founding of the PCC: on 25 July 1919, Lev Mikhailovich Karakhan, Deputy People's Commissar for Foreign Affairs, declared that Soviet Russia was ready to renounce "territorial advantages and other kinds" torn from the Tsarist Empire and actually calls into question the "unequal treaties" as a whole, the treaties signed by China under the threat of gunboats and invading armies (Carr 1950, pp. 1270-272) . In the summer of that same year, the Treaty of Versailles, which put an end to the First World War, transferred to Japan the privileges in Shandong that Imperial Germany had at the time wrested from the Beijing government. A great wave of protest develops in China: it is the May 4th movement, from which many leaders and militants of the Chinese Communist Party come. It is now clear to everyone that the Western democracies, which also waged the war against the Central Powers waving the flag of freedom and self-determination of peoples, do not hesitate to perpetuate China's semi-colonial condition; the only hope comes from the country and the movement that emerged from the October Revolution, which the communists look to, determined to place themselves at the head of the national liberation struggle. To quote Mao Zedong (1949/1969-75, vol. 4, p. 425): «It was thanks to the Russians that the Chinese discovered Marxism. Before the October Revolution the Chinese not only ignored Lenin and Stalin, but they did not even know Marx and Engels. The cannon fire of the October Revolution brought us Marxism-Leninism."
While he is engaged in the war of national resistance against Japanese imperialism, which claims "to subjugate the whole of China and make the Chinese their colonial slaves", this is how Mao recalls his first approach (in the last years of the Manchu dynasty) to cause of the revolution:
In that period I began to have some glimmers of political consciousness, especially after reading a pamphlet on the dismemberment of China [...] This reading aroused great concern in me for the future of my country and I began to understand that we all had a duty to save him (in Snow 1938, pp. 99 and 149).
Over ten years later, speaking on the immediate eve of the proclamation of the People's Republic, Mao remakes the history of his country. In particular, it recalls the resistance against the powers involved in the opium wars, the Taiping revolt against the Manchu dynasty or «against the Ching, servants of imperialism», the war against Japan in 1894-95, «the war against aggression of the combined forces of the eight powers" (following the Boxer revolt) and, finally, "the Revolution of 1911 against the Ching, lackeys of imperialism". So many struggles, so many defeats. How to explain the reversal that, at a certain point, occurs?
For a long time during this resistance movement, that is, for over seventy years, from the Opium War in 1840 to the eve of the May Fourth Movement in 1919, the Chinese had no ideological weapons to defend themselves against imperialism. The old and immutable ideological weapons of feudalism were defeated, had to give way and were declared out of use. For lack of anything better, the Chinese were forced to arm themselves with ideological weapons and political formulas such as the theory of evolution, the theory of natural law and the bourgeois republic, all borrowed from the arsenal of the revolutionary period of the bourgeoisie in the West, homeland of imperialism [...] but all these ideological weapons, like those of feudalism, proved to be very weak, and in turn had to give way, were withdrawn and declared out of use.
The Russian Revolution of 1917 marks the awakening of the Chinese, who learn something new: Marxism-Leninism. The Communist Party was born in China, and it was an epochal event [...].
Since learning Marxism-Leninism, the Chinese have ceased to be intellectually passive and have taken the initiative. From that moment on, the period of modern world history in which the Chinese and Chinese culture were looked at with contempt was to come to an end (Mao Zedong 1949/1969-75, vol. 4, pp. 469-70 and 472).
If in the West communism and Marxism are the truth and the weapon finally found to end the war and uproot its roots, in the East communism and Marxism-Leninism are the truth and the ideological weapon capable of putting an end to the situation of oppression and "contempt" imposed by colonialism and imperialism. It is a research that began with the Opium Wars, even before the formation, as well as of Marxism-Leninism, already of Marxism as such (in 1840 Marx was only a university student). It is not Marxism that causes the revolution in China; more precisely, it is the secular resistance, the ongoing revolution of the Chinese people who, after a long and tiring search, finally manage to become fully aware of themselves in the Marxist or Marxist-Leninist ideology and to put an end to colonial domination. A few days after the stance we just saw, Mao declared: «Ours will no longer be a nation subject to insult and humiliation. We stood up [...] The era in which the Chinese people were considered uncivilized is now over" (Mao Zedong 1949/1998, pp. 87-8).
Let us return to the "delegate from Indochina" who spoke at the Congress of the French Socialist Party in 1920. While he urges membership of the Communist International, he still calls himself Nguyên Ai Quôc or «Nguyên the patriot» (Ruscio 2003, p. 383); he does not perceive any contradiction between internationalism and patriotism, indeed the latter, in the situation in which Indochina finds itself, is felt to be the concrete expression of internationalism. A few decades later, having become leader of Vietnam which was beginning to savor independence in the North, Ho Chi Minh invited young people to engage in studies, addressing them in these terms:
Eighty years of slavery have diminished our country. We must now receive the legacy left to us by the ancestors [...] Will Vietnam know the glory? Will her people occupy an honorable place, like the other peoples of the five continents? (in Lacouture 1945/1967, p. 119).
Nine years before his death, while one of the most barbaric colonial wars of the 20th century was raging in Indochina, on the occasion of his seventieth birthday, Ho Chi Minh recalled his intellectual and political journey: «In the beginning, pushing me to believe in Lenin and The Third International was patriotism, not communism." What caused great emotion were first of all the appeals and documents that promoted the liberation struggle of the colonial peoples, underlining their right to constitute themselves as independent national states: «Lenin's theses [on the national and colonial question] aroused great emotion in me emotion, great enthusiasm, great faith, and they helped me see the problems clearly. My joy was so great that I cried over it" (in Lacouture 1960/1967, pp. 39-40). In his Testament, after having called his fellow citizens to the «patriotic struggle» and commitment «for the salvation of the homeland», on a personal level Ho Chi Minh (1969, pp. 75 and 78) draws this balance: «For the whole life, soul and body, I served my country, I served the revolution, I served the people."



  
     4. The "money economy" in the West and the East


    Read yes as a consequence of the imperialist contest for the conquest of markets and raw materials and of the capitalist hunt for profit and super-profit, but also and above all read in a moralizing way as the product of the auri sacra fames even more than of a social system well determined, the First World War aroused a spiritual climate in the West which found its most significant expression in Bloch. In his eyes, overcoming capitalism must entail "the liberation from the materialism of class interests as such", as well as "the abolition of every particular economic component". Not even the great revolutionaries paid enough attention to this:
Man does not live on bread alone. However important and necessary the external is, it only serves to suggest, but does not create anything, in fact it is men who constitute history, not things nor their powerful passing, which takes place outside of us and falsely above we. Marx determined what must occur in the economy, the necessary economic-institutional change, but he has not yet assigned the desirable autonomy to the new man, to the impetus, to the strength of love and light, that is, to the moral moment in itself , in the definitive social order (Bloch 1923, pp. 316 and 319).
Indeed - he insists in the first edition of the Spirit of Utopia - the Soviets in power in Russia are called to put an end not only to "every private economy" but also to every "money economy" and, with it, to the "mercantile morality that consecrates all that is most evil in man." Together with economic power, it is power as such that must be questioned; ultimately it is necessary to carry out the "transformation of power into love" (Bloch 1918, p. 298). The fact is that – Benjamin in turn observes (1920-21/1972-99, vol. 2.1, p. 195) – «the current economy as a whole resembles not so much a machine that stops if the stoker abandons, as for a beast that goes wild as soon as the tamer turns his back on it." In other words, it is not a question of making the economic "machine" more efficient or less devastating, thanks to a revolutionary upheaval; instead it is a question of caging or perhaps annihilating that beast which, despite every political-social transformation, continues to be the economy as such.
Among the main protagonists of the carnage caused by the imperialist race is Russia and here too, after the October Revolution, a vision is spreading which looks with disdain at the world of economics as a whole and which not surprisingly cries out for scandal on the occasion of the introduction of the NEP, of the New Economic Policy which in 1921 followed a "war communism" under the banner of an egalitarian but desperate and compulsive asceticism. It is a vision not very different from that analyzed regarding the West and thus recalled, in the 1940s, by a militant of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union:
We young communists had all grown up in the belief that money had been eliminated once and for all [...] If money reappeared, wouldn't the rich reappear too? Weren't we on a slippery slope back to capitalism? (in Figes 1996, p. 926).
Only with difficulty, and defying accusations of treason, did Lenin manage to place the problem of the economic development of a backward country at the center of attention, which emerged prostrate from the world war and the civil war and which had to face an international situation full of dangers. Even immediately before his death, Stalin (1952/1971-73, vol. 17, pp. 266 and 268-69) felt obliged to argue against those who, in the name of the fight against capitalism, intended to put an end to "production mercantile", the "circulation of goods" and the "monetary economy".
The picture presented by China is very different. Let's see what happens in the small areas "liberated" and governed by the Communist Party starting from the end of the 1920s. The anti-communist Kuomintang and the Nanjing government controlled by it try to force them to capitulate by resorting not only to military force but also to economic strangulation. During his journey Snow (1938, p. 285) observed: «Trade between the red and white districts was prohibited from Nanjing, but through impervious mountain paths and after having properly "greased" the border guards, the Rossi were able in certain periods to establish a thriving export business" and therefore to obtain "the necessary manufactured goods". Demonized in Russia and Europe as the expression of a greedy and rotten world that must be destroyed once and for all, the "money economy" and trade are here instead synonymous with physical survival and defense of the revolutionary project called to save China and to build a new and better world.
The contrast between East and West was further accentuated in the following years. After the advent of fascism and Nazism, in countries such as Italy, Germany and Japan the struggle for wages and better living conditions at the same time calls into question the productivist and war effort and the war machine of the aggressors and champions of the revival of colonial expansionism. On the contrary, in China, with the large-scale rampage of the Japanese invasion, what Mao (1938/1969-75, vol. 2, p. 223) defines as the "identity between the national struggle and the classy." From this moment on, the commitment to production and economic development becomes, especially in the areas liberated and controlled by the Communist Party, an integral part of the national and class struggle at the same time. It is therefore understandable that, despite the fury of weapons, Mao (1943/1969-75, vol. 3, p. 135) called the communist leaders to pay great attention to the economic dimension of the conflict:
In the current conditions of war, all organizations, schools and army units must actively dedicate themselves to the cultivation of vegetables, pig breeding, wood collection, and the production of charcoal; they must develop craftsmanship and produce part of the cereals necessary for their sustenance [...] The leaders of the Party, the government and the army at every level, as well as those of the schools must learn, systematically, the art of management the masses in production. He who does not carefully study production problems is not a good manager.



  
     5. Science between imperialist war and anti-colonial revolution


    Let us return once again to the "Indochina delegate" at the Congress of Tours in December 1920. We have seen him travel extensively in the West. For what reason? Truong Chinh (1965, p. 8) explains it to us, who in 1930 participated with Ho Chi Minh in the foundation of the Indochinese Communist Party. Judging from this testimony, the future leader of Vietnam stayed in France in order to learn the culture of that country "and also science and technology".
The Chinese revolutionaries have a similar attitude, starting with Sun Yat-Sen. The latter, who was in Europe between 1896 and 1898, became "one of the most diligent visitors to the library of the British Museum", the library dear to Marx. However, for the future first president of the Chinese Republic it is not so much a question of studying the capitalist economy: «Sun's dominant interest remained the "secret" of the West, that is, technology in its various aspects and above all in the military ones» . Later, the intellectuals who were abroad with "Work and Study" programs made a notable contribution to the founding of the Chinese Communist Party, clearly also committed to stealing the secret of the West. Among them, some are destined to play a leading role: Chu En-lai, Deng Xiaoping, Chen Yi. They found themselves in Paris in the same period that saw the presence of Ho Chi Minh, who perhaps contributed to putting them "in contact with the French communists" (Collotti Pischel 1973, pp. 99-100 and 159-60).
It is a movement to which Mao Zedong is no stranger. Conversing later with Snow, he reports his final decision to give up the trip to Europe: "I felt that I didn't know my country well enough and that therefore my time in China would have been better spent." This does not mean distrust towards those who make a different choice. Mao's story continues as follows: «before leaving China», the students who (under the «Work and Study» program) go to France «wanted to study French in Beijing». Well: «I helped organize the movement and in the group that went abroad there were many students from the normal school of Hunan [Mao's home province], most of whom later became famous revolutionaries» (in Snow 1938 , p. 170).
Here we witness a division of labor: if Mao remained at home to deepen his knowledge of a country that is a continent, other young revolutionaries went to France in order to learn the culture of the West and share it with their compatriots. Common to both is the conviction that, to achieve national redemption, China needs to critically assimilate the science and technology of the countries that imposed the colonial or semi-colonial yoke on it. Chu En-lai's journey is enlightening: after having been one of the student leaders of the May 4th 1919 movement and having spent a year in prison for this reason, he left for France (Snow 1938, pp. 57-8); after having given rise to large street demonstrations in China, the anti-colonialist struggle experiences a temporary deviation in one of the advanced Western countries, whose science and technology must be learned. Several decades later, Deng Xiaoping (1989 / 1992-95, vol. 3, p. 303) calls on his country not to lose sight of an essential point: «science is a great thing and we must recognize its importance» .
Trust in science and technology is not shared in the West. Bukharin, who has moved between Europe and the United States since 1911 (before returning to Russia in the summer of 1917), denounces the monstrous expansion of the state apparatus that has occurred since the outbreak of the war: here is a «new Leviathan, in front of the which Thomas Hobbes' imagination seems like child's play." By now, «everything has been “mobilized” and “militarized”»; and not even "medicine", "chemistry and bacteriology" escape this destiny which has involved the economy, culture, morality, religion. In fact, "the whole grandiose technical machine" has turned into an "enormous death machine" (Bukharin 1915-17/1984, pp. 140-41). We find ourselves before the first brilliant analysis of what will later be called "totalitarianism", but one has the impression that this analysis tends to connect too closely science and technology on the one hand and capitalism, imperialism and war on the other.
It is a recurring trend in the culture between the two wars in Germany, in the country that perhaps more than any other between 1914 and 1918 was committed to the development of chemical weapons and the systematic application of science to war operations. Benjamin (1928/1972-99, vol. 4.1, p. 147) observes that for the "imperialists" the "sense of technology" resides exclusively in the "mastery of nature" (which can be very useful for the conduct of war). In this sense "technique has betrayed humanity and transformed the wedding bed into a sea of blood". Twelve years later, before voluntarily going to death in order to escape his persecutors, in the Theses on the Philosophy of History Benjamin launches a cry of alarm: «progress in the dominion of nature» and in the «exploitation of nature» can go hand in hand with fearful "society's regressions"; the formidable war machine of the Third Reich is the radical and tragic refutation of the illusion, long cultivated by the workers' and socialist movement, according to which science and technology are in themselves an instrument of emancipation (Thesis 11).
The ideological climate described here ends up influencing even an author organically linked to the communist movement: History and class consciousness seems to identify «growing mechanization» with «despiritualization» and «reification» (Lukács 1922, p. 179) . In some ways – it has been rightly observed – the author of this work demonstrates «hostility [...] towards the natural sciences», and it is «an element completely foreign to previous Marxism» (Anderson 1976 , p. 73), to Marxism which has not yet gone through the horror of the application of science and technology to war operations.
Regardless of the war, the devastating crisis of 1929 and the resulting mass unemployment are considered in the West as proof that technological progress is far from being synonymous with emancipation. Leaving behind her initial sympathies for Marx, Simone Weil (1934, p. 33) writes: whatever the political-social system in which she operates, «the current regime of production, that is, large-scale industry, reduces the worker to nothing 'other than a cog in the factory, a simple tool in the hands of those who direct it'; hopes for "technical progress" are vain and misleading. Eight years later, referring to the Great Depression, Horkheimer (1942, p. 3) observes: «Machines have become means of destruction not only in the literal sense [as happened during the First World War]; instead of work they have made workers superfluous", as happened following the crisis that broke out in 1929.
Overall, it can be said that between the two wars a motif dear to anarchism returned to the West. Let's read Bakunin (1869, pp. 270-71):
What mainly constitutes the power of states today? It is science [...] Military science above all, with all its perfected weapons and those formidable instruments of destruction that "work wonders"; science of genius, which created steamships, railways and telegraphs; the railways which, used by military strategy, increase the defensive and offensive power of the States tenfold; the telegraphs which, transforming every government into a Briareus with a hundred, a thousand arms, providing it with the possibility of being present, of acting and of striking everywhere, create the most formidable political centralization that has ever existed in the world.
In the eyes of the anarchist leader, not only on the battlefields, but also in the factory, science and technology reveal themselves to be synonymous with domination and oppression: «it is enough for us to give the example of machines because every worker and every sincere supporter of the emancipation of work give us reason." Therefore, "bourgeois science" must be rejected and fought in the same way as "bourgeois wealth", especially since "modern progress in science and the arts" is the cause of the worsening of "intellectual slavery" as well as "material" slavery. (Bakunin 1869, pp. 269-72).
Once defeated by Marx, this historical balance sheet (which liquidates science, technology and modernity as a whole) experienced its revenge (in the West) with the First World War and the Great Depression. We can then understand the point of view expressed in the mid-twentieth century by two illustrious philosophers: "imperialism" and the war connected to it are the "most fearsome form of ratio", but not the only form. «The totalitarian order completely establishes calculative thought in its rights, and holds fast to science as such. Its canon is its own bloody efficiency" (Horkheimer, Adorno 1944, pp. 95 and 92). Although it celebrates its triumphs primarily on the battlefield, science makes its devastating effects felt at every level.
At this point we can summarize the contrast that manifests itself in relation to science and technology: in the West, science and technology are an integral part of the "new Leviathan" (to use Bukharin's language), used by the capitalist bourgeoisie for the both to increase the profit squeezed out of the paid workforce and to prepare the "technical machine" and the "death machine" with which to face the struggle for world hegemony; in the East, science and technology are essential to develop resistance against the policy of subjugation and oppression conducted precisely by the "new Leviathan". If in the West the Great War, the Great Depression, the advent of fascism and Nazism and the Second World War gave space and credibility to the anarchist budget, it enjoyed little success in the East. Here the objectivism of the natural sciences, which History and class consciousness places in close connection with the logic of calculation and exploitation inherent in the capitalist economy, must still be conquered, in order to promote a modern industrial apparatus and to escape from underdevelopment and colonial or semi-colonial dependence; and this conquest often involves conflict with animistic and pre-modern visions that hinder the application of science and technology to nature.



  
     6. Western Marxism and Messianism


    Let us try to formulate a first synthesis of the different configuration that Marxism takes on in Europe and Asia. According to Merleau-Ponty (1955, p. 298), Marx imagines the "non-capitalist future" he longed for as "an absolute Other". In reality this vision, well present in Western Marxism, is absent in the East. The less developed countries, before completely overthrowing capitalism, need and are eager to take advantage of the "wonders", of the marvelous development of the productive forces, which the Communist Manifesto rightly attributes to this social regime (MEW, 4; 465 ). We will see Mao declare in 1940 that the revolution he promoted, before achieving socialism, intends to "clear the ground for the development of capitalism", albeit a capitalism strictly controlled by a political power and a party determined to proceed much further in the revolutionary transformation of existing society. For the Chinese communist leader, the post-capitalist future is not the "absolute Other" compared to the regime whose place he is called to take; rather than a total negation, we are in the presence of a sort of Hegelian Aufhebung, a negation which at the same time involves the assumption, albeit within a radically new context, of the inheritance of the high points of what is denied. It is a question of overcoming capitalism but without compromising, indeed by further and clearly strengthening, the capacity for development of the productive forces of which it demonstrates.
What stimulates the process of diversification of Marxism is the diversity not only of objective material conditions, but also of cultural traditions. In the West, Jewish-Christian messianism is being felt, further strengthened by the horror caused by the First World War: with the end of the carnage we expect a world redeemed from negativity and sin. Think of Bloch, who in August 1918 read the First World War as a «Crusade» against the «radical evil» represented by Germany and the Central Powers, a Crusade of which the Entente would be the protagonist but first and foremost «the Christianity in struggle, the ecclesia militans" (Bloch 1918/1985, pp. 316-17). Immediately after the October Revolution we saw him invoke the "transformation of power into love" and the overcoming of "mercantile morality", the primary source of evil and sin. It is true, responding to the foreseeable objections, the philosopher repeatedly underlines that what he pursues is a "concrete utopia", based on an ontology that does not confuse being with facticity and which never loses sight of the " not-to-be-yet”; however, this category is so broad and so devoid of references to the times and ways of realizing the desired future that it can subsume even the most abstract utopia.
Benjamin's messianism is declared. In 1940 and on the eve of his suicide, in the Theses on the Philosophy of History, after having criticized the "homogeneous and empty time" on which an evolutionism incapable of understanding or imagining the qualitative leap which alone can bring salvation is based, he refers to "messianic time" of the Jewish tradition: in it "every second" is "the small door through which the Messiah could enter" (Thesis 18). More than the cold and rational analysis, it is the new and most serious tragedy that has struck Europe, it is the desperate situation that suggests the messianic expectation as an alternative to a present that appears to have no escape.
Even an author such as Lukács, in his youth and in the period in which the horror and indignation for the war had not yet found an articulated political response, seems to be influenced by the climate described above. Marianne Weber sees him animated by "eschatological hopes" and aimed towards the "final objective" of the "redemption of the world" to be achieved thanks to a "final struggle between God and Lucifer". Even if this is a tendentious description, it is nevertheless worth considering the fact that in 1916, while the war carnage was raging, Lukács, taking up an expression from Fichte, spoke of his time as the "era of complete sinfulness". Later, it was the same Hungarian philosopher who reproached Fichte for having contrasted the "era of complete sinfulness" with a "future contemplated utopistically"; it is a criticism that also sounds like a self-criticism and a distancing from the apocalyptic tones of youth (Losurdo 1997, chapter IV, § 10).
It goes without saying: it would be in vain to search in China, Indochina and Eastern Marxism in general for appeals to the "ecclesia militans" and the "Messiah" or for a vision that entrusts the task of liquidating "radical evil" to the revolution », of «complete sinfulness», of «mercantile morality» and of «power» as such. I have already mentioned the diversity of Chinese cultural tradition. Of course, in the mid-nineteenth century the Taiping revolt broke out in China which, breaking with the Confucian tradition, awaited a radically new order, the "Celestial Kingdom of Peace"; it is no coincidence, however, that the protagonist of the gigantic mass uprising was convinced that he was the younger brother of Jesus and was in any case profoundly influenced by Christianity and Christian messianism. The tragic outcome of the Taiping revolt, which cost rivers of blood and ended up accelerating the ruin of the country and consequently its colonial or neocolonial subjugation, perhaps further immunized Chinese culture from the messianic temptation, and this may have contributed to a more "pragmatic" reception of Marx's theory. In Europe and the West, however, the great historical crisis (the two world conflicts and, between one and the other, the Great Depression and the advent of Nazi-fascism) found its epicenter and flared up in a particularly traumatic way, causing immediately followed the belle époque and the Hundred Years' Peace (1814-1914). All this, together with the influence of the Jewish-Christian tradition, promoted the messianic reading of the tragedies of those decades.
The fact remains of the long duration of the messianic and utopian tendency of Western Marxism. It reacts with irritation when Lukács (1967, pp. xii-xiv) criticizes himself for the "messianic utopianism", the "messianic sectarianism" and the "messianic perspectives" present in History and class consciousness, for the tendency to represent postcapitalism as something that entails «in every field a total break with all the institutions and forms of life deriving from the bourgeois world». Still in the 1960s the ideal (dear to Herbert Marcuse) of a society founded on a substantial liberation from work and on the definitive triumph of eros over every form of domination (and perhaps even power) experienced mass diffusion and at times even radicalization. The main exponent of Italian "workerism", namely Mario Tronti, explicitly called for the "suppression of work" and, a few decades later, proclaimed his proud consonance with the "millenarian heresies" of the "workers of the twentieth century" (infra, chapter III, § 3).
Even more eloquent is the extraordinary success achieved by a book published in the first edition in 2000. It concludes with the evocation of such an extraordinary future of universal regeneration as to refer not to the revolution of Marxian memory but to the apocatastasis of which they speak, in the first centuries of Christianity, particularly enthusiastic theologians, and which marks the advent of the final conciliation not only of man with man but also of man with nature and of animal species between them. We are led to think of authors such as Origen or John Scotus Eriugena, the prophets of the apocatastasis: here finally are «the animals, sister moon, brother sun, the birds of the fields, the exploited men and the poor, all together against the will to power and corruption [...] Biopower and communism, cooperation and revolution remain together simply in love, and with innocence" (Hardt, Negri 2000, p. 382).



  
     7. The fight against inequality in the West and the East


    In condemning with fiery words the war carnage and the political-social system that caused it, Bloch accuses the social polarization that characterizes capitalism, despite the homage to the principle of (legal) equality:
Anatole France says that equality before the law means prohibiting rich and poor alike from stealing wood and sleeping under bridges. Far from preventing real inequality, the law comes to protect it [...] Since jurists are experts only from a formal aspect, it is precisely in this formalism that the class of exploiters with all its capacity for distrust, narrow-mindedness and of calculating perfidy finds its most congenial terrain [...] All law, including the majority of criminal law, is nothing but a simple instrument of the dominant classes to maintain legal security to protect their interests (Bloch 1923, pp. 313-14).
As we can see, the condemnation is radical, but it is based exclusively on the analysis of the condition of the popular masses in the West. This also applies to Benjamin: he too takes up the French writer's satirical observation on the laws of bourgeois society which "forbid rich and poor alike from spending the night under bridges" and which, on a political level, tolerate the transfer of power only «from privileged to other privileged» (Benjamin 1920-21/1972-99, vol. 2.1, pp. 198 and 194). However, there is no reference to the condition of the peoples of the colonies; indeed, as far as Bloch is concerned, we will immediately see that in recent years he has argued against those who, in his eyes, excessively emphasize the colonial question.
Obviously, Ho Chi Minh also cares about the cause of equality, but his priorities are different. In the speech calling the French socialists to join the Communist International, we saw him declare: «The so-called Indochinese justice, over there, has double standards. The Annamites do not have the same guarantees as Europeans and the Europeanized." Inequality is denounced with an eye first and foremost on the condition of colonial peoples. And for the Vietnamese revolutionary it is not just a question of questioning the formal nature of legal equality; this same legal equality is in no way achieved in the colonies. Those who enjoy decidedly privileged treatment are not only the French, but also the Vietnamese or Indochinese who have become "Europeanized", who for example have converted to Christianity, to the religion of the dominant colonial power and who to a certain extent have been co-opted in the area of civilization or in the self-styled superior race. For some time Ho Chi Minh toyed with the idea of translating Montesquieu and, to be precise, The Spirit of the Laws into Vietnamese (Ruscio 1998, p. 13): the capitalist West swells its chest with its liberal principles, but in colonies are careful not to put them into practice but even just to make them known!
Even material inequality is denounced with an eye turned primarily to the colonies: the Vietnamese "live in poverty when there is plenty for their executioners and die of hunger when the harvest is bad". Material inequality is intertwined with legal inequality, colonial peoples are forced to suffer arbitrary arrests and desperate hunger at the same time: «Algeria is suffering from hunger. Here Tunisia is devastated by the same scourge. To remedy this situation, the Administration arrested a large number of starving people. And so that the starving people do not take prison for an almshouse, they have nothing to eat. There are some who die of starvation in prison." Above all, we must not lose sight of perhaps the most important point: with the anti-colonial revolution it is a question of achieving emancipation at every level not only as individuals but also as a nation: we must put an end to the "protocol greeting due to the superior race on the part of the defeated race", that is, it is necessary to put an end to the deferential bow that the Vietnamese is obliged to show when he meets a Frenchman (Ho Chi Minh 1925, pp. 100, 103 and 71).
We have seen Sun Yat-Sen credit the October Revolution with having risen "against inequality and in defense of humanity": the inequality we are talking about here is global. During the Chinese revolution, the demand for equality constantly targets the humiliation suffered by the nation as a whole. Vibrant and recurring is the condemnation of the "unequal treaties" imposed by colonialism on China; they must give way to 'new treaties on an equal basis'. The condemnation of "extraterritoriality" which the USA was the first to wrest from China (Mao Zedong 1945 and 1949/1969-75, vol. 3, p. 268 and vol. 4, p. 461) must also be included in this context. and which allowed US citizens residing in the great Asian country (and converted and Westernized Christians) to organize themselves and behave as a state within a state. In any case, the struggle for the international affirmation of the principle of "equality, mutual advantage and mutual respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity" is an essential aspect of the anti-colonial revolution (Mao Zedong 1949/1969-75 , vol. 4, p. 428).
It goes without saying: neither Mao Zedong nor Ho Chi Minh lose sight of the problem of building a society protected from the social polarization that characterizes the pre-capitalist and capitalist world. The fact remains that, unlike in Europe, in Asia the communists salute the October Revolution, drawing from it the incentive to free themselves first and foremost from the fearful inequality that the most advanced countries, i.e. capitalism and imperialism, burden on colonial peoples.



  
     8. The blurred boundaries between Western Marxism and Eastern Marxism


    I distinguished between Western Marxism and Eastern Marxism, referring respectively to Western Europe and Asia: how to place Soviet Russia? The members of the leading group of the Bolshevik revolution have all to varying degrees learned Lenin's lesson on the centrality of the colonial question and all to varying degrees expect the spread of the revolution in Europe and the realization of a radical upheaval unprecedented in history. . And therefore, at least for some time, in Russia there seems to be no trace of the gap between the two Marxisms. It takes shape as the prospect of the advent on a global scale of a society characterized by the disappearance of the mercantile economy, the state apparatus and state and national borders, by the disappearance of all conflict and disharmony, loses credibility. The more this exciting prospect fades and the more pressing the task of governing Russia becomes, a country grappling with historical backwardness and the devastation of war and civil war, the more the Bolshevik ruling group is forced to face, among oscillations and contradictions, a learning process that must develop very quickly, given the dangers inherent in the internal and international situation.
The case of Lenin is exemplary. For some time, while the revolution seemed to spread beyond the borders of Russia, he shared the illusions of the other Bolsheviks, to the point of indulging in a risky prediction (in the final speech delivered at the founding Congress of the International, on 6 March 1919) : «The victory of the proletarian revolution throughout the world is assured. The hour of the foundation of the world republic of Soviets is near" (LO, 28; 479). At the beginning of October 1920, in a climate of continuing euphoria, Lenin reiterated: «The generation, whose representatives are now in their fifties, cannot count on seeing communist society. Until then it will have disappeared. But the generation that is fifteen years old today will see the communist society and will itself build this society" (LO, 31; 284). The illusion of the imminent advent of a radically new world in the name of total and definitive conciliation did not take long to fade.
Two and a half years later, in an important speech, Better Less, But Better, published in Pravda on 4 March 1923, completely different tones and slogans resonated: "improve our state apparatus", commit seriously to the "building the state", "building a truly new apparatus that truly deserves the name socialist, soviet". It was a long-term task that required "many, many years" and, to solve it, Soviet Russia did not have to hesitate to learn from the most advanced capitalist countries (LO, 33; 448, 450 and 445-46). In addition to the question of the State (and the nation), a rethink and a learning process were also necessary with regard to the field of economics. After having branded Taylorism as «a “scientific” system for squeezing the sweat» of the «wage slave» (LO, 18; 573), after the October Revolution Lenin underlined that «the power of the Soviets» had to know how to increase productivity of work, teaching the Russian worker, traditionally "a bad worker", to work better, and promoting the critical assimilation of the "Taylor system" and the "most recent advances of capitalism" (LO, 27; 231).
It could be said that in the Bolshevik leadership the distinction between Western and Eastern Marxism is primarily of a temporal nature. Before the turning point of 1917 many lived in the West and lived there not like the Chinese communists, who settled for a short period of time in France or Germany for the purpose of learning science and technology to be imported as quickly as possible into their homeland. No, quite a few of the future leaders of Soviet Russia spent a considerable part of their lives in the West, without having any certainty of being able to return to their homeland and remaining largely isolated in the same country in which they found refuge, in which they were unable to do anything no practice of government or administration even at the most modest level. Even more than on the occasion of the French Revolution, a group or class of "abstract" intellectuals was called upon, so to speak, from one day to the next to transform itself into a governmental class.
Starting from the exemplary case of Lenin we can understand the learning process through which the Bolshevik ruling group is forced to go through: before the conquest of power it tends to think of post-capitalist society as the total and immediate negation of the previous political-social order; with the first experiences of managing power, the awareness that revolutionary transformation is not an instantaneous and painless creation from nothing, but a complex and tormented Aufhebung (to take up a central category of Hegelian philosophy) and that is a denial that is at the same time inheriting the highest points of the denied and overthrown political-social order.
It goes without saying that not everyone completes or is willing to complete the learning process imposed by the objective situation at the same time and in the same way. In other words, as far as Soviet Russia is concerned, the border between Western Marxism and Eastern Marxism is on the one hand temporal in nature, on the other it runs through the same ruling group. The contradictions and conflicts that end up tearing it apart ultimately refer to the clash between the two Marxisms. Trotsky, who looks at the power conquered by the Bolsheviks in Russia as the springboard for the revolution in the West, eminently represents Western Marxism. Accused by his antagonist for his alleged national and provincial anguish, Stalin is instead the incarnation of Eastern Marxism: he never moved from Russia and already between February and October 1917 he presented the proletarian revolution hoped for by him as the necessary tool not only to build a new social order but also to reaffirm the national independence of Russia, threatened by the Entente which would like to force it to provide cannon fodder for the imperialist war and treat it like a country located in «Central Africa» (infra, chapter II, § 3). It is the vague premonition that, far from being able to "export" the revolution to the West, Soviet Russia would have to work hard to avoid becoming a colony or semi-colony of the more advanced capitalist West.



  
     9. The difficult mutual recognition between two struggles for recognition


    From the beginning, Western Marxism and Eastern Marxism tended to follow two different paths. There was no shortage of reasons for controversy, sometimes direct, sometimes indirect. In subscribing to the ideology of US President Woodrow Wilson, according to which the defeat of despotism, blamed primarily on the Germany of Wilhelm II, would pave the way for "final peace", Bloch distanced himself from Lenin, criticized for of putting the opposing war sides on the same level and therefore of not taking the democratic character of Great Britain and its allies seriously. In the eyes of the German philosopher, the Russian revolutionary «was evidently basking in the sovereign skepticism that sees nothing but the interests of capital, and nothing else, and reproaches the English for the protectorate in distant Egypt» (Bloch 1918/1985, p. 319) .
The reduction of the colonial question to a trifle is striking: the largest colonial empire of the time is acquitted with the argument that it would be misleading to condemn it because of a single colony, or rather a single "protectorate", which was also "far" from the Europe and therefore not worthy of particular attention. The German philosopher makes no mention of the ferocious repression that hit the Irish people, who had recently rebelled against the war and colonial rule at the same time. What a difference compared to Ho Chi Minh, who followed this revolt with passionate participation, i.e. the national liberation struggle of a people located not in the "distant" Middle East but in Europe (Lacouture 1967, p. 27)! More generally, if Bloch reproaches Lenin for attributing excessive weight to the colonial question, Ho Chi Minh in 1923 criticizes Marx for the opposite reason: «Marx built his doctrine on a certain philosophy of history. What story? That of Europe. But what is Europe? It is not humanity in its entirety" (in Ruscio 1998, p. 21).
The underestimation of the colonial issue is a direct form of pro-Western chauvinism. On the other hand, starting from the horror of the carnage, officially unleashed on both sides in the name of the defense of the homeland, an exalted and abstract internationalism spreads in large sectors of Western Marxism, inclined to consider the question overcome national and consequently to delegitimize the national liberation movements of the colonial peoples (it is an indirect form of pro-Western chauvinism). It is against this trend that Ho Chi Minh allusively argues at the beginning of his speech at the Tours Congress in December 1920:
Comrades, I would have liked to come and collaborate with you in the work of the world revolution, but it is with the greatest sadness and the deepest desolation that I come today, as a socialist, to protest against the abominable crimes committed in my country of origin (in Lacouture 1967, p. 36).
The slogan of the world revolution risks losing sight of the more modest but more concrete task of political support for the peoples fighting to shake off colonial subjugation and establish themselves as independent national states. Bloch (1923, p. 320) never tires of condemning militarism, indeed in this regard he reproaches Marx for having directed his attack almost "only against capitalism", rather than concentrating his fire on "militarism", whose incarnation would be represented by Prussia. Ho Chi Minh argues quite differently (1925, pp. 42, 32-33 and 38), who instead draws attention to "colonial militarism": it is this that unleashes the hunt for "human material", "human flesh" in the colonies black or yellow" that the great capitalist powers claim the right to quietly sacrifice in the war to conquer hegemony in the world.
We will see the Communist International launch, already a year after its foundation, a slogan which calls not only the "proletarians" but also the "oppressed peoples" of the entire world to be protagonists of the revolution and which expresses a clear grasp of awareness of the centrality of the colonial question. However, still in 1924, on the occasion of the V Congress of the Communist International, Ho Chi Minh felt obliged to intervene in the debate with a brief but eloquent declaration which subjected to criticism the persistent underestimation of the colonial question: «I have the impression that the comrades have not fully understood that the fate of the proletariat of the entire world [...] is closely linked to the fate of the oppressed nations of the colonies" (in Kotkin 2014, p. 550).
Together with Great Britain, Bloch also tends to transfigure the USA. These are the years in which, without renouncing its colonies in the strict sense (the Philippines) and the Monroe Doctrine and the connected neocolonial control of Latin America, with Wilson the North American republic tries to give itself an "anti-colonialist" tone, waving the flag of self-determination of peoples. Bloch's support is enthusiastic (1918/1985, pp. 431-32), who also in this case takes into account neither the colonies nor the semi-colonies nor the treatment reserved by the persistent white supremacy regime for peoples of colonial origin (in especially blacks).
Now let's look at Ho Chi Minh: in search of work, he arrived in the United States in 1924, he is the horrified witness of a lynching, of the slow interminable torture of a black man witnessed by an amused and cheering crowd of whites. Let's gloss over the gruesome details to focus on the political conclusion: «On the ground, surrounded by a stench of grease and smoke, a black head, mutilated, roasted, deformed, makes a horrible grimace and seems to ask the setting sun: "Is this the civilization?"". And therefore, in addition to the colonial peoples, those who suffer oppression, humiliation and dehumanization are those who, despite being citizens of the country inclined to self-celebrate itself as the oldest democracy in the world, betray the color of their skin their extraneousness to the self-styled superior race. The young Indochinese, who has now matured his revolutionary and communist choice, denounces the infamy of the white supremacist regime and the Ku Klux Klan in «Correspondance Internationale» (the French version of the organ of the Communist International) (in Wade 1997, pp. 203-04). Reflection on the fate reserved for African Americans must also have played a role in the formation of Mao Zedong: according to an authoritative testimony, he «knew something about the problem of blacks in the United States and made an unflattering comparison between the treatment reserved for blacks and to American Indians and the correct policy adopted in the Soviet Union towards national minorities" (Snow 1938, pp. 88-9).
While in the West and in the formation of Western Marxism the pages of Lenin dedicated to the denunciation of war carnage and total mobilization and regimentation arouse a particular echo, those that resonate with particular force in the East and in the formation of Eastern Marxism are the pages that target imperialism and the claim of the supposedly "chosen nations" or "model nations" to dominate and plunder the rest of the world. We are in the presence of two struggles for recognition. As regards the colonies, this is clearly evident from the analysis of the dehumanization processes developed by Ho Chi Minh: the colonial peoples are reduced to "human material" or to "black or yellow meat" to be sacrificed in more or not as slaves or to be sacrificed in a war in which, thousands of kilometers away, peoples of lords face each other in deadly competition with each other.
Upon closer analysis, the demand for recognition also emerges from the struggle in the West led by the popular masses against the First World War. Italy is dragged into it, despite the opposition of the broad masses of Catholic or socialist orientation, when it is now clear to everyone the enormous price in human lives that must be paid. Gramsci's conclusion can then be understood: having always been treated like a child multitude and therefore considered incapable of understanding and wanting on a political level, the popular masses can easily be sacrificed by the ruling class on the altar of its imperial projects. And therefore, it is necessary to ensure that the "working people" do not remain in the condition of "good prey for all" and of simple "human material" at the disposal of the elites, of "raw material for the history of the privileged classes" (Gramsci 1916/ 1980, p. 175; Gramsci 1920/1987, p. 520).
There should be no contradiction between Eastern Marxism and Western Marxism: we are dealing with two different perspective framings of the same social system, investigated in both cases starting from the analysis developed by Lenin. That is, there are two struggles for recognition that question capitalism-imperialism: the first involves entire nations shaking off the oppression, humiliation and dehumanization inherent in colonial domination; the protagonists of the second are the working class and the popular masses who refuse to be "raw material" at the disposal of the elites. And yet, from the beginning the convergence, unity and mutual recognition between these two struggles for recognition are not a given.



    
       
         1 On the general framework outlined here, see Losurdo 2008, pp. 242-43.


    

  


  


  
     II. Socialism vs capitalism or anti-colonialism vs colonialism?
1. From the "only proletarian" revolution to anti-colonial revolutions


    So far we have seen how the different economic-social situations and the various cultural traditions have contributed to separating the two Marxisms located in the West and the East. It is now a question of analyzing the influence that the rapid change in the international framework has had on this process and the increasingly clear discrepancy between the initial hopes raised by the October Revolution and subsequent historical developments. The indignation for the First World War spread a firm conviction among European communists: the agenda was the overthrow of the political-social system responsible for the horrendous carnage, there were no longer intermediate objectives to pursue; everything revolved around the contradiction capitalism/socialism or bourgeoisie/proletariat. This was also the opinion of Lenin, who repeatedly stated: "imperialism is the eve of the socialist revolution"; it was the "supreme stage of capitalism" precisely because, with its infamies and the mass uprisings caused by them, it marked "the transition from the capitalist order to a higher social and economic order" (LO, 22; 189 and 298 ).
The qualitative leap that loomed on the horizon would have been of an immeasurable magnitude compared to the great upheavals that had occurred in the past. In January 1917, commemorating the twelfth anniversary of the Russian revolution of 1905, «bourgeois democratic in its social content, but proletarian in its means of struggle» (it aimed to overthrow the tsarist autocracy and the feudal nobility, not the capitalist bourgeoisie, and yet its striking force was constituted by the workers, the anti-capitalist class par excellence), Lenin concluded that the new Russian revolution upon us would be «the prologue of the imminent European revolution» and would be «only proletarian, in the deepest sense of the word, that is, proletarian, socialist also for its content", as well as for the mass participation of the proletariat and the popular classes (LO, 23; 239-40 and 253). On the immediate eve of the overthrow of the "government of imperialist carnage" and the conquest of power by the Bolsheviks, the revolutionary leader reiterated that the "great turning point" on the agenda went far beyond Russia: the "world proletarian revolution", the "international socialist revolution", the victory of "internationalism" (LO, 26; 63-64 and 68).
However, the more he reflected on the gigantic conflict that was raging in Europe and the world, the more Lenin began to have doubts about the theoretical and political platform he had just seen. In the summer of 1915 he characterized the world war that had broken out the previous year as a colonial "war between slave masters, for the consolidation and strengthening of slavery"; «the originality of the situation lies in the fact that, in this war, the destinies of the colonies are decided by the armed struggle on the continent» (LO, 21; 275 and 277). This formulation suggested that the "original" situation in which the political initiative was held exclusively by the "slave owners", i.e. the great colonialist and imperialist powers, would not last long; the slaves of the colonies would not take long to revolt. Indeed – Lenin pointed out a year later – the revolt had already begun. Yes, “the British ferociously repressed the insurrection of their Indian troops in Singapore”; something similar had happened in «French Annam» (i.e. in Vietnam) and in «German Cameroon». It was a process that affected Europe itself: Ireland had also risen against colonial domination, reaffirmed by the London government with firing squads (LO, 22; 351).
It was an analysis that reached astonishingly far-sighted conclusions. Even before the outbreak of the war and during its progress, Lenin precisely indicated the two epicenters of the gigantic revolutionary and national storm that was gathering and that would mark the twentieth century as a whole: they were "Eastern Europe" and "the 'Asia», or «eastern Europe» on the one hand and «the colonies and semi-colonies» on the other (LO, 20; 414 and 23; 36). In fact, the first of the two areas indicated here would have seen Hitler's project of building a continental-type colonial empire for Germany unleashed and shattered; the second would have contributed decisively to the overthrow and collapse (at least in its classic form) of the world colonialist system (think of the national liberation movements in China, India, Vietnam, etc.). We are far from the perspective of the "only proletarian" revolution and the "world proletarian revolution", of the "international socialist revolution".
Already tiring and not without oscillations in Lenin himself, the awareness of the permanent or growing importance of the colonial and national question, despite the victory of the October Revolution and its socialist and internationalist pathos, encountered strong resistance among the ranks of the left Marxist and communist in Europe: however legitimate they were, did the protests of the colonial peoples and the national liberation struggles still make sense? Didn't the gigantic clash for world hegemony that broke out in 1914 between the opposing imperialist coalitions demonstrate the quixotic character of the attempt made by this or that oppressed nation to gain national independence? What could David against Goliath? Even if he had miraculously managed to gain political independence, he would have remained without economic independence and would have continued to suffer in one way or another the oppression exercised by this or that great power. And therefore, the real problem was to put an end once and for all, and on a global scale, to the capitalist-imperialist system: thus, in the wake of the indignation for the First World War and the enthusiasm for the October Revolution, argued an important current of the Marxist and communist left, very active in Europe.
This was reported by Lenin who, between August and October 1916, reported the position taken by a «left-wing group, the German “International” group» (which included Mehring, Liebknecht and Luxemburg) according to which « in this era of unbridled imperialism there can no longer be national wars" (LO, 23; 34). Given this assumption, the disdain with which a Swiss newspaper, although firmly against the war, the «Berner Tagwacht», spoke of the insurrection which occurred in 1916 in Ireland, whose protagonists were a people eager to free themselves from English domination and to establish itself as an independent national state: it was a "putsch" that made "big noise" but was politically insignificant (LO, 22; 352); in the era of imperialism it made no sense to linger on obsolete and provincial intermediate objectives, losing sight of or weakening the struggle that only mattered, the one aimed at overthrowing the capitalist-imperialist system as such throughout the world.
To this thesis, which circulated widely among the far left, in Germany, in Switzerland, in the West, Lenin harshly objected:
Believing that the social revolution is imaginable without the insurrections of the small nations in the colonies and in Europe [...] means denying the social revolution [...] Here: on one side an army lines up and says: «We are for socialism », on another side another army lines up and says: «We are for imperialism», and this will be the social revolution! Only from such a pedantic and ridiculous point of view would it be possible to say that the Irish uprising is a "putsch".
He who expects a "pure" social revolution will never see it. He is a verbal revolutionary who does not understand the real revolution (LO, 22; 353).
Doesn't this last critical observation also end up affecting the "solely proletarian" revolution to which we saw Lenin himself's hopes turn for some time? It remains clear that by far the main aspect of his thought is that anti-colonial revolutions are an integral part of the era of imperialism (and the fight against capitalism). The continuation of national oppression both at an international level and within the same countries that prided themselves on their democracy (think of the oppression of African Americans) demonstrated the "enormous importance of the national question" (LO, 21; 90) . It is easy to understand that this vision emerged first and foremost in a country (tsarist Russia) traditionally branded as "the prison of the people", where therefore national oppression could not be ignored, and which was also located close to the colonial world said. On the national (and colonial) question in the era of imperialism, a significant differentiation was emerging between Western Marxism and Eastern Marxism.
The dividing line between the two is not to be understood in a merely geographical sense, also because, as we know, quite a few of the leaders of the Bolshevik party came from the West. And it is by polemizing in particular against two of them, Parabellum (i.e. Radek) and Kievski (i.e. Pjatakov), that Lenin clarified his position: the «division of nations into dominant and oppressed [...] represents the essence of imperialism » and the struggle to overcome it must constitute «the central point» of the revolutionary program; yes, «this division [...] is unquestionably substantial from the point of view of the revolutionary struggle against imperialism» (LO, 21; 374).
This point of view was reiterated and made official in the summer of 1920 by the Congress of the Peoples of the East, which took place in Baku immediately after the Second Congress of the Communist International. It felt the need to integrate the motto that concludes the Communist Manifesto and the inaugural address of the International Workers' Association. The new motto was: «Proletarians of all countries, and oppressed peoples of the whole world, unite!». Now, alongside the "proletarians", the "oppressed peoples" also emerged as a revolutionary subject in their own right. The awareness began to emerge that the class struggle is not only that of the proletarians in the capitalist metropolis, but also that waged by the oppressed peoples in the colonies and semi-colonies. And it was above all this second type of class struggle that defined the twentieth century. The October Revolution had achieved victory by launching the call for socialist revolution in the West and the call for anti-colonial revolution in the East. The latter, therefore, had never been lost sight of, only that in a short time it assumed an unexpected centrality and looked at it with suspicion by Western Marxism.



  
     2. The national and colonial question in the heart of Europe


    In fact, the colonial and national question ended up emerging forcefully far beyond the colonial world proper. On this point too, Lenin revealed himself to be extraordinarily lucid. We already know his references to the storms that were gathering in Eastern Europe. There is more. In July 1916, after seeing William II's army advance to the gates of Paris, the great revolutionary on the one hand reiterated the imperialist character of the First World War then underway, and on the other drew attention to a possible reversal: if the gigantic clash had ended «with Napoleonic-type victories and with the subjugation of a whole series of national states capable of autonomous life [...], then a great national war would be possible in Europe» (LO, 22; 308) .
It is worth rereading in this context an important passage from Lenin's essay dedicated to the analysis of imperialism: what characterizes it is the "desire not only to conquer agrarian territories [as Kautsky claimed], but also to lay hands on highly industrial countries", if nothing else with the aim of weakening the "adversary" (LO, 22; 268). The imperialist race to achieve world hegemony knew no boundaries. However industrialized it was or however ancient its civilization, there was no country safe from the risk of being transformed into a colony or semi-colony; it could not even safely consider itself a colonialist and imperialist power. In fact, after the "Napoleonic-type" victory achieved by Hitler in the spring of 1940, France became a colony or semi-colony of the Third Reich.
It is interesting to note that, even before the conquest of power, Hitler proceeded to racialize the French people, relegating them to the colonial peoples and inferior races: France was not strictly part of the white world community; he was on the path of "negrization" (Vernegerung), he did not shy away in any way from interracial marriages and sexual relationships and therefore he shamelessly "negrized her blood". This ruinous process was so advanced that one could "talk about the emergence of an African state on European soil"; indeed, a "Euro-African mulatto state" was already at work (Hitler 1925-27, p. 730; Hitler 1928, p. 152). Pushed back into the colonial world, to recover their independence and national dignity, the French people were forced to resort to a national and anti-colonial revolution.
Perhaps even more significant was what happened in Italy: after having entered the Second World War by agitating explicitly imperialist slogans (the conquest of the place in the sun, the return of the Empire «on the fatal hills of Rome», etc.), to at the moment of his fall Mussolini left the country not only prostrate and ruined, but also largely controlled by an army that behaved like an army of occupation and that considered and treated the local population as if it were a colonial people, members of a inferior. Goebbels' diary entry (1992, pp. 1951-952) from 11 September 1943 was revealing: «Due to their infidelity and betrayal, the Italians have lost any right to a modern national state. They must be punished very severely, as the law of history dictates." In fact, in the eyes of some Nazi ringleaders, Italians were now "negroids", with whom it was necessary to avoid sexual contamination and who, once the war was over, had to be used as more or less servile labor force, such as "workers in the service of of the Germans" (in Schreiber 1996, pp. 21-4). After having participated in the unleashing of an imperialist war and for the conquest of colonies primarily in Africa and the Balkans, Italy found itself in the need of waging a war of national liberation in order to shake off the colonial yoke imposed by former ally and recover their independence and national dignity.
In conclusion, as Lenin had at times and partly intuited, in the very heart of Europe, far from being "only proletarian", the revolution ended up being anti-colonial and national.



  
     3. Socialist countries in the «era of the Napoleonic wars»


    At least as far as Soviet Russia was concerned, was the socialism/capitalism or proletariat/bourgeoisie contradiction unequivocally the main one? While trying to convince his party comrades of the need to sign, humiliating as it was, the Brest-Litovsk Peace, between February and March 1918 Lenin observed: «It may be that another era – as was the era of the Napoleonic wars – it will be the era of the wars of liberation (of wars precisely, and not of a single war), imposed by the invaders on Soviet Russia" (LO, 27; 61). If this scenario had occurred, the Bolsheviks would have had to engage in the struggle for national independence first and foremost. In this case, not even for the country protagonist of the socialist October Revolution would socialism/capitalism or proletariat/bourgeoisie have been the main contradiction; and perhaps this situation would even have continued for an entire "era".
What concrete configuration would the clash between Napoleonism and anti-Napoleonism have had? Especially at the end of the First World War it became clear that the Second Reich was conducting its campaign in the East with a different spirit than in the West. The advance to the East had clear racial and colonial tones: at least for the most extremist circles it was a question of pushing Russia back within the borders prior to those established by Peter the Great and thus opening a very large space for the colonial or semi-colonial domination exercised by Germany. Did the danger of colonial subjugation come from only one direction? Between the February and October revolutions, Stalin denounced the attitude of the Entente in these terms: it tried to force Russia by any means to continue fighting and to provide resources and cannon fodder for the great Western powers. The latter aimed to transform the large country located between Europe and Asia "into a colony of England, America and France"; not surprisingly, they behaved in Russia as if they had been «in central Africa» (Stalin 1917/1971-73, vol. 3, pp. 127 and 269).
In fact, towards the country born from the October Revolution, a frankly racist attitude was spreading among the dominant classes in the West: the country governed by those barbarians and savages who were the Bolsheviks could still be considered an integral part of the community of civilized peoples and white? In denouncing the "rising tide of the people of colour", in a book which enjoyed extraordinary success on both sides of the Atlantic, an American writer pronounced an unappealable sentence: by inciting the revolt of the colonial peoples, Bolshevism had to be considered and treated as “the renegade, the traitor within our camp ready to sell the citadel,” as a “mortal enemy of civilization and the (white) race” (Stoddard 1921, pp. 220-21). It was a thesis taken up in Germany by Oswald Spengler (1933, p. 150): by becoming Soviet, Russia had thrown away the «“white” mask», to constitute «once again a great Asian, “Mongolian” power», an integral part , now, of the "entire colored population of the earth" animated by hatred against "white humanity".
We are in 1933. The year before, and to be precise on January 27, 1932, addressing the industrialists of Düsseldorf (and Germany) and definitively gaining their support for his rise to power, so Hitler (1965, pp. 75 -7) had clarified his vision of history and politics. Throughout the nineteenth century, "white peoples" conquered a position of undisputed dominance, at the conclusion of a process that began with the conquest of America and developed under the banner of the "absolute, innate noble feeling of the white race". By questioning the colonial system and provoking or aggravating the "confusion of white European thought", Bolshevism put civilization in mortal danger. If this threat was to be faced, it was necessary to reiterate in theory and practice the "conviction of the superiority and therefore of the [superior] right of the white race", it was necessary to defend "the position of dominance of the white race in relation to the rest of the world". A program of colonialist and slavery counter-revolution was clearly stated. The necessary reaffirmation of the planetary domination of the white race presupposed the assimilation of the basic lesson that arose from the history of colonial expansionism in the West: it was not necessary to hesitate to resort to the "most brutal lack of scruples", "the exercise of an extremely brutal seigniorial right (Herrenrecht).
These were the prerequisites of the barbaric aggression with which Hitler's Germany attempted to build its colonial empire in Eastern Europe by enslaving the "natives", the Slavs branded as an inferior race, suitable only for servile work. This project was defeated by the Great Patriotic War in which the Soviet Union was the protagonist, resulting from an industrialization process carried out in forced stages and with terrible human and social costs. If this were the case, was the construction of a new social order on the agenda of Soviet Russia or primarily the defense from the danger of colonial subjugation? Was it necessary as a priority to rethink and reshape social relations in depth or to commit ourselves to the development of productive forces and to the growth of industrial (and military) production in particular? In the places of production and on the battlefields, was it necessary to appeal to a specific class (the proletariat) or to the nation as a whole (given that the defense of national independence was at stake)?
Similar considerations apply to other countries that have undergone a socialist-oriented revolution. In China, the "liberated" areas governed by the Communist Party and resulting from the retreat into the countryside made necessary by the disastrous defeat suffered by the workers' revolution of 1927 in Shanghai, were quickly forced to take note of the colonial expansionism of the Empire of the Rising Sun . Starting from 1937, that is, from the large-scale invasion unleashed by the Tokyo government, the fight against colonialism ended up dominating every other aspect of political life. To the point that Mao Zedong theorized, in those circumstances, the "identity between the national struggle and the class struggle". This identity presided over the war of resistance against Japanese imperialism, a war of resistance directed by the Communist Party but called to save the Chinese nation as a whole from the enslavement to which the Empire of the Rising Sun had destined it.
In conclusion, the chapter of history that began with the October Revolution saw the emergence of socialist-oriented countries grappling with aggression or threats of aggression, with an "era of Napoleonic wars" imposed by imperialist powers. It was an objective situation that overshadowed the problem of building a socialist or communist society. What we could define as a turning point within the turning point in the history of the twentieth century took place.
The epochal significance of the October Revolution should be clear to everyone. However, while the public debate and political conflict seemed to focus entirely on the capitalism/socialism dilemma, a completely unexpected novelty intervened, long unnoticed by most: it gradually became clear that the colonial question would play an essential role even in the resulting country by the socialist October Revolution. We can now better understand why the hopes initially raised by this revolution were not realised. It was the development of objective contradictions that put the clash between imperialism and anti-imperialism, between colonialism and anti-colonialism, on the agenda of the day and on a global scale. And this clash continued to be a priority even if those supporting the cause of anti-imperialism and anti-colonialism were political forces of communist orientation, determined to maintain this orientation.
The great historical crisis of the first half of the twentieth century ended with the defeat inflicted on Hitler's project to build his colonial empire in Eastern Europe. Thus ended what has been defined as "the greatest colonial war in history" (Olusoga, Erichsen 2010, p. 327). The definition is one hundred percent correct if a small amendment is introduced. It is one of the two largest colonial wars in history, the other being the one that ended with the defeat of the Empire of the Rising Sun, committed to emulating in Asia the program implemented by Hitler in Eastern Europe.
The revolutionary cycle that began in October 1917 therefore ended with two gigantic national wars, the Great Patriotic War led by the Soviet Union and the war of national resistance against Japanese imperialism led by China. Not only was a barbaric colonialist and slave-owning counter-revolution defeated, but the global anti-colonialist revolution that would mark the second half of the twentieth century and put an end to a world system that lasted for centuries and characterized by the most ferocious unfreedom and oppression was born. An epochal achievement and a grandiose process of emancipation. However, all of this was very little in the eyes of those who, especially in the West, expected the extinction of the State or the advent of the "new man", to use an expression that recurs in Bloch's Spirit of Utopia. (supra, chapter I, § 4).



  
     4. Danielson's dilemma and the two Marxisms


    What we are dealing with is a long-standing problem, predating the October Revolution itself. Shortly before his death, Engels had observed that "the conduct of war" was now "a particular branch of large-scale industry" so that large-scale industry had "become a political necessity" for a country that did not want to suffer subjugation, and it it could achieve it «only in one form, the capitalist one» (MEW, 38; 467-68).
They were reflections contained in a letter to Nikolaj F. Danielson, editor of the Russian language edition of Capital. The latter had clarified more explicitly the dilemma in which the socialists would find themselves in Russia once they had conquered power: to commit themselves fully to the process of industrialization (leaving more or less room for capitalism), in order to bridge the gap with more advanced countries? The side effect would have been the worsening of social polarization within the country. Aim for a slow and gradual socialist development starting from the MIR, from village communities traditionally characterized by a more or less egalitarian orientation? This would perhaps have avoided the inequalities and tragedies intrinsic to capitalist industrialization, but it would have aggravated Russia's delay and would have increasingly "exposed it to colonial domination exercised by one or another of the world's great powers" (in Kotkin 2014 , pp. 65-6). And therefore: which of the two inequalities should first be targeted, the internal one in Russia or the global and planetary one?
Daniel'son's dilemma became all the more pressing the more the revolution led by a communist party affected countries in conditions even more backward than those of Tsarist Russia. The priority of the fight against global inequality and rapid modernization was necessary not only to consolidate independence, but also to avert once and for all the danger of recurring famines and give concreteness to the ideal of equality at every level. The case of China is exemplary. Once victory against Japanese imperialism was assured, Mao was quick to clarify that the fight against colonialism and neocolonialism was far from over: "real and authentic equality of rights" entailed incisive transformations called for to bridge at every level the gap compared to the more advanced countries; «otherwise independence and equality will be nominal and not effective» (Mao Zedong 1945/1969-75, vol. 3, p. 268). Already enunciated while China was going through the most tragic period in its history, the goal of "modernization" took on an increasingly central role as it approached liberation. Mao (1949 / 1969-75, vol. 4, p. 425) clearly defined his government program: «only modernization» can «save China». And modernizing meant committing to catching up with the more advanced countries, in order to establish a relationship of substantial equality with them also on an economic and technological level.
Not even the conquest of power changed the political agenda. On the eve of the official proclamation of the People's Republic, the communist leader raised the alarm: Washington aimed to ensure that China was reduced to "living on American flour", thus ending up "becoming an American colony" (Mao Zedong 1949/1969 -75, vol. 4, p. 467). And once again, even more than the construction of a new social order, the fight against colonialism or neocolonialism was the priority issue. And this struggle had an essential economic dimension: only the development of productive forces was capable of giving concreteness to national independence and averting the danger of neocolonial dependence.
With Danielson's dilemma, Mao also confronted himself on a theoretical level. He underlined the need for his country to precede the socialist transformation with a phase of "new democracy":
Due to its social character, in the first phase or first step, the revolution of a colony or semi-colony remains fundamentally a bourgeois democratic revolution, and objectively its objective is to clear the ground for the development of capitalism; however, this revolution is no longer the old-type revolution directed by the bourgeoisie and aimed at building a capitalist society and a state of bourgeois dictatorship, but the new-type revolution directed by the proletariat and aiming at building, in the first phase, of a society of new democracy and of a state of joint dictatorship of the various revolutionary classes. Therefore this revolution also serves to open an even wider path to the development of socialism. In the course of its development, it will pass through various stages, in relation to changes in the enemy camp and in the ranks of its allies, but its fundamental character will remain unchanged (Mao Zedong 1940/1969-75, vol. 2, p. 360) .
In the Marxian meaning of the term, socialism is already in itself a transition phase; the Chinese communist leader theorized a sort of transition within the transition. Far from being removed or lost sight of, socialism became an objective spread over a period of much longer duration than initially foreseen; on the other hand, it was also claimed and pursued in the name of conquering and defending independence. We saw Mao in 1949 point to Marxism-Leninism as the only theory, as scientific, capable of leading the Chinese people to national redemption. Eight years later the Chinese leader added: «Only socialism can save China. The socialist regime has stimulated the impetuous development of our productive forces" (Mao 1957/1979, p. 548). Later, Deng Xiaoping also raised the slogan that "only socialism can save China" and "only socialism can develop China". Socialism was called to ensure the economic and technological development which was the prerequisite for achieving real national independence. The essential point remained: «Deviate from socialism and China will inevitably regress to semi-feudalism and semi-colonialism» (Deng Xiaoping 1989 and 1979/1992-95, vol. 3, p. 302 and vol. 2, p. 176).
Even more than his predecessor, Deng Xiaoping (1987-88/1992-95, vol. 3, pp. 202 and 273) insisted that "to achieve genuine political independence a country must free itself from poverty." And together with poverty, it was necessary to eliminate or drastically reduce technological backwardness: "China's gap compared to other countries" was also something distressing on the level of international relations. However, just as the new leader promoted the policy of reform and opening in order to access the technology of advanced capitalist countries and begin to fill a gap likely to undermine or endanger national independence, others in the West cultivated a dream different and contrasting:
Some analysts even predicted that the Special Economic Zones would become a kind of American colony in East Asia [...] Americans believed that China would become a giant economic subsidiary of the United States thanks to a revival of the Open Door system of the early of the twentieth century and today find themselves, instead, faced with a new economic rival (Ferguson 2006, pp. 585-86).
As can be seen, the struggle between colonialism and anti-colonialism characterizes the history of the People's Republic of China throughout its evolution. And the same consideration applies to other countries that are also socialist in orientation but much smaller in size, and therefore even more exposed to the danger of losing their independence. In the 1960s Che Guevara (1960 and 1965/1969, pp. 883 and 1429) called for vigilance against "economic aggression" and invited Cuba and the newly independent countries to "free themselves not only from the political yoke but also from the economic yoke imperialist". In the small island threatened by the US superpower and the Monroe Doctrine, the new power resulting from the revolution embraced the cause of socialism and communism and, however, it continued to identify the fight against colonialism and neocolonialism as its main task.
Danielson's dilemma was mostly ignored by Western Marxism. At the end of the First World War Bloch drew attention to the colonial aims of Wilhelm II's Germany, which not by chance treated "Tolstoy's country as a part of the black continent" and resorted to the brutality typical of colonial wars: in addition to annexing vast territories, had «destroyed freedom and left tens of millions of Ukrainian Bolsheviks to drown near the city of Taganrog» (Bloch 1918/1985, pp. 318-19). This did not prevent the German philosopher from accusing the Soviet power for postponing the building of socialism and the creation of economic-social relations in the name of freedom and equality to the Greek Calends. There was no justification for the policy followed by Lenin, the "Red Tsar": "the old institution of the MIR, or semi-communist village communities, still exists in the Russian countryside, so that one can, in accordance with this and with the will of the majority of the Russian people, implement the agro-proletarian policy that pleases them" (Bloch 1918/1985, pp. 196-97).
It was an attitude similar to that later taken by Horkheimer who, while the German army was at the gates of Moscow, denounced the inattention paid by the Soviet power to the problem of the extinction of the state. Later, Anderson argued in a not dissimilar way when he celebrated the infinite superiority of Western Marxism over Eastern Marxism. The year before, the Vietnam War had ended with the hasty escape of the US army from Saigon. It was the defeat inflicted on an apparently invincible superpower by a small people and a small country, led however by a communist and Marxist party, aided by socialist countries and supported by a communist movement that had contributed to making the war unpopular even in the West unleashed by Washington.
However, like the desperate resistance of the Soviet army and people for Horkheimer, the victorious advance of the Vietnamese people's army was devoid of philosophical relevance for Anderson. He developed a fine and interesting analysis of the different configuration of the relationship between nature and history and between object and subject in the two Marxisms, but avoided asking questions that today would seem unavoidable to us: which philosophical theory and which political line had made the new great victory of the anti-colonial revolution, after that achieved in China in 1949 and in Cuba ten years later? Why did this revolution continue to be led by the communist movement and what relationship was there between it and the cause of building a post-capitalist world? In countries such as China, Cuba, Vietnam, was the struggle for national independence definitively over or was a new phase opened in the name of economic and technological development? How then were production relations to be modeled? In the absence of such questions, the failure to realize the initial expectations and hopes of the October Revolution ended up being the univocal result of the theoretical and political degeneration of Eastern Marxism.



  
     5. The two Marxisms at the beginning and end of the Second Thirty Years' War


    Together with the unexpected spread of the national and colonial question, the spread of Marxism on a global level deepened the difference between West and East that had already emerged in the years of the birth of the international communist movement. Let's see what happened on the eve and at the beginning of the Second World War. In 1935, faced with the growing threat of the Third Reich, the Communist International launched the policy of the anti-fascist popular front and promoted the alliance of the country born from the October Revolution with Great Britain, France and the USA. It was a turning point that certainly did not meet with a unanimous consensus among the blacks involved in the struggle for emancipation: allying with the traditional colonial powers and with the countries that embodied the principle of white and Western supremacy on the internal and international level did not mean turning one's back on the struggle for the emancipation of colonial peoples? This was the opinion of a great black historian from Trinidad, a fervent admirer of Trotsky, namely C.L.R. James, who still in 1962 thus described the evolution of another great interpreter, also from Trinidad, of the cause of black emancipation:
Once in America, he [George Padmore] became an active communist. He was transferred to Moscow to take charge of the propaganda and organizational office of the black people and here he became the best known and most trusted of the agitators for African independence. In 1935 the Kremlin, in search of alliances, separated Great Britain and France, as "democratic imperialisms", from Germany and Japan, i.e. the "fascist imperialists", the main target of Russian and communist propaganda. This distinction reduced the activity for African emancipation to a farce: Germany and Japan, in fact, had no colonies in Africa. Padmore immediately severed all ties with the Kremlin (James 1963, p. 327).
Something similar happened in South Africa, at that time the white dominion of the British Empire: also in this case suspected of undermining the fight against the white supremacist regime, the policy of the anti-fascist united front was often criticized or rejected by the black communist militants, who they called attention to Britain's role in the racist regime that exploited and oppressed them (Jaffe 1980, p. 223).
It was the position of Eastern Marxism: the nature of a country could not be correctly assessed by abstracting from its behavior towards colonial peoples or those of colonial origin. However, it must be added that it was a provincial and short-sighted Eastern Marxism. True, Germany and Japan "had no colonies in Africa", but they were preparing to impose a huge colonial empire in Eastern Europe and Asia respectively; of course, Germany and Japan were not to be counted among the main colonial powers, but they explicitly planned the worsening and diffusion of the colonial condition, called upon to take on slavery-like forms and to swallow up even peoples who had until then been sheltered from it. In other words, the policy of the anti-fascist popular front was not in contradiction with the anti-colonial struggle.
Four years later the international picture changed radically: in August 1939 the non-aggression pact between the Soviet Union and Germany came into force. It did not cause particular disturbances among colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin. We will see Du Bois, the great African-American historian and militant who was already approaching the communist movement, continue to compare the Third Reich to the USA, as both were committed to reaffirming white supremacy on an internal and international level. Even a personality very far from the communist movement, namely Gandhi, in an interview given while the German-Soviet pact was still in force, compared Great Britain to Germany: they were two great powers committed to defending or creating a colonial empire (below, chapter IV, § 2).
The storm instead broke out in the West and heavily affected Marxist and Communist ranks, particularly in the North American republic. Perhaps the most important section of the Fourth International founded shortly before by Trotsky was active here, and in this section, among the whites, indignation knew no limits: the two countries that had signed the wicked pact had to be placed on the same level; they had achieved the agreement because they both embodied the horror of "totalitarianism". Now this category, completely abstracting from the colonial question, united in the judgment of condemnation on the one hand the country which already at the moment of its foundation (with the October Revolution) had called the "slaves of the colonies" to break their chains, on the other, the country that intended to resume and radicalize the colonial tradition, making it valid also in Eastern Europe and even re-enacting slavery. Influenced by this climate, Trotsky (1939/1988, p. 1285) resorted to the category of "totalitarian dictatorship" and within this genus placed the "Stalinist" and "fascist" (and Hitlerian) species, therefore with a of the category of totalitarianism which would later become common sense during the Cold War and within the dominant ideology today. And yet, this was not enough to avoid a devastating split in the US Trotskyist party.
The dissidents demanded that the Soviet Union be condemned collectively as imperialist and co-responsible for starting the war like Hitler's Germany. Even on this last point the conflict between Western Marxism and Eastern Marxism emerged. Did World War II begin on September 1, 1939 with the German invasion of Poland? Even if we wanted to focus on Europe, why not include in the picture the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia and the Italian-German intervention against the Spanish Republic supported by the Soviet Union, but not by Great Britain and France? Above all, why ignore what was happening in Asia? In May 1938 Mao took stock of the situation as follows:
Currently, a third of the world's population is at war; look: Italy, then Japan, Abyssinia, then Spain, then China. The population of the belligerent countries now amounts to around 600 million, almost a third of the world's population [...] Whose turn will it be next? There is no doubt that Hitler's war against the great powers will follow.
However, the war had already begun, which mainly targeted the colonial peoples (Mao 1969-75, vol. 2, pp. 153-54). This vision was shared by Stalin (1939/1971-73, vol. 14, p. 180):
For two years now, the new imperialist war has been unleashed over an immense territory, stretching from Shanghai to Gibraltar, and involving over 500 million men. The map of Europe, Africa and Asia is being reworked by violent means.
From China's point of view, what had resulted in the "rape of Nanjing" by Japanese imperialism in 1937, with the massacre of two hundred thousand or three hundred thousand people, could hardly be considered a period of peace. Far from sharing the indignation of the American Trotskyists (and "Western" Marxists in general), the Chinese communist leader expressed satisfaction with the non-aggression pact: it represented "a blow for Japan and help for China", as it gave "greater possibilities to the Soviet Union", free for some time from the threat of the Third Reich and from the danger of having to fight on two fronts, to support "China's resistance against Japan" (Mao Zedong 1939/1969-75 , vol. 2, pp. 271 and 275). The focus of the Chinese communist leader's attention was obviously the colonialist and slave war of subjugation against his country unleashed by the Empire of the Rising Sun, a war sometimes ignored even by Western Marxism.
In conclusion: the great historical crisis of the first half of the twentieth century, what was defined as the second Thirty Years' War, involved both at the beginning and at the end a gap between Western Marxism and Eastern Marxism. At the beginning Ho Chi Minh underlined that tragedy and horror had begun to rage for the colonial peoples well before 1914 and Lenin drew attention to the fact that the First World War was in reality the interweaving of two wars: the that raged in Europe among slavers and that unleashed by slavers to round up slaves and cannon fodder in their colonies. The final phase of the Second Thirty Years' War saw Western Marxism dating the start of the Second World War from its outbreak in Europe rather than in the colonies (particularly China). In any case, the defeat inflicted on Germany, Japan and Italy resulted in the global anti-colonialist revolution, which would spread in the second half of the twentieth century.


  


  


  
     III. Western Marxism and anti-colonial revolution: a missed encounter
1. The Bobbio-Togliatti debate in the year of Dien Bien Phu


    For some time, thanks also to the enormous prestige achieved by the Soviet Union in the wake of Stalingrad and the immense echo aroused in Asia and in the world by the victory of the anti-colonial revolution and of the Communist Party in China, the latent tension between the two Marxisms It seems to be a chapter of history now concluded. However, it is an appearance, as demonstrated by a debate that developed in Italy in 1954 and whose protagonists were Norberto Bobbio, who was preparing to become a world-famous philosopher, Galvano Della Volpe, at that time the most illustrious philosopher of the Marxism and Italian Communism, and Palmiro Togliatti, general secretary of the Communist Party and prominent leader of the international communist movement.
The first one starts the debate. In the years of the Resistance and in those immediately following - Bobbio himself recalls this (1955a, p. 199) - he was "one of those who believed in the now irresistible strength of the communist party". And – it must be added – in the irresistible force of the revolutionary wave that continued to grow:
We have left behind decadentism, which was the ideological expression of a declining class. We have abandoned it because we participate in the labor and hopes of a new class. I am convinced that if we had not learned from Marxism to see history from the point of view of the oppressed, gaining an immense new perspective on the human world, we would not have saved ourselves. Either we would have sought refuge in the island of interiority or we would have placed ourselves at the service of the old masters (Bobbio 1954b, p. 281).
The highest and most mature result of modernity, Marxism is not here the thought of a single author but rather "the starting point of a movement of social revolution that is still underway" and which appears unstoppable: it is not possible to "report history » towards the past. Anyone wishing to reject Marxism outright should know that they are embarking on a quixotic undertaking: "they must retrace the path taken so far in four centuries and dive back into the Middle Ages" (Bobbio 1951, pp. 26-7).
In addition to Marxism, the opinion on the revolution it inspired is clearly positive: the October Revolution was the protagonist of a radical "transformation of the feudal, economically and socially backward world". The result was "a tumultuous and subversive wave" which sooner or later will experience a decantation and channeling into a more regular course (Bobbio 1951, pp. 24 and 27). Yes, we are in the presence of "totalitarian regimes", but this cannot be a cause for scandal, because it is "a harsh historical necessity", which weighs on the present but is destined to be overcome (Bobbio 1952, pp. 48-9 ).
The praise of Marxism and communism is not pronounced with an eye exclusively turned to the unresolved social question in the capitalist metropolis: it is a question of questioning "Western civilization" which, thanks to the "technical success" it has achieved, "is it claims the right to be the only possible form of civilization and to therefore consider the course of human history as its exclusive prerogative" (Bobbio 1951, p. 24). We need to put an end to the philosophy of history that has presided over the colonial expansionism of the capitalist West:
History has only one direction, which is the direction followed by white civilization, on the margins of which there is nothing but crystallization, backwardness, barbarism [...] That there is only one civilization worthy of the name, and that this only is called to exclusive dominion, it is the implicit presupposition and the explicit consequence of the colonial expansion of the last four centuries which has known no other forms of contact with different civilizations other than extermination (in America), enslavement in Africa, economic exploitation (in Asia) (Bobbio 1951, p. 23).
We come to the debate of 1954. Now the Turin philosopher is more reserved about the socialist states: to their credit must be attributed the fact of having «begun a new phase of civil progress in politically backward countries, introducing traditionally democratic institutions of formal democracy such as suffrage universal and the electivity of offices, and of substantial democracy such as the collectivization of the instruments of production" (Bobbio 1954a, p. 164). The new "socialist state", however, must transplant the liberal guaranteeist mechanisms into its fold, pouring "a drop of oil into the machinery of the revolution already accomplished" (Bobbio 1954b, p. 280).
Up to this point we are dealing with a position that rightly insists on the essential character of "formal" freedom and its juridical-institutional consecration. Unfortunately, the Turin philosopher ends up identifying the cause of "formal" freedom with the capitalist-liberal West, abstracting from the colonial question. We are in 1954. On May 7 of that year, in Dien Bien Phu, a popular army led by the Communist Party puts an end to France's colonial rule over Indochina and to the terror and infamies connected to it and already forcefully denounced, as we know, from Ho Chi Minh. On the eve of the battle, US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles addressed French Prime Minister Georges Bidault thus: "What if we gave you two atomic bombs?" (to be used, of course, immediately) (Fontaine 1967, vol. 2, p. 118). In that same period, to give just one other example, Great Britain faced the challenge to its colonial rule in Kenya, locking up the civilian population of this country in terrible concentration camps where the mass death of women and children was widespread. agenda (infra, chapter VI, § 2).
We can then understand the position taken by the secretary of the Italian Communist Party: «When and to what extent were those liberal principles on which the nineteenth-century English state was said to be founded, a model, I believe, of a perfect liberal regime, applied to colonial peoples? for those who think like Bobbio?". The truth is that the "liberal doctrine [...] is founded on a barbaric discrimination between human creatures." As well as in the colonies, this discrimination rages in the capitalist metropolis itself, as demonstrated by the case of American blacks, "so much of them deprived of basic rights, discriminated against and persecuted" (Togliatti 1954/1973-84, vol. 5, pp. 866 and 868).
The communist leader shows no disdain for "formal" freedom. Of course, his creation cannot ignore the international situation and the geopolitical context, the terrible threats weighing on the Soviet Union and socialist-oriented countries. But, without prejudice to the need to take into account a cold war which, as demonstrated by the conversation just seen between Dulles and Bidault, is always on the verge of turning into a nuclear holocaust, there are no doubts about the fact that freedom wrongly considered "formal » from vulgar Marxism is itself essential:
The liberal upheavals and the democratic upheavals have highlighted a progressive trend, of which both the proclamation of the rights of freedom and that of new social rights are part. Rights of freedom and social rights have become and are the heritage of our movement (Togliatti 1954/1973-84, vol. 5, p. 869).
Together with "social rights", it is also and indeed primarily the claim of the "rights of freedom" for colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin that constitutes the distinction between the socialist and communist movement on the one hand and the liberal West on the other.



  
     2. The dimidiated Marx of Della Volpe and Colletti


    In the debate opened by Bobbio, in addition to Togliatti and before him, Della Volpe intervened, at that time considered the most illustrious philosopher of Italian Marxism. One thing immediately caught his eye: how different were the positions expressed by the great intellectual and the secretary of his party! Unlike the second, the first made no reference to the colonial question (nor to the permanent state of exception imposed on countries involved in revolutions viewed with suspicion or hostility by the liberal West). Della Volpe instead followed a completely different strategy, focusing on the celebration of libertas maior (the concrete development of individuality guaranteed by the material conditions of life and made possible by socialism). In this way, on the one hand the legal guarantees of the rule of law were devalued, quietly degraded to libertas minor; on the other hand, it ended up confirming the transfiguration carried out by Bobbio of the liberal tradition as a champion of the cause of universal enjoyment of at least civil rights, of formal freedom, of libertas minor, of the limitation of state power.
The Turin philosopher urged people to study and "understand liberalism", attending the school of "Locke and Montesquieu" and of the "Federalist" (Bobbio 1955b, p. 265). History and the colonial question were removed: as well as being a shareholder of the Royal African Company, the company that managed the black slave trade, Locke was, as an illustrious historian of the institution of slavery (D.B. Davis) observed, «the last great philosopher to try to justify absolute and perpetual slavery." As for Montesquieu, he invited us to take note of the «uselessness of slavery among us», «in our climates» and therefore to «limit natural slavery (servitude naturelle) to certain particular countries». Finally, one of the editors of the Federalist, Madison, was a slave owner.
The authors pointed out by Bobbio as masters were confirmation of the "barbaric discrimination between human creatures" that Togliatti reproached liberalism. With particular emphasis the Turin philosopher referred to John Stuart Mill and the hymn to freedom contained in perhaps his most famous text: On Liberty (Bobbio 1954a, p. 161). Yet, precisely in this essay we see the English liberal justify the "despotism" of the West on the still "minor" "races", required to observe "absolute obedience", so that they can be started on the path of progress (Losurdo 2005 , chapter I, §§ 1 and 3, chapter II, § 4 and chapter VII, § 3). In the 1950s, the "despotism" and "absolute obedience" imposed by the West were clearly felt in Indochina, in Africa, in the colonial world as a whole; in the United States itself (in any case in the South) blacks were exposed to violence from both the local police and racist and fascist gangs (encouraged or tolerated by the authorities). However, completely absorbed in the celebration of the libertas maior, Della Volpe was not concerned or unable to highlight Bobbio's sensational injuries.
Unfortunately, Della Volpe was a leader: his disciples also stood out for the lack of attention paid to the colonial question. Think of Lucio Colletti. In his Marxist period he demonstrated the fundamental limits of the freedom dear to the liberal-capitalist world, referring to the "workhouses" or "houses of correction" (in which the unemployed and miserable were locked up, often by simple police order). , all those who were considered or who were suspected of being «idle vagabonds») and defining them as «the concentration camps of the “enlightened bourgeoisie”» (Colletti 1969, p. 280). The topic was fitting; It's a shame that it was partly diminished by the silence on the actual concentration camps, reserved by the "enlightened bourgeoisie" for the barbarians of the colonies!
In line with this silence, at the moment of his break with Marxism and communism, Colletti drew a catastrophic assessment of the historical event that began with the October Revolution without ever mentioning the impulse it gave rise to for the global anti-colonialist revolution. The crisis of Marxism - he observed in 1980 - "dated for many decades"; to be precise, «a revolutionary Marxist, like Karl Korsch, had already identified it in 1931» (Colletti 1980, p. 73). He had therefore identified it at a time when the global colonialist system still seemed to be vigorous, so much so that Hitler intended to extend it to Eastern Europe too, building the "German Indies" there. Did the anti-colonial revolution that subsequently spread on a global scale have anything to do with communism and Marxism? It was a question completely absent from the philosopher who happily landed in the liberal-capitalist world.
Indeed, he mocked the interest directed by obstinate and incorrigible Marxists towards "underdeveloped" countries, towards "peasants", towards "rural plebs", towards "a subject not only foreign to the Marxist tradition, but to whom at least Marxism " classical" had often shown himself hostile" (Colletti 1980, pp. 9-10). As if Marx had not dedicated a considerable part of his production to the national liberation struggle of the Irish and Polish peoples (largely made up of peasants) and as if (together with Engels) he had not harshly and repeatedly criticized the English working class for its substantial subordination to British colonialism! Above all, Marx's great thesis was completely ignored:
The profound hypocrisy, the intrinsic barbarity of bourgeois civilization are before us naked, as soon as we turn our eyes from the large metropolises, where they take respectable forms, to the colonies, where they walk around naked (MEW, 9; 225).
Having reduced Marx to a critic only of the "respectable forms" assumed by capitalist domination and having removed the colonial question, Colletti had no difficulty in drawing a Manichaean balance sheet of the chapter of history that began with the October Revolution, of the revolution that broke out, according to the analysis already Lenin's view, to put an end to the colonial "war between slave masters for the consolidation and strengthening of slavery". In the eyes of the philosopher finally converted to the reasons of the liberal and capitalist West, it was the latter who permanently embodied the cause of freedom and tolerance. It is true, he did not remain silent about "the massacre of over a million communists in Indonesia" nor the "bloodbath" that followed the "military coup in Chile" and the "assassination of Allende" in September 1973 ( Colletti 1980, pp. 7 and 65-6). In both cases, however, no reference was made to the role of the United States, determined to liquidate third worldism (of which Sukarno's Indonesia, targeted in 1965, was a champion) and to reiterate (in Latin America) the Monroe doctrine. No, the "massacre" and the "bloodbath" were evoked only to reiterate the failure of communism and Marxism, which made a very poor impression when compared with the West, champion of the cause of freedom!



  
     3. «Workerism» and condemnation of third worldism


    Disinterest in the colonial (and neocolonial) question can also be claimed and practiced in the name of a revolutionary rigor which, without allowing itself to be distracted by the countries of the periphery and by classes still in many ways linked to the pre-industrial world, focuses on the capitalist metropolis and the struggles of the antagonist class par excellence, the working class. This is what happens in Italian «workerism» and in particular in Tronti (2009, p. 58): «We must be given credit that we never fell into the trap of third worldism, of the countryside besieging the cities, of the long peasant marches, we were never “Chinese”».
The reference text of Italian workerism clarified unequivocally, already in the title (Workers and capital), which were the social subjects to whom Tronti's interest was exclusively addressed. We are in 1966. In Vietnam the national liberation struggle dared to challenge the mammoth military apparatus of the United States, which the year before had played a significant role in the repression which in Indonesia resulted in the massacre of hundreds of thousands of communists and the defeat inflicted on militant third worldism of that country. In Latin America the fight was raging against the Monroe Doctrine, in the name of which, in 1961, the Kennedy administration had attempted to invade and subjugate Cuba. In short: the struggle between colonialism and anti-colonialism was raging, and it contributed to fueling the crisis that , starting with the installation of Soviet missiles on the rebel island, pushed the world to the threshold of nuclear catastrophe.
Without letting himself be distracted by all this, Tronti imagined «Lenin in England» (as the title of a central chapter of the book sounds). Leaving behind the still poorly developed Russia, the great revolutionary placed himself at the center of the capitalist metropolis, but not to analyze from within the British Empire engaged in one colonial war after another and ready to clash for world hegemony , or the «nation that exploits the whole world» (Engels) and within which, according to Marx's denunciation, the workers themselves, infected by the dominant ideology, considered and treated the Irish, the inhabitants of the savagely exploited and oppressed colony (MEW, 30; 338 and 32; 669). No, in England Lenin dealt exclusively with the factory and the workers' condition: in other words, the great revolutionary was read in the trade-unionist perspective which he harshly criticized.
Instead of England between the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, let's try to imagine Lenin in the United States of the 1960s: he would have found himself in the most developed capitalist country and at the head of imperial and colonial oppression in the world, in the country where quite a few Sometimes the workers and their unions faced threateningly, not always limiting themselves to words, the students (often of bourgeois origin) committed to demonstrating against compulsory conscription and against the war in Vietnam. However, from the point of view of the theorist of workerism, Lenin should have only dealt with the working class!
The fact is that Tronti never stops searching for a pure class struggle, and in a recent essay, more than four decades later than Workers and Capital, he believes he can finally point to it: «1969 is the true annus mirabilis [...] In '69 it was not a question of anti-authoritarianism, but of anti-capitalism. Workers and capital found themselves materially facing each other" (Tronti 2009, p. 21). Reference is made here not to England or even to the United States, but to Italy. It is worth noting that, to find the class struggle in its pure state, Tronti was forced to point to a country where the Communist Party exercised a very large influence, thanks also to a political line of broad alliances that the theorist of workerism could not share in any way.
There is no doubt, however, that the autumn of 1969 saw the development of grandiose workers' struggles. However, the workers were encouraged and supported by a massive presence of students. More than a few times they were of bourgeois extraction and came to political militancy starting from the struggle against "authoritarianism" identified and denounced primarily in the context of the family and school. Others experienced a process of political radicalization on the wave of indignation for the barbaric war against Vietnam and also on the wave of enthusiasm for the effective resistance that an intrepid people opposed to the mammoth military apparatus of their aggressors. These were the years in which in Asia, Latin America and the Middle East itself the anti-colonial revolution (supported by socialist countries) achieved brilliant successes and US imperialism was in serious difficulty. It was a climate that was also felt in Italy, where a communist party was at work, stronger than ever, to which a very large segment of the militants and leaders who led or promoted the great workers' and popular struggles called. The class struggle, which in Tronti's eyes seemed to have finally achieved its purity, upon closer inspection revealed that it was fueled by the interweaving of the most diverse contradictions, including that at the foundation of the anti-colonial revolution.
The controversy against the possible contaminations of the class struggle takes on militant tones. We have already seen the mockery of "the countryside besieging the cities, of the long peasant marches". The targets of "workerist" sarcasm here are the largest anti-colonial revolution in history (which achieved success in China starting from the conquest of the countryside) and one of its highest moments, which saw the revolutionaries led by the Communist Party marching in thousands of kilometers, under the fire of the reaction, to counter the invasion of Japanese imperialism, determined to enslave the Chinese people as a whole.
Sarcasm of a more or less "workerist" type is not new. In his time Proudhon, also concerned with safeguarding the purity of the struggle between poor and rich or between victims and beneficiaries of that "theft" in which "property" consisted, mocked the national liberation struggle of the Polish people oppressed by tsarist autocracy. In turn, Marx, who the year before had founded the International Workers' Association, in 1865 branded this mockery as an expression of "idiotic cynicism" (MEW, 16; 31). Tronti does not seem to have reflected on this page in the history of the workers' movement. In fact, he takes things up a notch:
The workers always had – had to have! – a “mission” to be accomplished and always salvific was – it had to be! – this mission: save the factory, save the country, save peace, save the peoples of the Third World from imperialist aggression (Tronti 2009, p. 61).
Isn't it explained here what, for example, the Chinese workers should have done while their country was invaded: continue to demand wage increases without worrying about the enslavement that loomed over them and their fellow citizens? The binary reading of social conflict, which sees only one contradiction (the one between workers and capital), transforms this same contradiction into a prison characterized by the most narrow-minded corporatism. And this corporatism distorts the reading of history. The twentieth century is read as the "age of world civil wars" (Tronti 2009, p. 62). In this context, the global anti-colonialist revolution has disappeared, and has disappeared both as an armed struggle and as an economic struggle. While the countries that have achieved political independence try to make it concrete or solid through the hard work of economic and technological development, workerism calls for the "worker's suppression of work" (infra, chapter III, § 12)!



  
     4. Althusser between anti-humanism and anti-colonialism


    Even when it is welcomed, the anticolonial revolution can be approached with categories that make it difficult to understand. Let's return to the "barbarous discrimination between human creatures" that Togliatti reproached the capitalist-colonialist system: it was a denunciation in which the humanism or humanism celebrated indeed, as we will see, by Gramsci, but which would later become the bête noire resonated strongly. by Louis Althusser. The latter, unlike Tronti, could not boast of never having been "Chinese". The French philosopher repeated and positively referred to Mao Zedong, appreciated first and foremost as a theorist of contradiction and dialectics (Althusser 1965, p. 76; Althusser, Balibar 1965, pp. 33-4). In any case, on an objective level, it was the homage paid to a thought developed starting from the reflection on what can be considered the greatest anti-colonial revolution in history, the one which saw the most populous country in the world and with a thousand-year-old civilization face on a theoretical and practical level, and in a long-lasting struggle, multiple contradictions and enemies of different nature.
However, the homage paid to the global anti-colonialist revolution underway at that time is undermined in Althusser by a theoretical platform under the banner of anti-humanism. This precludes the understanding of class struggles which, far from having a merely economic dimension, are struggles for recognition. This applies in particular to the struggles of colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin, to the detriment of whom the charge of dehumanization inherent in the capitalist-imperialist system manifests itself in a particularly brutal way. This is why, in the course of contemporary history, the great tests of strength between abolitionism and slavery, between anti-colonialism and colonialism have seen the pathos of the universal concept of man on the one hand and its denial or derision on the other face each other on an ideological level. ; that is, they saw humanism and anti-humanism face each other.
At the end of the eighteenth century, Toussaint Louverture directed the great revolution of the black slaves by invoking «the absolute adoption of the principle according to which no man, red [i.e. mulatto], black or white, can be the property of his fellow man»; however modest their condition, men cannot be "confused with animals", as happens in the context of the slave system. On the opposite side, Napoleon, committed to reintroducing colonial rule and black slavery to Santo Domingo/Haiti, proclaimed: «I am for the whites, because I am white; there is no other reason than this, but this is the good one." Let us now turn to the English-speaking world. A famous poster from the abolitionist campaign shows a black slave in chains exclaiming: "Am I not also a man and a brother?".
A few decades later, while the colonialist system was at its apogee, if the writing: "Dogs and blacks prohibited" stands out in front of certain public parks in the South of the United States, in Shanghai the French concession defends its purity by placing The sign is prominently displayed: "Dogs and Chinese are prohibited from entry." It is a phenomenon of global dimensions. Fully assimilated to the niggers after the great revolt of the sepoys in 1857, the inhabitants of India found themselves subjected to a terrible humiliation in the spring of 1919. After having made an essential contribution to Great Britain's victory in the First World War, they took to the streets to demand, if not independence, then at least some form of self-government. In Amritsar, the repression of the colonial power stands out for its brutality: it not only costs the lives of hundreds of unarmed demonstrators, but entails the obligation for the inhabitants of the rebellious city to have to crawl on all fours to return home or leave it.
The dehumanization of colonial peoples manifests itself in a way that is both plastic and repugnant. We can then understand the balance drawn at the end of the nineteenth century by an author who later became dear to Nazism: while hailing the twentieth century at the door as the "century of races" and the "century of colonies", Houston S. Chamberlain (1898 , p. 33) mocks the «so-called “unity of the human race”», in his eyes denied by science and history and to which only the «socialists» remain pathetically clinging. Later, it was the most illustrious ideologue of Nazism, namely Alfred Rosenberg, who thundered against «the dogma of an alleged “general development of humanity”» and who joked about the persistent influence of Jewish religion and mythology: the old Yahweh in the first place «it is now called “humanity”» (Rosenberg 1930, pp. 40 and 127).
It is a chapter of history that goes beyond Germany and Europe itself. The theorization of the "under man/Untermensch" responds to the universalistic pathos that resonates in the October Revolution and in its appeal to the slaves of the colonies to break their chains: it is a category that, after having been formulated by The American author Lothrop Stoddard, in a book promptly translated into German, presides over Hitler's campaign for the colonization of Eastern Europe and the enslavement of the Slavs and also presides over the extermination of the Jews, branded together with the Bolsheviks as ideologists and instigators of the unfortunate revolt of the « inferior races"
For Italian fascism, also engaged in the colonialist and racist counter-revolution, the abyss that in the natural order separates the "races" and the nations that are devoid of meaning or "too evanescent" is so unbridgeable. » appear, in the eyes of Mussolini (1938/1951, vol. 29, pp. 185-89), expressions such as that of «human race». Finally, in Asia, Japan carries out its colonial expansionism hand in hand with the dehumanization of the Chinese, already at the end of the nineteenth century represented with more or less bestial features and often assimilated to monkeys or pigs (Del Bene 2009, pp . 92-3).
Of course, also pressured by complaints that highlighted its inhuman character, colonialism has often tried to take on a universalistic appearance. Historically, how did the protagonists of the emancipation movements react to this move? Du Bois (1914, pp. 708-09, 712 and 714) has no difficulty in pointing out that the (universalist) slogan "Peace, Christianity, Commerce" agitated in particular by the "British Empire" and the "Republic American" corresponds to the raging "hatred towards the colored races" of which both demonstrate. The fact is that colonialism and imperialism are based on the "inhuman exploitation of human beings" considered "alien to humanity". And, therefore, the struggle for universalism involves the reckoning with a political-social system steeped in dehumanization practices.
The communist movement behaves no differently. Lenin draws attention to the fact that, in the eyes of the West, the victims of wars and colonial expansionism "do not even deserve the name of peoples (are Asians and Africans perhaps peoples?)"; ultimately, they are excluded from the human community itself (LO, 24; 417). Even more explicit is Gramsci (1975, pp. 567, 837 and 2103). Writing in the 1930s, he observes: even for a philosopher like Henri Bergson, "in reality 'humanity' means the West"; and it is in this way that the champions of the "defense of the West", the ""defencists" of the West", the dominant culture in the West, argue. Communism, on the other hand, is synonymous with "integral humanism", a humanism that challenges the prejudices and arrogance of "white supermen" (Gramsci 1919/1987, pp. 41 and 142). In other words, pseudo-universality, which consists in the arbitrary upgrading of a specific and often vicious particular to a universal, is unmasked through recourse to a truer and richer meta-universality.



  
     5. Althusser's idealistic and Eurocentric regression


    While on a political level it compromises the understanding of the great political-social struggles of contemporary history, on a theoretical level anti-humanism causes two very relevant and equally negative consequences. Marx has repeatedly insisted on the fact that his theory is the theoretical expression of real processes and movements, of a real class struggle. With Althusser, however, historical materialism and the real movement that it helps to promote are the result of an "epistemological rupture" (just as for Della Volpe they are the result of a scientific method that takes advantage of the lessons of Galileo and, even before , of Plato's critical Aristotle). We are thus witnessing an idealistic distortion of historical materialism, which is achieved thanks to the genius of a single individual, who arrives at a new continent: following the discovery of the "mathematical continent by the Greeks" and of the "physical continent by Galileo and his successors", Marx sets out to discover the "continent of History" (Althusser 1969, pp. 24-5). After having repeatedly reproached humanism for concealing the class struggle, now it is Althusser himself (together with Della Volpe) who is making the class struggle disappear behind the development of historical materialism.
Idealistic regression is at the same time a Eurocentric regression. In Marx and Engels the emergence of historical materialism presupposes on the one hand the industrial revolution, on the other hand the political revolution, primarily the French one. Both of these revolutions do not have an exclusively European dimension. The first refers to the process of formation of the world market, to colonial expansionism, to original capitalist accumulation; the second sees one of its highest moments in the uprising of the black slaves of Santo Domingo and in the abolition of colonial slavery decreed in Paris by the Jacobin Convention. With Althusser (as well as with Della Volpe), however, the elaboration of historical materialism turns out to be the chapter of an intellectual history that takes place exclusively in Europe.
The reasons for the attitude taken by the French philosopher are well understood: these are the years in which the flag of "humanism" or "humanism" was waved to mute the fight against imperialism; the process that would later lead to Gorbachev's capitulation began. Upon closer inspection, the philosophical criticism of humanism or humanism, considered inclined to hide social conflict, is at the same time the distancing from "conceptions tinged with reformism and opportunism or, more simply, revisionist", which in those years they spread (Althusser, Balibar 1965, p. 149).
Unfortunately, this controversy is conducted from incorrect positions. First of all, it must be kept in mind that not only the appeal to common humanity (and morality), but also the appeal to science can make us forget the class struggle. And, nevertheless, the French philosopher rightly takes a stand against the phrase which, condemning the interclassist vision of science, contrasted "proletarian science" with "bourgeois science"; he gives Stalin credit for having opposed the "madness" that sought "at all costs to make language an ideological superstructure". Thanks to these «simple pages» – concludes Althusser – «we glimpsed that the use of the class criterion was not without limits and that they made us treat science, whose title included the works of Marx themselves, as any other ideology» (Althusser 1965, p. 6). And what about morality? Placing on the same level positions that claim the unity of the human race and positions that deny and mock it, arguing in this way in the name of a so-called purely proletarian class struggle means losing sight of the real class struggle at the foundation of dehumanization of large masses of men, degraded to under men or Untermenschen and destined only to be oppressed, enslaved or annihilated.
Polemicizing against the humanistic reading of Marxism, Althusser never tires of repeating that Marx does not start from "man" or the "individual" but from the historical structure of social relations. However, it is strange that the concept of "man" or "individual" is taken for granted. In reality, the concept of the individual and of man as such, regardless of sex, wealth or skin colour, is the result of centuries-old struggles for recognition, conducted precisely by waving the flag of humanism so despised by Althusser. This applies to women (considered by nature incapable of understanding and wanting on a political level and of carrying out intellectually qualified work), for the paid workers of the metropolis (assimilated to work tools, bipedal machines, beasts of burden), and in a very particular way for colonial peoples (dehumanized at every level). It is true, the French philosopher recognizes that there can also be a "revolutionary humanism" resulting from the October Revolution (Althusser, Balibar 1965, p. 150), but on this point he is very hesitant; and in this way the understanding of the gigantic struggles waged by the "slaves of the colonies" (to use the language dear to Lenin) and aimed at wresting recognition of their human dignity is precluded.
Althusser believes the category of man is compromised by interclassism, considered in itself incapable of drawing attention to the reality of exploitation and oppression. However, here a second theoretical error occurs. There are no terms in themselves capable of expressing political and social antagonism in their pure state, there are no ideologically and politically "pure" terms that have always and only been used by revolutionaries and in a revolutionary way. In the United States of the 19th century, "democratic" was defined as the party committed to defending first black slavery and then the regime of white supremacy. It is a consideration that also applies to the categories that would seem to be inextricably connected with the history of the workers' movement. In France, after the revolutions of 1848, the flag of "work" and respect for the "dignity of work" began to be waved even by conservatives committed to denouncing the revolutionary agitators or the workers on strike for the improvement of their living and working conditions. Hitler went further along this path than anyone else and, already in the name of the party he founded and directed, set himself up as the champion of "socialism" and the "German workers".
In conclusion. Despite the different starting point, Althusser reaches the same conclusions as Tronti. The Italian author never tires of reiterating that "universalism is the classic bourgeois vision of the world and of man". Luckily there are the workers: «with them, only with them, you can finally do without flaunting universal values, because from their point of view these are always ideologically bourgeois» (Tronti 2009, pp. 62 and 17). Rather than universalism, Althusser targets humanism. But we are still in the presence of the same attitude: without realizing it, it ends up embellishing the target of a criticism that also claims to be intransigent and disdainful of any compromise.
In reality, branding universalism or humanism as in themselves "bourgeois" or inclined to compromise with the bourgeoisie means blocking the criticism of capitalist society halfway: it is criticized for the merely formal character of civil and political rights , whose owner should be man as such and in his universality, but there is no mention of the frightening exclusion clauses that deprive colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin of civil and political rights (as well as economic and social). That is, we overlook the colonial condition which, in Marx's eyes, is the one that par excellence reveals the barbarity of capitalist society. In this case, the dehumanizing charge of the existing system is revealed in all its brutality and ends up manifesting itself explicitly, as is confirmed in a particularly sensational way by the theorization of the under man, which in the USA precedes the theorization of the Untermensch. In other words, Togliatti was much more consequent and radical who, even before the failure to recognize economic and social rights, denounced the "barbaric discrimination between human creatures" on which capitalist society is founded.



  
     6. Legacy and transfiguration of liberalism in Bloch


    Despite their passionate denunciation of universalism and humanism and indeed thanks to it, by substantially removing the colonial question, Tronti and Althusser paradoxically end up converging on the positions of Bloch, who even from the beginning accredits universalism and the humanism that the liberal West loves to boast about. During the First World War we saw the German philosopher subscribe to the ideology of the Entente which proclaimed that it wanted to achieve in the Central Powers and throughout the world the democracy it stubbornly denied to the colonial peoples.
And the liberal West is from the first Bloch positively contrasted not only with the Germany of Wilhelm II, but also with the country born from the October Revolution. The young philosopher expresses a severe judgment on it without waiting either for the withdrawal of the German army or, even less, for the end of the civil war: «The proletarians of the world did not fight Prussia for four and a half years in the name of world democracy , to then abandon freedom and the democratic line (the pride of Western cultures) in the name of the conquest of economic-social democracy" to which Soviet Russia refers. How miserable the latter appears, when compared with the North American republic:
With all the admiration for Wilson, one would never have thought, as socialists, that it would be possible that the sun of Washington would one day surpass the expected sun of Moscow, that freedom and purity could come to us from capitalist America ( Bloch 1918/1985, pp. 399-400).
A double removal is at work. It is overlooked that the war has caused a climate of terror and witch hunts even in the countries with the most consolidated liberal tradition and which, thanks to their geographical location, are at a safe distance from the battlefields and the danger of invasion. . The most serious removal concerns, however, the colonial question. Only a few years earlier, the USA celebrated by Bloch had managed, by resorting to ruthless repression and indeed genocidal practices, to tame the independence revolution of the Philippines. In the same metropolitan area, between the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, a regime of terrorist white supremacy raged against blacks who were repeatedly subjected to lynching, that is, to slow and interminable torture and execution, staged as mass spectacles for the jubilant white community.
The Second World War saw the emergence of the colonial question far beyond the colonial world itself. Hitler aims to build the "German Indies" in Eastern Europe, sometimes assimilated to a sort of West or Far West: like the Red Indians, the "natives" bordering the Third Reich must be deported and decimated, in order to conquer new territories to the white and Germanic race; the survivors are destined to work like black slaves in the service of the masters' race. The Japanese Empire's attitude in Asia is not dissimilar. However, the centrality assumed by the colonial question does not induce any rethinking in Bloch.
In 1961 he published Natural Law and Human Dignity. As emerges from the title, we are far from the underestimation dear to Della Volpe of libertas minor; on the contrary, the claim to the legacy of the liberal tradition is high and strong. The criticism addressed to it continues to be the one we already know and which the young Bloch expressed in the words of Anatole France: in the liberal-capitalist world «equality before the law means prohibiting rich and poor alike from stealing wood and to sleep under bridges" (supra, chapter I, § 7). In Natural Law and Human Dignity the philosopher reiterates that liberalism is wrong in advocating a "formal and only formal equality". And he adds: «To impose itself, capitalism is only interested in the creation of a universality of legal regulation, which embraces everything equally» (Bloch 1961, p. 157).
This statement can be read in a book whose publication falls in the same year in which the police in Paris unleash a ruthless hunt for Algerians, who drowned in the Seine or were beaten to death; and all this in broad daylight, or rather in the presence of French citizens who, under the protection of the rule of law, watch the show with amusement: nothing but "formal equality"! In the same capital of a capitalist and liberal country we see a double legislation at work, which delivers a well-defined ethnic group to arbitrariness and police terror (Losurdo 2007, chapter VI, § 2). If we then take into consideration the colonies and semi-colonies and turn our gaze, for example, to Algeria or Kenya or Guatemala (a formally free country but in fact under US protectorate), we see the dominant, capitalist and liberal State making large-scale scale and systematically to torture, concentration camps and genocidal practices against indigenous people. There is no trace of all this in Bloch.
And colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin continue to be absent when the author of Natural Law and Human Dignity proceeds with the historical reconstruction of modernity and liberalism. He appreciates the natural law orientation of Grotius and Locke, but makes no mention of their commitment to justifying the slavery of blacks; with reference to the American war of independence, homage is paid to the struggle of the "young free states" who then founded the USA, but the weight of slavery in the political-social reality and in the American federal Constitution itself is passed over in silence (Bloch 1961, p. 80).
This silence is all the more singular due to the fact that precisely in those years the struggle of African Americans for the definitive liquidation of the white supremacist regime developed in the republic across the Atlantic. It is a story that attracts attention in Mao Zedong's Beijing; and it can be interesting to compare the positions of two very different personalities. The German philosopher denounces the merely "formal" character of liberal and capitalist equality; the communist leader underlines the intertwining of social and racial inequality: blacks suffer a significantly higher rate of unemployment than whites, are confined to the lower segments of the labor market and are forced to settle for reduced wages. Mao does not stop there: he also draws attention to the racist violence unleashed by the Southern authorities and the gangs tolerated or encouraged by them and celebrates «the struggle of the black American people against racial discrimination and for freedom and equal rights » (Mao Zedong 1963/1998, p. 377). Bloch (1961, p. 7) reproaches the bourgeois revolution for having limited "equality to political equality"; with reference to African Americans, Mao (1963/1998, p. 377) notes that "most of them lack the right to vote." Reduced to commodities and dehumanized by their oppressors, for centuries colonial peoples have waged memorable battles for recognition, but in Bloch (1961, p. 79) we can read: «The principle by which men are born free and equal is already present in Roman law; now it must also be present in reality." And now we see the conclusion of the article by the Chinese communist leader dedicated to the struggle of African Americans for emancipation: «The evil colonialist-imperialist system developed with the enslavement and trafficking of blacks, and it will certainly come to an end with the their complete liberation" (Mao Zedong 1963/1998, p. 379).
As can be seen, in the texts cited here by Mao (as well as in those already known by Ho Chi Minh) there is neither the underestimation dear to Della Volpe of libertas minor nor the illusion, common, in different ways, to Della Volpe , Bloch (and Bobbio), according to which capitalism and liberalism would still guarantee "formal equality" or even "political equality".



  
     7. Horkheimer from anti-authoritarianism to pro-colonialism


    The misunderstanding and misrecognition of the colonial question reach their culmination in a current of thought which also owes brilliant and acute analyzes of the social, political and moral problems of capitalist society. I am referring to the Frankfurt school. In publishing The Authoritarian State in 1942, Horkheimer took stock of the chapter of history that began with the October Revolution. The condemnation is clear and without nuance: not socialism but "state capitalism" has established itself in Russia. Of course, it must be recognized that "it enhances production" to an extraordinary extent and this is of great benefit to "the backward territories of the earth" which can quickly fill the gap with respect to the more advanced countries (Horkheimer 1942, pp. 4, 11 and 22). Can this at least be considered a positive result? In reality, it is true that Russia governed with an iron fist by the Bolsheviks has achieved such success in industrial and economic development that it has become a model, but who feels its charm?
Instead of ending up resolving itself in council democracy, the group [the Communist Party] can establish itself as an authority. Work, discipline and order can save the republic and liquidate the revolution. Although he claimed that the suppression of states was part of his program, that party transformed his industrially backward homeland into the secret model of those industrial powers who suffered from their parliamentarism and could no longer live without fascism (Horkheimer 1942, p. 8).
While these lines are being written, the Nazi army, after having subjugated a large part of Europe, is at the gates of Moscow and Leningrad, on whose entire population death inflicted by a terrifying war machine or by a merciless siege and by starvation associated with it. In such circumstances, what sense does the evocation of "council democracy" and even of the ideal or utopia of the extinction of the State have? It is the moment in which the realization of Hitler's project seems within reach, explicitly aiming to enslave the peoples of Eastern Europe in order to build a large continental-style colonial empire in that area.
If, despite being subjected to the formidable pressure exerted by a gigantic military apparatus of proven efficiency and brutality, the Soviet Union managed to resist, it was thanks to the forced industrial development highlighted by Horkheimer himself. However, the latter does not pay any attention to all this, he considers irrelevant the fact that colonialism and slavery clash on the one hand and anti-colonialism and anti-slavery on the other. In the eyes of the prestigious exponent of "critical theory", if anything, it is on the country born from the October Revolution and on the verge of being enslaved (after its population was decimated) that the most severe judgment must be expressed:
The most coherent type of authoritarian state, which has freed itself from any dependence on private capital, is integral statism or state socialism [...] In integral statism socialization is decreed. Private capitalists are abolished [...] Integral statism does not mean a decrease, but, on the contrary, an enhancement of energies, it can live without racial hatred (Horkheimer 1942, p. 11).
And once again the acrisy of critical theory emerges: the difference seems to be irrelevant between a country committed to imposing a racial state determined to decimate and enslave the "inferior races" and to exterminate the political and ethnic groups (Bolsheviks and Jews) branded as instigators of the revolt of the "inferior races", and a country that knows it is among the predestined victims of this racial state and desperately defends itself against it.
Even with his gaze turned to the past and on the level of the philosophy of history in general, Horkheimer paid little or no attention to the colonial (and racial) question: «The French Revolution was basically totalitarian» (Horkheimer 1942, p. 9). The revolution is thus targeted which, at the dawn of the contemporary age, in Santo Domingo stimulated the great uprising of black slaves and in Paris pushed the Jacobin Convention to decree the abolition of slavery in the colonies. Immune from the suspicion of totalitarianism or authoritarianism remain the two English revolutions of the seventeenth century and the American revolution of the eighteenth century which gave impetus to the institution of slavery and which, in the case of the North American republic, entailed the first emergence of the racial state (not surprisingly in its first decades of life almost always presided over by slave owners).
The condemnation of the French Revolution knows no limits: «The “sans-culotte Jesus” announces the Nordic Christ» (Horkheimer 1942, p. 10). The figure agitated by the most radical currents of the French Revolution, in order to break down once and for all the almost naturalistic barrier that in the Old Regime separated the popular classes from the elites, is assimilated to the figure developed by the reactionary culture which led to Nazism and committed to re-establishing the natural barrier between peoples and "races", the barrier swept away by the epic uprising of the black Jacobins of Santo Domingo/Haiti and by the abolition of black slavery in Paris sanctioned by Robespierre.
Once the French and October revolutions have been liquidated, all that remains is to bow to liberalism mythically transfigured and therefore identified with the affirmation and defense of the "autonomy of the individual" (Horkheimer 1970, p. 175). It is a transfiguration that also affects the figure of Locke, read as the champion of the principle according to which all men are "free, equal and independent" (Horkheimer 1967, p. 30). And once again, as if by magic, slavery and the defense of black slavery disappear thanks to a philosopher who is a beneficiary of this institution on a material level, being a shareholder of the Royal African Company, that is, the company that managed the trafficking of human cattle.
Given these assumptions, the inattention, distrust or hostility with which Horkheimer views the global anti-colonial revolution underway in his time is not surprising. He reads the history of his time as the contrast between "civil states" and "totalitarian states". This also applies to the years of the Cold War: «I must say that if civilized states did not also spend enormous sums on armaments, we would long ago find ourselves under the domination of those totalitarian powers. If one criticizes, one must also know that those criticized sometimes cannot behave differently” (Horkheimer 1970, p. 172). We are in 1970: the war against Vietnam is raging more than ever, and its colonial character and the genocidal practices to which it resorts are clear for all to see. However, the most authoritative exponent of critical theory has no doubts: the "civilized" West must defend itself from the barbarians of the East!
Not even the struggle of African Americans against the persistent regime of white supremacy in the South of the United States undermines Horkheimer's certainties. Yes, he mentions the "current difficult situation of race relations across the Atlantic", but he emphasizes the "terrorism of black activists towards other blacks [which] is much stronger than one thinks"; “the average Negro is more afraid of Negroes” than of whites (Horkheimer 1968a, p. 138; Horkheimer 1970, p. 178). Overall, the world anti-colonialist revolution is at least useless: "the question of the American Negroes" could be quickly resolved "if there were no conflicts between the East and the West" and conflicts with "the backward parts of the world" ( Horkheimer 1968b, p. 159). The discrimination against which African Americans fought was blamed on the Cold War and the anti-colonial revolution itself, as can be seen from the critical reference to the "terrorism of black activists" in the USA and the role of the Third World.
In reality, things went exactly the opposite way. In December 1952 the Supreme Court declared racial segregation in public schools unconstitutional, only after being warned by the Minister of Justice: a different ruling would have radicalized the "colored races" and favored the communist movement in the Third World and in the States themselves. United (below, chapter VI, § 2). The transition from distrust to hostility is easy:
Our most recent critical theory no longer fought for the revolution, because after the fall of Nazism in the Western countries the revolution would lead to a new terrorism, to a terrible situation. It is rather a question of preserving what has a positive value, for example autonomy, the importance of the individual, his differentiated psychology, certain moments of culture, without stopping progress (Horkheimer 1970, pp. 168-69).
This declaration does not seem to distinguish between the West and the Third World, so that even the anti-colonial revolution currently underway in Vietnam or which had achieved victory in Algeria a few years earlier is assimilated or compared to a "new terrorism".
Of a more general nature is this further statement:
Critical theory has the function of expressing what is generally not expressed. It must therefore underline the costs of progress, the danger that as a result of it even the idea of the autonomous subject, the idea of the soul, ends up dissolving, because it appears irrelevant in the face of the universe [...] Now we want the world is unified, we want the Third World to no longer suffer from hunger, or to no longer be forced to live on the edge of hunger. But to achieve this goal we will have to pay the price of a society that is configured precisely as an administered world [...] What Marx imagined socialism to be, in reality is the administered world (Horkheimer 1970, pp. 174-75).
Along with socialism and the anti-colonial revolution proper, the economic development of peoples who have freed themselves or are about to free themselves from the colonial yoke is also condemned here. We are faced with a terrible alternative: resign ourselves to the mass poverty prevailing outside the West or plunge into the horror of the administered world. And, at least for critical theory, the second option is much worse than the first.



  
     8. Adorno's imperial universalism


    It is possible to note an element of involution in Horkheimer (and in Theodor W. Adorno). With reference to "fascism", Dialectics of Enlightenment (the book they jointly published in the 1940s) observed that, before spreading and triumphing in the very heart of Europe, "totalitarian capitalism" and the "totalitarian order" they had invested «only the poor and the savage» (Horkheimer, Adorno 1944, pp. 62 and 92). The preparatory stages of fascism were thus identified in the violence perpetrated by the great Western powers against the colonial peoples and in that carried out, in the very heart of the capitalist metropolis, against the poor and marginalized locked up in that sort of concentration camps which were the work houses. Somehow he mentioned the fact that Nazi-fascism had made its first attempts in expansionism and colonial domination. It is true, the victims were the "savages", rather than specific peoples, with their own history and culture, and with the claim to establish themselves as independent national states. And yet, a condemnation of colonialism and a recognition of the link that linked Nazi-fascism to colonialism still emerged.
Everything disappeared without leaving any traces a few years later, with the outbreak of the Cold War, when the anti-colonialist revolution merged with the international communist movement and, sweeping through the Middle East, also called into question politics and even the State of Israel. At this point the controversy against the revolutionary agitation of the Third World became a constant and was developed in the name of universalism. In Negative Dialectics Adorno liquidated the Hegelian category of the "spirit of the people", i.e. the attention paid to the national question, as "reactionary" and regressive "compared to the Kantian universal of his period, the now visible humanity", in as affected by "nationalism" and provincialism "in the era of world conflicts and the potential of a global organization of the world". Worse, it was the cult paid to a "fetish", to a "collective subject" (the nation), in which "[individual] subjects disappear without a trace" (Adorno 1966, pp. 304-05 and 307).
It was a stance that in hindsight delegitimized the revolution promoted and directed by the National Liberation Front of Algeria, a people and a country undoubtedly more provincial, more backward and less cosmopolitan than the France against which they had risen; and it also delegitimized the anti-colonial revolutions that were also taking place under Adorno's eyes, starting with the one led by the National Liberation Front of Vietnam. In the latter case the philosopher's negative judgment was unequivocal and without nuance:
In safe America we were able to bear, as exiles, the news from Auschwitz; so it won't be easy to believe anyone who says that the Vietnam war takes away their sleep; in particular, every opponent of the colonial war would be required to know that the Vietcong, for their part, tortured in the Chinese way (Adorno 1969, p. 257).
This declaration occurred in 1969. The year before the My Lai massacre had occurred: the brigade under the command of Lieutenant William Calley had not hesitated to kill 347 civilians, mostly old people, women, children and newborns. It was the incontrovertible confirmation of the genocidal practices of which the army sent by Washington was guilty: even today, forty years after the end of the war, there are countless Vietnamese whose bodies were tortured by the dioxin sprayed unsparingly on the civilian population by US Air Force. All this was compared with Auschwitz and reduced to trifles; and this trifle did not keep Adorno from sleeping, who actually mocked those who lost him because of it rather than because of the... "Chinese-style" torture attributed to the Vietcong or, ultimately, to the victims!
It is a page that does not honor the philosopher. But it is a page that does not constitute an isolated hiccup. Even on the level of historical reconstruction and the philosophy of history, Adorno reserved no attention or sympathy for the victims of the West and its expansionist march:
Even the invasions of the conquistadors in ancient Mexico and Peru, which there must have been seen as invasions from another planet, contributed bloodily - irrationally for the Aztecs and Incas - to the spread of rational society in the bourgeois sense until arrive at the conception of one world, which teleologically inheres in the principle of this society (Adorno 1966, p. 271).
Even in an objective and "irrational" way, would colonial expansionism have contributed to bringing the human race closer together, to creating a finally unified world? One world is the "collective subject" in which individual subjects and even individual peoples "disappear without a trace", to take up Adorno's criticism of Hegel. In any case, we must ask ourselves: hasn't colonial expansionism rather dug an unbridgeable gap between peoples, giving the superior race of lords the right to enslave and mass sacrifice the under men and the Untermenschen?
If from the discovery-conquest of America we reach the French Revolution, the picture does not change:
The particular misery of at least the Parisian masses should have triggered the movement, while in other countries, where it was not so acute, the process of bourgeois emancipation succeeded without revolution and without touching the more or less absolutist form of domination (Adorno 1966, p. 270 ).
On the topic of the advent of modernity, the comparison between the different countries is carried out without taking the colonial question into consideration. «The more or less absolutist form of domination» is denounced with reference to the Bourbon monarchy and Jacobinism in France, but never to the power exercised over black slaves by white masters (the latter of whom in the first decades of life of the USA regularly held the position of president).
Polemically overturning Hegel's great dictum (1969-79, vol. 3, p. 34) according to which "the true is the whole", Adorno states: "The whole is the false" (Minima moralia, § 29 ). However, when he idealizes the leading country of the West and the West as such, Adorno confirms the validity of the aphorism contained in the Phenomenology of Spirit, not of the one he proclaimed in Minima Moralia. Hegel (1969-79, vol. 12, pp. 113-14) clarifies with great clarity that, in the attenuation of social conflict across the Atlantic, "the way out of colonization" played an important role. Looking at the whole allowed the great dialectical theorist to grasp the connection between the freedom of the white community on the one hand and the total unfreedom of the natives on the other, subjected to a ruthless process of expropriation, deportation and decimation. It is what escapes a vision which, by emphasizing and absolutising a particular aspect of the reality investigated, ends up losing sight of the totality.
One final consideration. Adorno's reference to Kant is far from convincing. Precisely For Perpetual Peace, to which Negative Dialectic allusively refers, contains a memorable denunciation not only of colonial slavery and colonialism as such but also of "universal monarchy", synonymous with "soulless despotism" as it is founded on the oppression of nations and for this very reason doomed to failure: "Nature wisely separates peoples"; the "diversity of languages and religions" provides this; the attempt to unify the world under the sign of international despotism would therefore clash with the resistance of the people and would, if anything, produce "anarchy" (Kant 1795/1900, vol. 8, pp. 367-69; cf. Losurdo 2016, chapter I, §§ 6-7). On another occasion, tracing in some way the historical and philosophical balance sheet of the French Revolution, Kant observes: if patriotism runs the risk of slipping into exclusivism and losing sight of the universal, the abstract love of humanity «disperses the its inclination due to its excessively extensive universality" and thus risks being reduced to empty declamation; it is therefore a question of reconciling "world patriotism" (Weltpatriotismus) with "local patriotism" (Localpatriotismus) or with "love of the homeland"; he who is authentically universalist «in attachment to his own country must have the inclination to promote the good of the whole world» (Kant 1793-94/1900, vol. 27, pp. 673-74). Upon closer inspection, Adorno refers to a philosopher who criticized and refuted him in advance.



  
     9. Those who do not want to talk about colonialism must also remain silent about fascism and capitalism


    The two greatest exponents of "critical theory" did not limit themselves to contrasting their imperial universalism with the anti-colonial revolution in full swing. Let's read this eloquent statement from the 1960s:
Joy makes men better. It is impossible that happy men, capable of enjoying and seeing many possibilities of being happy, should be particularly evil [...] It is said of Kant and Goethe that they were great connoisseurs of wine, which means that when they were alone they were certainly not tormented by envy, and instead had the opportunity to enjoy, which were rich in experiences (Horkheimer 1963, p. 124).
This being the case, nothing good could be expected from the "wretched of the earth" dear to Frantz Fanon and the anti-colonialist movement. Yet, it was Horkheimer himself (1950, p. 40) who recognized that "the industrialists approved of Hitler's program." Presumably "happy" men, perhaps also "great wine connoisseurs" (no less than Kant and Goethe), had shown themselves to be "particularly evil", giving the green light to a program characterized by war, colonial expansionism and of annihilation.
And, however, the motif in question is also present in Adorno. For him too, the source of evil is "ressentiment" (of classes and peoples in conditions of subordination), it is the resentment that "affects every happiness, even one's own" and as a consequence of which "satiety has become an insult to priori, while its only negative aspect should consist in the fact that there are people who have nothing to eat." The latter is a problem that could be solved "technically", that is, not with the political action of the underprivileged but with the beneficial intervention of classes and countries in possession of a superior culture (and wealth and power ) (Adorno 1959, p. 136). In his time Nietzsche had denied any objectivity to the social question by placing it on the basis of the resentment of the unsuccessful; The two exponents of critical theory proceed in a similar way when they address the social question currently in force at an international level.
It is therefore clear that the main target of Adorno's controversy is the revolutionary agitation of the Third World:
Undoubtedly, today the fascist ideal blends easily with the nationalism of the so-called underdeveloped countries, which are no longer defined as such, but rather developing countries. The understanding with those who felt disadvantaged in the imperialist competition and wanted to participate in the banquet themselves was expressed already during the war in the slogans about Western plutocracies and proletarian nations. It is difficult to say whether and to what extent this tendency has already resulted in the undercurrent, hostile to civilization and the West, typical of the German tradition, and whether even in Germany a convergence between fascist and communist nationalism is emerging (Adorno 1959, p. 137).
After having delegitimized it on a psychological level as an expression of ressentiment, always taking advantage of Nietzsche's polemic against the socialist movement, critical theory now condemns the anti-colonialist and third world movement also on an ethical and political level: it is not desire that promotes the agitation of justice in international relations, but rather the aspiration to participate personally in the imperialist banquet. In this framework there is no space for the anti-colonialist revolution: the contenders are only satisfied and now calm imperialists and potential imperialists and all the more aggressive and dangerous.
But what political realities does Adorno allude to when he denounces the essentially fascist character of the "nationalism of the so-called underdeveloped countries" or the "convergence between fascist and communist nationalism"? We are in 1959. At this moment, only two countries are cultivating the "fascist ideal" in the strict sense, Portugal and Spain. Neither was and is part of the Third World, they were both colonial powers and both felt and were an integral part of the West: the first was a founding member of NATO; the second was already engaged in a march towards this political-military organization, which he would join in 1982.
How then to explain Adorno's speech? Three years earlier there had been the colonial expedition carried out by Great Britain, France and Israel against Nasser's Egypt, which had nationalized the Suez Canal and which, enjoying the support of the "socialist camp", had called the Arab world to shake off the colonial or semi-colonial yoke. On that occasion, Anthony Eden, the Prime Minister of Great Britain (who until then controlled the Suez Canal) and faithful interpreter of the Empire, branded Nasser as "a sort of Islamic Mussolini" and as a "paranoiac" with «the same mental structure as Hitler» (Losurdo 2007, Conclusion). At this point, in Adorno's (colonial) ideology of war and (pro-colonialist) false consciousness, the numbers add up perfectly: the nationalism expressed by Egypt which was "underdeveloped" but determined to recover national sovereignty and territorial integrity was of a fascist brand, and the support it enjoyed in Moscow and Beijing constituted confirmation of the "convergence between fascist and communist nationalism".
What is most striking in the declarations just seen is the fact that they are contained in an essay dedicated to the "elaboration of the past" (Aufarbeitung der Vergangenheit): dealing with Nazism and the horror of the "final solution" would mean clearly taking the distances from the anti-colonial revolution. It is also the orientation of Horkheimer who - states one of his well-informed scholars and enthusiastic admirers nowadays - should be given credit for having promptly identified "the inhuman essence of anti-imperialism" and the line of continuity (in the name of '"anti-Western anti-imperialism") which would range from the Third Reich to the national and revolutionary movements of the Third World and to third worldism (Grigat 2015, p. 120).
Horkheimer and Adorno started from the assumption that recognizing national differences and demanding their respect would be synonymous with "nationalism", chauvinism and perhaps even racism, so that the discourse on the nation should be inserted into an unfortunate political tradition that ultimately led to the Third Reich. In reality, the main Nazi theorist explicitly condemns the "enthusiasm for nationalism itself": once generalized, "the slogan of the right to self-determination of peoples" serves "all the elements of inferior race that exist on earth to claim freedom for themselves", as did "the Negroes of Haiti and Santo Domingo" in his time (Rosenberg 1930, p. 645).
Hatred against the national revolutions of colonial peoples resonates here louder than ever. The particularly barbaric character of Nazism lies among other things in the attempt to build a colonial empire in the heart of Europe, that is, by claiming to deny the right to self-determination and an autonomous national existence even to those peoples who had already seen it recognized by the international community as a whole. The line of continuity imaginatively affirmed by Adorno removes the exalted pathos of the West, to be defended at all costs against the uprising of the colonial and black peoples incited by the insane Jewish and Bolshevik agitators, which is the underlying theme of Hitler's speech.
Horkheimer (1939, p. 115) is the author of a great saying: «Whoever does not want to talk about capitalism must also remain silent about fascism». It is a saying that, also in controversy against "critical theory", needs to be reformulated: "Whoever does not want to talk about colonialism must also remain silent about capitalism and fascism." As we will see better later, the removal of colonialism also makes an authentic elaboration of the past impossible.



  
     10. Marcuse and the laborious rediscovery of "imperialism"


    Contrary to Adorno, Marcuse (1967b, p. 95) subscribed to the Hegelian thesis according to which the truth is the whole. Given this theoretical assumption, he, in tracing the picture of the liberal West, could not abstract from the relationship it established with the Third World and with the colonial or ex-colonial countries: «the Vietnam war revealed for the first time the nature of existing society" and that is "the inherent need for expansion and aggression"; yes, «Vietnam is absolutely not just any foreign policy affair, but rather a fact intimately connected with the very essence of the system» (Marcuse 1967a, pp. 56-7). In addition to the «inhuman destructive violence» implemented in this country (Marcuse 1967b, pp. 94-5), what reveals the oppressive nature of the North American republic (considered as a whole) is the treatment reserved for the population of colonial origin: in the South « the murder and lynching of blacks [engaged in the fight against racial discrimination] go unpunished even when the perpetrators are known” (Marcuse 1967a, p. 56). The whole must not be lost sight of even when examining the problem of wealth and poverty: «The defeat of scarcity is still limited to small areas of advanced industrial society. Their prosperity hides Hell inside and outside their borders", hides the areas of poverty in the capitalist metropolis and, above all, the desperate poverty of the colonies and semi-colonies (Marcuse 1964, p. 250).
It is therefore necessary to recover categories usually removed from dominant thought: the indignation for the «neocolonial massacres» (Marcuse 1967b, p. 94) must push us to put an end to colonialism and «neocolonialism in all its forms » (Marcuse 1964, p. 67). Above all: "the world is experiencing an imperialism of an extent and power hitherto unexampled in history." It is an aggression that does not only threaten small countries: "faced with the immense aggressive force of the late-capitalist system [and of the United States in particular], Eastern totalitarianism is in fact on the defensive, and indeed defends itself desperately" (Marcuse 1967a, pp. 161-62 and 112).
Even though it has been laboriously rediscovered, amid uncertainties and oscillations, the category of "imperialism" tends to undermine that of "totalitarianism". Marcuse understands well the problems faced by countries that have shaken off the colonial yoke. They are inclined "to think that to remain independent, industrialization must be rapid" and the "level of productivity" must rise rapidly. However, «industrialization in these backward areas does not happen in a vacuum»; «to transform themselves into industrial societies, underdeveloped societies must free themselves as soon as possible from pre-technological forms». And here are the first serious difficulties: «the dead weight of pre-technological and even pre-“bourgeois” customs and conditions offers strong resistance to this development imposed from above». Well, "will this resistance be dissolved with liberal and democratic methods?". That would be an unrealistic expectation:
It seems rather that the development of these countries, imposed from above, will bring with it a period of total administration more violent and harsher than that experienced by advanced societies, which can be based on the achievements of the liberal age. To summarize: backward areas are likely to succumb either to one of the various forms of neocolonialism or to a more or less terrorist system of primitive accumulation (Marcuse 1964, pp. 65-6).
The Soviet Union found itself in a position not very different from the newly independent countries. We know of the dangers that the "immense aggressive force" of the capitalist and imperialist West brought to bear on it. How could this threat be addressed? «Thanks to the power of total administration, automation in the Soviet system can proceed more rapidly, once a certain technical level has been reached» (Marcuse 1964, pp. 56-7). As for the newly independent countries, also for the Soviet Union the choice was between capitulation to colonialism and imperialism and accelerated economic and technological development, which could only be achieved by sacrificing the needs of democracy to a greater or lesser extent.
However, it is as if Marcuse recoiled in fear from this conclusion, which also emerged from the analysis he conducted. And not for lack of intellectual courage, but because he did not fully grasp the progressive and emancipatory scope of the global anti-colonialist revolution. Yes, he warmly welcomed the national liberation struggle of the Vietnamese people, who managed to "hold in check, with rudimentary weapons, the most efficient destructive system of all time", which represented "a new [and encouraging] fact in the history of the world". More generally, "national liberation fronts" could provide a valuable contribution to the capitalist "crisis of the system". And yet, reservations and doubts were not long in coming. Yes, the victory of the Vietnamese resistance “would be an extremely positive step,” but “it would still have nothing to do with the construction of a socialist society” (Marcuse 1967a, pp. 57, 65 and 73). True, for newly independent countries, rapid economic and technological development is a matter of life and death. However, "we must ask ourselves what evidence there is that ex-colonial or semi-colonial countries would be capable of adopting an essentially different mode of industrialization" compared to the model of "capitalism" and substantially taken up by the Soviet Union itself (Marcuse 1964, p. 65) .
The philosopher who argued in this way was not touched by doubt: the overcoming of an international division of labor which sees a handful of countries hold a monopoly on technology and technologically advanced industry and thus exercise power (not only economic) over the rest of the world has nothing to do with the creation of "an essentially different mode of industrialization" compared to the past?
After speaking of the persistence of scarcity especially outside the "advanced industrial society" as a "Hell", Marcuse seemed to consider the shrinking of this infernal area irrelevant. He called attention to the scandal of the extreme polarization between the affluence of the "advanced industrial society" and the desperate misery of the Third World, but then argued as if the development of the Third World did not introduce any substantial innovation into the existing order. Why should the narrowing of social polarization on a planetary scale be less important than the narrowing of social polarization within a single country? We are led to think of the proverbial situation of those who cannot see the forest because the trees block their sight. The result was paradoxical: after having drawn attention to the clash between anticolonial revolution and colonialist and imperialist reaction, dissatisfied with the insufficiently "different" and new character of the political-social reality that was emerging, Marcuse (1967a, p. 70) he invited us to take note that the «world system [is] now united for life and death»!



  
     11.The 4th of August of «critical theory» and «concrete utopia»


    If Vietnam is a cause of laceration between the philosophers of "critical theory" and "concrete utopia" (the US condemnations intertwine and clash with declarations of support), unity is re-established on the occasion of the US War six days (5-10 June 1967) which saw Israel triumph over Egypt, Syria and Jordan. Of course, the unity we are talking about here is far from being granitic. Horkheimer and Adorno identify so completely with Israel that they don't even bother to defend it from the accusation of colonialism or imperialism leveled at it by anti-colonial and third world inspired movements. On the contrary, for the two exponents of "critical theory" it is a question of putting the latter in the dock.
While on the most immediately political level he takes a position very similar to that of Horkheimer and Adorno, on the other hand Bloch defends Israel from the accusation of colonialism or imperialism: it is true - he argues - it is a country that enjoys the support of US president, of the «Johnson of the war in Vietnam» (of a colonial and imperial war); and, however, we must not confuse different things. In accordance with his style of thought, the philosopher of the "concrete utopia" evokes a future without shadows, under the banner not only of peaceful coexistence but of the "symbiosis" between Jews and Arabs; he also declares that he cannot identify with Zionism and regrets that the foundation of Israel took place under the sign of Herzl, a follower of "nationalism" and far from inclined towards "symbiosis with the other peoples already residing in the territory". This explains the unjust treatment reserved by the new State for the "Arab refugees" and the "Arab minority remaining in Israel". Things would have gone very differently if the line and legacy of the internationalist and "socialist Moses Hess" had been affirmed, a worthy continuer of the great tradition of the Jewish prophets. However, by bringing a glorious past up to date, we can hope for a "new Arab-Jewish symbiosis" and even, "in case of necessity", in a symbiosis that sees the "autonomy of Israel" guaranteed within a "state space". infinitely larger Arabic" (Bloch 1967, pp. 421-24).
Unfortunately, the evocation of a radiant and perhaps utopian future corresponds, as far as the present is concerned, to a very different orientation: Bloch does not limit himself to identifying himself totally with Israel, he is not content to fully support the war against Nasser's Egypt . He proceeds further: he accuses Nasser of following a "Nazi model", of being inspired by a "hatred against the Jews until the final solution"; and all this with the complicity of the Arab world as a whole, from which "deadly threats" against Israel come. And, therefore, the left that in some way supports the Arab cause itself emits "pogrom sounds", whether it is aware of it or not (Bloch 1967, pp. 419-21).
Arguing in this way, the philosopher of the "concrete utopia" ended up accusing anti-colonialism and third worldism as a whole, in the manner of the two exponents of "critical theory". We must not lose sight of the fact that, even if we want to ignore the Palestinian tragedy, in the Middle East of those years colonialism was also very present in its classic form, and with racial connotations. Just over a decade earlier, in 1956, for having nationalized the Suez Canal, Egypt had suffered the joint attack of Israel, Great Britain (far from inclined to renounce the Empire) and France (determined to give a lesson to Nasser also in order to consolidate his shaky dominion in Algeria). Despite the disagreement and rivalry between Washington and London, if Churchill had called on the West to support England's presence in the Suez Canal, "in order to prevent a massacre against the whites", Eisenhower had complained that with the nationalization of the Suez Canal Nasser aimed to "unseat the whites". Clearly, for the two Western statesmen, the Arabs continued to be part of the Negroid populations (Losurdo 2007, chapter VI, § 3). We know that the pathos of the white race was anything but foreign to Hitler, in whose vicinity, however, Bloch had no doubts in placing Nasser.
During the 1967 war, the most problematic seems to be Marcuse. The attitude he recommended "does not imply complete acceptance of either Israel's theses or those of its adversaries." On the one hand:
The foundation of Israel as an autonomous state can be defined as illegitimate to the extent that it took place, thanks to an international agreement, on foreign soil and without taking into account the local population [...] I admit that in addition to the initial injustice, there have been others added by Israel. The treatment meted out to the Arab population was at least reprehensible, if not worse. Israel's policy has revealed racist and nationalist traits that we Jews should be the first to reject [...] A third injustice [...] is the fact, I think incontrovertible, that since the foundation of the State, Israeli policy has followed American foreign policy too passively. Never, on any occasion, have representatives or the representative of Israel in the United Nations taken a stand in favor of the Third World liberation struggle against imperialism (Marcuse 1967a, p. 165).
On another note:
[The initial] injustice cannot be redressed with a second injustice. The State of Israel exists, and a ground for meeting and understanding must be found with the hostile world that surrounds it [...] Secondly, we must also take into account the repeated attempts at an agreement made by Israel and always rejected by the representatives of the Arab world. And thirdly, the declarations, not generic but clear and strong, by Arab spokesmen that they want to wage a war of annihilation against Israel.
Such a painful calculation of rights and wrongs seems to go hand in hand with doubts and uncertainties. And, instead, the conclusion is peremptory: «In these circumstances the preventive war (such was in fact the one against Egypt, Jordan and Syria) can and must be understood and justified» (Marcuse 1967a, pp. 165-66 ). It is a conclusion based entirely on the assumption of the "war of annihilation" reproached against the Arab countries.
This is an assumption that has the terrible memory of the "final solution" behind it; yet not only is it not demonstrated, but its meaning is not even clarified precisely. In history, the "annihilation" of a state or country is not a rare phenomenon: think of Poland at the end of the eighteenth century, divided between Russia, Austria and Prussia; to the states or statelets absorbed into a higher state entity during the process of national unification in Italy and Germany; to the disappearance of the Southern Confederacy at the end of the American Civil War; to the dissolution of the Soviet Union (or the Evil Empire, in the words of its implacable enemy, Ronald Reagan) in the twentieth century. Or think of the transformation of the old South Africa, founded on white supremacy, into a completely new South Africa. In all these cases, the political "annihilation" of a State, however arbitrary and unjust it may be, did not entail the physical annihilation of its inhabitants. Marcuse glosses over all this, but his certainties quickly reveal themselves to be fragile:
On the left [in the USA] there is a very strong and completely understandable tendency to identify with Israel. On the other hand, the left, and in particular the Marxist left, cannot pretend to ignore that the Arab world partly coincides with the anti-imperialist camp. Emotional solidarity and conceptual solidarity are therefore objectively separated in this case, and indeed split.
Why does "emotional solidarity" prevail over "conceptual solidarity"? At least for a philosopher the opposite should happen. Marcuse (1967a, p. 164) justifies himself by referring to his Jewish ancestry: «You will understand how I feel solidarity and identify with Israel for very personal reasons, and not just personal ones». But wasn't being overwhelmed by the "emotional solidarity" of national and ethnic ties also the attitude adopted by German social democracy, which on 4 August 1914 had voted for war credits to Wilhelm II's Germany? June 1967 is the 4th August of "critical theory" and "concrete utopia" (and, at times, of Marcuse himself).



  
     12. '68 and the mass misunderstanding of Western Marxism


    During the 1960s and 1970s, a mass misunderstanding characterized the Marxist-oriented left in Europe and the United States: the large demonstrations in favor of Vietnam were easily intertwined with the homage paid to Adorno and Horkheimer who they branded the national liberation movements were retrograde and reactionary and viewed with detachment or (especially in the case of the second) did not fail to support the war unleashed by the USA in Indochina.
In those years, together with Vietnam, China also enjoyed mass support; however, we are witnessing a new comedy of errors, and not only due to the fact that, arising from a centuries-old national and anti-colonial liberation struggle, the People's Republic aspired to put itself at the head of the national and anti-colonial liberation movements (the movements disdained by the « critical theory").
There is another reason. In 1966 Mao launched the cultural revolution. In Italy the «communist newspaper» «il manifesto» greeted her in its first issue (28 April 1971) with an article by K.S. Karol who expressed his satisfaction with the fact that «during the cultural revolution the apparatus of the party and the state was greatly reduced». It was the beginning of the realization of utopia starting with the extinction of the State! In reality, Mao had publicly distanced himself from this ideal after just a few years of exercising power on a national scale. Chiara was now the indefinite duration of the «organs of our State»: «Let's take the courts [...] We will need courts even in ten thousand years because, even after the elimination of the classes», the contradictions, even without being antagonistic , they would have continued to exist in communism and would have needed a legal and state system to be regulated (Mao 1956/1979, p. 451).
In any case, as far as the cultural revolution was concerned, still in 1969, on the occasion of the IX Congress of the Chinese Communist Party, Lin Piao, at that time designated heir of Mao Zedong, had unequivocally clarified the objectives pursued by the leaders of Beijing:
Just as was underlined in The 16 Points [which three years earlier had marked the beginning of the cultural revolution]: «The Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution constitutes a powerful driving force for the development of the social productive forces in our country», agricultural production in our country it has obtained good harvests for several consecutive years; there is also a vigorous situation in industrial production and in science and technology; the enthusiasm of the broad working masses for revolution and production has reached an unprecedented level; numerous factories, mines and other enterprises have continuously broken records in production, bringing it to a level never seen in history, and the technical revolution is continuously developing [...] «Make the revolution and stimulate production» – this principle is completely right (Lin Piao 1969, pp. 61-2).
It was a point that Lin Piao insisted on forcefully:
We must [...] firmly carry out the revolution and vigorously stimulate production, and fulfill and surpass the development plan of the national economy. It is certain that the great victory of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution will continue to bring about new leaps forward on the economic front and in our cause of socialist construction as a whole.
It is no coincidence that one of the main charges leveled against the deposed president of the People's Republic of China, Liu Shao-chi, was "the snail's pace theory", that is, the misunderstanding of the fact that the cultural revolution would, in the eyes of its promoters, accelerated the development of the productive forces in a prodigious way, bringing the country very quickly to the level of the most advanced capitalist countries (Lin Piao 1969, pp. 64-5 and 48-9). The cultural revolution relaunched the Great Leap Forward of 1958, through which China adventurously hoped, thanks to mass mobilization and enthusiasm in work and production, to forge ahead in economic and industrial development.
What did Western Marxism understand about all this? In Italy, those same people who were enthusiastic about the new course imposed by Beijing often hailed a book whose central thesis was: the socialist revolution «suppresses work. And just like that it abolishes class domination. Workers' suppression of work and violent destruction of capital are therefore one and the same" (Tronti 1966, p. 263).
At this point the comedy of errors reached its climax. Already in 1937, in his essay On Practice, Mao had underlined the centrality of "material productive activity" for the purpose of increasing not only social wealth, but also "human knowledge". Yes, «small-scale production limited men's horizons»; also by virtue of this pedagogical function, material productive activity was not destined to disappear even "in the classless society", in communism (Mao Zedong 1937/1969-75, vol. 1, pp. 313-15). In the West, however, the celebration of the leader of the Chinese revolution could well be combined with the wait for the end of the work; the essay On Practice was often cited, but to refer only to the class struggle, removing both the struggle for production and the struggle for "scientific experimentation". Together with the main slogan launched by the cultural revolution ("Make a revolution and stimulate production"), Western Marxism also undermined the thought of Mao, to whom it nevertheless paid homage quite a few times. Furthermore, the slogan of the "worker's suppression of work" also effectively broke with Marx and the post-capitalist scenario he outlined. According to the Communist Manifesto, "the proletariat will use its political power" and control of the means of production primarily "to increase, with the greatest possible rapidity, the mass of productive forces" (MEW, 4; 481 ).
This thesis of a general nature took on a very particular importance in the East. After having shaken off the colonial yoke, the newly independent countries and peoples were committed to consolidating it on an economic level: they no longer wanted to depend on alms or the arbitrariness of their former masters; they considered it essential to break the monopoly that the most powerful countries held (and still partly and to a decreasing extent hold) on the most advanced technology.
Mao, who had already warned in 1949 against the danger for the People's Republic of China of "becoming an American colony" on an economic level, felt strongly committed to erasing two types of inequality: that existing within China but also, and perhaps even more, that which separated China from the more advanced countries. By powerfully accelerating the development of the productive forces, overcoming the first contradiction would have facilitated the overcoming of the second as well; Thus, the Chinese nation would stand on its feet in a stable manner, and the long struggle for recognition necessitated by the oppression and humiliation imposed by imperialism would be crowned with complete success. Thanks to a political revolution called to promote equality on an international and internal level and thanks at the same time to a powerful development of productive forces, the great Asian country would become an irresistible model for the global anti-colonialist revolution (and for the building of socialism).
The orientation expressed by the Vietnamese communists was not dissimilar. While the war for independence and national unity was in full swing, the then first secretary of the North Vietnamese Workers' Party declared that, once power had been achieved, the most important task lay in the "technical revolution". From that moment on it was "the productive forces that played the decisive role"; it was therefore a question of making a thorough commitment in order to «achieve higher productivity, stimulating the construction of the economy and the development of production» (Le Duan 1967, pp. 61-3).
Of the great upheavals taking place in Asia (and in the Third World), Western Marxism perceived only the aspect of revolt, of the revolt against capitalism even more than against imperialism (little attention was paid to national liberation struggles), especially of revolt against power as such. It is in this sense that the slogan ("Rebellion is right!") with which Mao tried to get rid of the adversaries who still occupied significant positions of power within the Communist Party was read. If in China the rebellion was invoked in order to give free rein to the enthusiastic commitment of the masses in work and in the development of social wealth, in the West the rebellion against power as such made it impossible to build an alternative social order to the one existing and entailed the reduction of Marxism to (impotent) "critical theory" or, at best, to messianic expectation.
Overall, anarchy in China was the objective and unexpected result of the cultural revolution and it was remedied by the intervention of the army; in the West, however, the call to rebellion (against power as such, in society and in the workplace) served to relaunch anarchism also on a theoretical level. Laboriously defeated by Marxism at the time of the Second International, anarchism experienced a sensational revenge in the '68 movement and in relevant sectors of Western Marxism of those years.



  
     13. Sartre's populist and idealistic anti-colonialism


    Even authors who were strongly committed to the fight against colonialism were unable to resist this trend. Take Jean-Paul Sartre. As a central chapter of the Critique of Dialectical Reason makes clear, he traces the various human conflicts ultimately to "scarcity" (rareté), to which a decisive role is attributed: "Scarcity, whatever form it takes, dominates all praxis [. ..] In the reciprocity modified by scarcity, the same appears to us as the counter-man in that this same man appears to us as radically Other (i.e. the bearer of a threat of death for us)" (Sartre 1960, vol. 1, pp. 256-57).
The result of this approach is devastating. To the extent that it seems to determine a struggle for life and death, the condition of scarcity ends up justifying the oppressors themselves, who in some way are also victims of a tragic struggle for survival, which in the present imposes itself in a fatal way and which in the future can only be eliminated by the development of productive forces. On the opposite side, the oppressed appear driven primarily or exclusively by the desire to escape intolerable living conditions; but then, given that language, culture, national identity and dignity play no role, we cannot understand the participation in the struggle against national oppression by social strata that enjoy a comfortable standard of living or more or less great affluence. In reality, it is the book (The Wretched of the Earth) written by the theorist of the Algerian revolution (Fanon) that refutes Sartre, to which the French philosopher contributed with a passionate preface:
In the first phase of the national struggle, colonialism tries to defuse the national claim by engaging in economism. From the first claims, colonialism simulates understanding, recognizing with ostentatious humility that the territory suffers from serious underdevelopment requiring a conspicuous economic and social effort (Fanon 1961, p. 147).
The rejection of "economism" is in fact the criticism of the thesis that makes the colonial question derive exclusively from "scarcity". In Sartre himself there is a contradiction: if in the Critique of Dialectical Reason he refers to "scarcity", in the preface to The Wretched of the Earth he relies above all on the paradigm of recognition; the "enemies of the human race" stubbornly deny it to the "race of submen" who would be the Algerians and colonial peoples in general (Sartre 1967, p. xxii). As we can see, indignation at the crimes of colonialism and sympathy and solidarity with colonial peoples fighting against oppression do not in themselves guarantee an adequate understanding of the national question.
The fact is that for Sartre the protagonists of the anti-colonial revolution are always "the damned of the earth", engaged in a desperate struggle to free themselves from colonial domination. However, any reference to the second stage of the anti-colonial revolution, the one centered on economic construction, is absent. Yet Fanon forcefully insists on it: to give concreteness and solidity to the independence gained thanks to the armed struggle, the newly independent country must escape from underdevelopment. Commitment to work and production thus takes the place of courage in battle; the figure of the more or less qualified worker takes over from that of the guerrilla. When it feels forced to capitulate, the colonial power seems to say to the revolutionaries: "Since you want independence, take it and die"; in this way "the apotheosis of independence turns into the curse of independence". It is to this new challenge, no longer of a military nature, that we need to know how to respond: "We need capital, technicians, engineers, mechanics, etc."; the "grandiose effort" of an entire people is necessary (Fanon 1961, pp. 56 and 58).
The stalemate of many African countries that were unable to move from the military phase to the economic phase of the revolution is somehow foreseen on the one hand, and on the other the turning point that occurred in anti-colonial revolutions such as the Chinese, Vietnamese or Algerian ones. We are in 1961. In that same year, another eminent theorist of the anti-colonialist revolution dedicated a book to the figure of Toussaint Louverture which was at the same time an assessment of the revolution of which the black Jacobin had been the great protagonist. After the military victory, he had had the merit of addressing the problem of economic construction: to this end he had stimulated the culture of work and productivity and had also tried to use white technicians and experts from the ranks of the defeated enemy. Exactly what Lenin would later do in the years of the NEP, introducing the end of "indolence" and "the most rigorous discipline" in the workplace and making use of "bourgeois specialists" (Césaire 1961, p. 242).
It is a point that is difficult for Sartre to understand and accept. The theory of revolution formulated in the Critique of Dialectical Reason is permeated by disappointment at the fact that the "group in fusion", protagonist of the overthrow of the Old Regime and united by revolutionary enthusiasm, tends to transform itself after the conquest of power , in a "practical-inert" structure, with new hierarchies taking the place of the overturned ones. However, it is not the merging group that can promote and achieve the economic and technological development of a newly independent country.
An anti-colonialist revolution (or in any case in a country located on the margins of the more developed capitalist world and therefore exposed to the dangers of colonial or neocolonial aggression and subjugation) is truly victorious only if it proves capable of giving impetus to economic construction. Given the presuppositions of his philosophy, Sartre turns out to be poorly equipped for understanding this problem. The pathos of the subject ("we must start from subjectivity") and the controversy against "the myth of objectivity" lead to a subjective idealism: "In short, a philosophical theory is needed which shows that the reality of man is action and that action on the universe is one with the understanding of this universe as it is, or, in other words, that action is revelation of reality and at the same time transformation of it" (Sartre 1946, p. 47; Sartre 1947, pp. 55 and 91). We are led to think of Fichte, for whom the French Revolution found its theoretical expression in Fichte's own philosophy which freed the subject "from the constraints of things in themselves, from external influences", ultimately from material objectivity. It is a vision that can perhaps stimulate the overthrow of the Old Regime or colonial rule, but which is of little help when economic construction (necessary for the achievement of real independence) is called upon to deal with material objectivity, with "things in themselves" (Losurdo 2013, chapter VIII, § 1).
We have seen Sartre place the emphasis on "action" as a tool for understanding and transforming political reality; the action we are talking about here is exclusively political action. The protagonists of the anti-colonial revolution argued very differently. In 1937 Mao Zedong had insisted on the fact that truth arises not from solitary speculation but "in the course of the process of social practice", but he was quick to add that, beyond the "class struggle" (i.e. political action) , "material production" and "scientific experimentation" were also an integral part of "social practice" (supra, chapter III, § 12). Committed to governing the areas already liberated during the anti-colonial revolution, the Chinese leader certainly could not ignore the comparison with objective materiality inherent in carrying out the unavoidable task of promoting economic and technological development.
Concentrating his attention only on the desperate effort of the "wretched of the earth" to break the chains of colonial slavery and reserving his sympathy exclusively for the group in fusion, protagonist of the magical but brief moment of the revolution, that of the choral enthusiasm that presides over the overthrow of a universally hated ancient regime, Sartre is the champion of a passionate and meritorious anti-colonialism, which however is at the same time populist and idealist. It is an anti-colonialism that is unable to understand the phase of the revolution involved in the construction of the new order when, as Fanon underlines, technical competence becomes essential and the order of the day, to quote the theorist of the Algerian revolution again, « grandiose effort" of an entire people or, to put it this time with Césaire, the end of "indolence" and "the most rigorous discipline" in the workplace.



  
     14. Timpanaro between anticolonialism and anarchism


    Acute awareness of the colonial question also reveals Sebastiano Timpanaro, who in this regard subjects the Marxism developed in the capitalist metropolis to harsh criticism, mostly incapable of looking beyond it: between the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the «Marxism of the Second International» was clinging to "a schematic and tenaciously Eurocentric philosophy of history", which paid little attention to the "war-mongering and reactionary adventures" of the bourgeoisie and the "imperialist phase of capitalism". Did a turning point occur with the October Revolution? Unfortunately, only partially. Eurocentrism and the lack of attention to the tragedies inflicted by Europe and the West on colonial peoples have been far from overcome by "Western Marxism", inclined towards "anti-Leninism". It is a disastrous trend on a theoretical and political level, accentuated after the necessary turning point of 1956: «de-Stalinization - due to the confused way in which it was undertaken and carried forward, and due to the basically social democratic character that unfortunately it soon assumed - became it is resolved, even in communist countries, in a re-flowering of "Westernizing" tendencies" (Timpanaro 1970, pp. 92-3 and 5; Timpanaro 1975, p. xxxi).
However, as in Sartre, also in the Italian philologist-philosopher, and albeit in different ways, the mismatch between political platform and theoretical categories emerges. It is true, referring to Lenin, he recognizes the legitimate "persistence of national demands" against the oppression exercised by imperialism and unhesitatingly supports the struggle of the Vietnamese people against US imperialism; on the other hand, however, he casts a heavy shadow of suspicion on national liberation movements when he assimilates "race hatred and the conflict of nations" (Timpanaro 1970, pp. 216 and 16). Yes, the individual "can feel, as a result of mystifying ideologies, national, religious, racial solidarity, above class solidarity", but in any case these are precisely "mystifying ideologies", who try to hide the «inconsistency of race and nation as biological-cultural categories» (Timpanaro 1970, pp. 184 and 23). In reality, we have seen that the desire for national redemption of an oppressed people can well be combined with a universalistic pathos that calls into question the arrogance, often steeped in racism, demonstrated by the power that colonial rule exercises.
It is on several levels that Timpanaro's passionate anti-colonialist commitment contradicts the theoretical platform he developed. He takes up the Marxian thesis of the extinction of the State and indeed further radicalizes it with an explicit reference to Bakunin's anarchism (Timpanaro 1970, pp. xxi-xxii). Already unrealistic in itself, the expectation of the disappearance of every norm comes into direct contradiction with the military and/or economic struggle of the peoples committed to shaking off colonial domination and establishing themselves and establishing themselves as independent national states.
The urgency of economic and technological development, an unavoidable prerequisite for real independence, entails (in China, Vietnam and nowadays also in Cuba) the opening to the market and concessions to the national bourgeoisie (whose entrepreneurial and managerial competence is need) and international (whose consent is necessary to access the most advanced technology). However, Timpanaro formulates a critical judgment on the policy that put an end to so-called war communism in Soviet Russia: «The NEP, in his [Lenin's] intent, was only supposed to be a transitory "catch for breath". While after his death it became a lasting reality" (Timpanaro 1970, p. xvii). Together with that of the nation and the State, the philologist-philosopher seems to dream of the disappearance of the market too, with a messianic and anarchic vision of post-capitalist society.



  
     15. Lukács' isolation


    When he assimilates nation and race, Timpanaro finds himself in a dilemma with no way out: either the nation refers to biology (exactly like the race of which the theorists of biological racism speak), or, once this unfortunate vision has been liquidated, there remains than to take note of the "inconsistency" of the nation itself. In any case, there is no place for the national and colonial question. We could say with the late Lukács (1971, vol. 1, p. 3): «either social being has not been distinguished from being in general, or it has been seen as something radically different without the character of being."
We have thus arrived at the Western philosopher who, together with Gramsci, measured himself most intensely with Lenin. It is true, the great youth text, History and Class Consciousness, does not devote any attention to the colonial and national question. And, even with regards to his mature writings, it is surprising that the historical balance sheet of the period from 1789 to 1814, that is, from the overthrow of the Old Regime to the Restoration, is drawn without any reference to the abolition of black slavery in colonies (by Toussaint Louverture and Robespierre) and its reintroduction (by Napoleon).
And yet, it is of great importance that in the 1924 book dedicated to Lenin, the revolutionary role of the "nations oppressed and exploited by capitalism" is analyzed and described with precision. Their struggle is an integral part of the world revolutionary process: harsh is the criticism aimed at those who, in seeking the "pure proletarian revolution", neglect the colonial and national question and ultimately end up losing sight of the revolutionary process in its entirety. concreteness (Lukács 1924, pp. 41 and 45).
Thanks to the attention paid to colonialism, and the barbarism intrinsic to it, the Hungarian philosopher is far from the idealistic transfiguration of the liberal West into which Bloch, Horkheimer, Adorno repeatedly slip. He draws attention to Marx's denunciation of the "slavery of Ireland" implemented by the British Empire and complains that this denunciation found little echo in the "English workers' movement of the time" and in the Second International (Lukács 1924, p . 43). Unfortunately, it must be added that the thesis (which Lukács takes from Lenin) of the centrality of the colonial and national question within the world revolutionary process has also aroused little echo in Western Marxism.
Although characterized by a variety of positions, ranging from a convinced anti-colonialism but with an often fragile theoretical platform to a declared pro-colonialism, on the whole Western Marxism has missed the appointment with the global anti-colonialist revolution.



    
       
         See Losurdo 2005, chap. X, § 3 (for the dehumanization of blacks and Chinese); Losurdo 2013, chaps. III, 2 and XI, 5 (for Santo Domingo-Haiti); Losurdo 2010, chap. III, § 10 (for Amritsar); Losurdo 2002, chap. 2xxvii, § 7 and Losurdo 2007, cap. III, § 5 (for under man/Untermensch).


    

  


  


  
     IV. Triumph and death of Western Marxism
1. Light and safety from the West!


    We can now better understand the manifesto with which Anderson in 1976 proclaimed the excellence of a Western Marxism that had finally freed itself from any link with Eastern Marxism. It is the year of Mao's death: it is followed by a test of strength between the aspiring or potential heirs, with the coming to power of a ruling group that quickly liquidates the "cultural revolution". However, tensions between China and the Soviet Union remain high. Not only the socialist camp, but also the anti-colonialist camp is hit by contradictions and the winds of crisis. In Europe, "Eurocommunism" is asserting itself which, in its clear distancing from real socialism (entirely located in the East), unites the most important communist parties of Western Europe, those operating in Italy, France and Spain. The religion of the West is also spreading on the left: ex Ovest lux et salus!
Thus, a trend that had already manifested itself immediately after the October Revolution comes to fruition. While the civil war was still raging in Russia, the Italian reformist leader Filippo Turati reproached the followers of Bolshevism for losing sight of «our great superiority of civil evolution from the historical point of view» and therefore abandoning themselves to «infatuation» for «the eastern world, facing the western and European world"; they forgot that the Russian "Soviets" were to the Western "Parliaments" what the barbarian "horde" was to the "city" (Turati 1919a, p. 332; Turati 1919b, p. 345).
The first of the two essays by the reformist leader I cited contrasted, already in the title, Leninism and Marxism. «Leninism» was synonymous with Eastern Marxism (crude and barbaric by definition), while «Marxism» was synonymous with Western Marxism (civilized, refined and authentic, again by definition). This "orientalistic" reading of the political, social and cultural reality of Soviet Russia spread widely in the West. Even before Turati, while the war was still underway, Bloch (1918/1985, p. 399) ruled: from Soviet Russia «nothing comes but stink and barbarism, otherwise called a new Genghis-khan, who poses as as a liberator of the people and abusively waves the emblems of socialism."
Yet it was the philosopher himself who drew attention to the dramatic nature of the situation in force in the country that was the protagonist of the revolution, even if he blamed it on the Bolsheviks, guilty (in Bloch's eyes) of having refused to continue fighting alongside or in the service of France , Great Britain and the USA. The recognition of an important point remained firm: the Germany of Wilhelm II had invaded Russia, was annexing vast areas, and was responsible for colonial-style massacres (supra, chapter II, § 4). However, the recognition of the tragic state of exception did not undermine the orientalist reading of the revolution and Bolshevik power. A decade later, Kautsky (1927, vol. 2, p. 434) deprecated: «the cities of Russia are still saturated with oriental essence».
Of course, there was some truth to this line of reasoning. The country that was the protagonist of the October Revolution did not have a history of constitutionalism behind it. However, the support provided by the liberal West first to the tsarist autocracy and then to the gangs of "Whites" who attempted to bring this autocracy back to life or establish a military dictatorship was ignored or removed. Nor was there any reference to the very precarious geopolitical situation of the country resulting from the October Revolution and to the permanent state of exception imposed on it by this or that power of the liberal West. Bloch did not realize a fundamental contradiction: on the one hand he claimed a liberal and parliamentary development of the regime born from the October Revolution; on the other hand he demanded the continuation of a war which, due to its intrinsic brutality and barbarism and the fact that it now clashed with the resistance of the vast majority of the population, could only be conducted with ruthlessly dictatorial methods. As for Kautsky, it is no coincidence that he referred to the "oriental essence" rather than to history and geography.
It was an essentialist approach that persisted over time. Still in 1968, while the war unleashed in Vietnam by the United States revealed all its horror, rather than being indignant at the American and Western cruelty, Horkheimer (1968a, p. 138) explained Stalin and Mao and the "totalitarian apparatus" they implemented with «the collective cruelty practiced in the East». In that same year, while recognizing (as we know) "the immense aggressive force" of capitalism-imperialism which forced the countries it targeted to defend themselves "desperately", Marcuse spoke of "oriental totalitarianism", with the use of a category that tends to be essentialist. Without making any reference to the difficult geopolitical situation of the Soviet Union or China and ignoring the theoretical limit of Marx (a Western philosopher with little interest in the problem of the limitation of power because at times inclined to the messianic expectation of the extinction of the State and power as such), the category of "Oriental totalitarianism" placed the lack of democratic development of those countries exclusively at the expense of a mythical East.
Western Marxism continued to feel the influence of Cold War ideology until the end: George F. Kennan, the great American theorist of "containment" policy, also motivated it with the need to keep the "Eastern mentality" under control » (oriental mind) (in Hofstadter 1958, vol. 3, p. 414). Indeed, in Western Marxism the orientalist approach survived the Cold War: we will see Žižek paint Mao Zedong as a despot so ferociously and capriciously bloodthirsty as to bring to mind the stereotypes of the crudest orientalism (infra, chap. V, § 2).
Placed in this context, the success of Anderson's book was far from astonishing: by abandoning Eastern Marxism and the countries it inspired to their fate, Western Marxism would be rid of something that clipped its wings and prevented it from flying high . In reality, the success and even triumph enjoyed by Western Marxism and Eurocommunism would prove short-lived; Both of them died quickly.



  
     2. The cult of Arendt and the removal of the colonialism-Nazism connection


    For some time now, the disdainful refusal to understand what was happening in the East with the anti-colonial revolution and post-capitalism had prepared the ground for ideological capitulation. Think of the devoted cult at a certain point accorded to a philosopher who, despite having taken extreme left-wing positions, ended up branding Marx as an enemy of freedom and inspirer of communist totalitarianism. I am referring to Hannah Arendt, who nowadays is adventurously related to Rosa Luxemburg (Haug 2007, pp. 181-82 and 196) and is one of the reference authors of Impero, the most successful media book of Western Marxism! Already tenuous, the ties of Western Marxism with the world anti-colonialist revolution were completely torn apart.
For a long time, especially among colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin fighting for emancipation, there has been an awareness of the close link between Nazi-fascism and colonialist tradition. A year after the advent of the Third Reich, Du Bois (1934/1986, p. 1243) compared the racial state that Hitler was building in Germany to the racial state long in force in the South of the United States and to the regime of white supremacy and of colonial and racial domination that the West as a whole asserted on a global level. Publishing his autobiography a few years later, the African-American author reiterated an essential point: «Hitler is the late exponent, crude but consequent, of the racial philosophy of the white world»; therefore, American and Western democracy in general had no credibility, founded on the exclusion of both the "lower classes" and, and above all, the "colored peoples of Asia and Africa" (Du Bois 1940/1986, p. 678).
Significantly, the connection between the Third Reich and the colonialist tradition behind it was sometimes highlighted through the use of the category of "totalitarianism". In 1942-43, while distancing himself from the violent method reproached against the communist movement, an African-American far-left militant (Randolph) highlighted a point that was essential for him: for Nazi Germany, for the colonial and racial Empire that Japan tried to impose in China and which Great Britain was determined to maintain in India, just as for the regime of white supremacy that continued to characterize the South of the USA, one could speak of «Hitlerism», of «racism» but also of « totalitarian tyranny". The international situation was characterized by the struggle of the "colored races" against the various "imperialisms" and the different forms of "racism" and "totalitarian tyranny" (Kapur 1992, pp. 107, 109 and 112). «Totalitarianism» was the power exercised by self-styled superior races over people of color and the colonial world.
In taking this position, Randolph referred to Gandhi, leader of the independence movement, who in fact in an interview on 25 April 1941 had declared: «In India we have a Hitlerian government, albeit disguised in milder terms» (Gandhi 1969-2001, vol. 80, p. 200). This way of arguing had the mistake of not giving due importance to the differences existing between the different political realities compared, but it rightly highlighted the common trait: the idea of racial hierarchy, the idea by which the peoples branded which "inferior races" were destined by nature and Providence to suffer the domination of the white or Aryan race. And it was this idea that pushed Hitler to build the "German Indies" on the model of the British Indies or to look for the West or Far West in Eastern Europe to be subjugated and colonized according to the American model.
Even after the end of the Second World War, the vision that linked the white supremacy regime still in force in the South of the USA to the Third Reich was very widespread among African Americans. Eloquent in itself was an episode that occurred in those years in New York and of which, even without grasping its full significance, Arendt reported in a letter to Karl Jaspers dated 3 January 1960: «To all the last classes of the middle schools of New York was given a theme: imagining a way to punish Hitler. And here's what a black girl proposed: we should put black skin on him, and then force him to live in the United States" (in Young-Bruehl 1982, p. 361). In a fresh and naive way, the candid black girl imagined a sort of law of retaliation, according to which those responsible for the racist violence of Nazi Germany were forced to suffer, as blacks, the humiliations and oppression of the white regime supremacy which they tirelessly propagated and implemented in a most ruthless way.
In those same years, the militants of the Algerian revolution and its theorist (Fanon) compared the French colonial empire once again to the Third Reich. And this not only due to the ferocity of the repression: what was Nazi-fascism "if not colonialism within traditionally colonialist countries?"; yes, «a few years ago, Nazism transformed the whole of Europe into a true colony» (Fanon 1961, pp. 50 note and 59). It was not a question of the orientation of individual personalities, but of the conclusion reached by the anti-fascist coalition: in Nuremberg the leaders of the Third Reich were condemned for having pursued a program of colonial conquests in the name of the superior right of the "race of the masters", and for having developed, during the Second World War, a gigantic system for the drainage and large-scale exploitation of forced labor, as «in the darkest times of the slave trade» (in Heydecker, Leeb 1985, vol. 2, pp 531 and 543).
The first Arendt was also aware of the connection between colonialism and Nazi-fascism, and during the war she defined Nazism as the "most horrible imperialism the world has known" (Arendt 1942a, p. 193). In those years, imperialism was described with an eye constantly turned to its racist ideology and to the landing point constituted by the Third Reich: it was the claim to divide humanity "into superior and inferior races", "into races of masters and of slaves, in noble and plebeian lineages, in whites and peoples of color." The "cult of race" typical of imperialism had led the English to define themselves as "whites" and the Germans as "Aryans"; this was how "the crimes of modern imperialism" were explained (Arendt 1946b, pp. 28-9).
The philosopher was so far from the theory of two more or less twin totalitarianisms that she gave the Soviet Union (at that time led by Stalin) the merit of having «simply liquidated anti-Semitism», as part of «a just and very modernity of the national question" (Arendt 1942a, p. 193). It was an appreciation reiterated three years later: «Regarding Russia, what every political and national movement should pay attention to – its completely new and successful way of dealing with and settling nationality conflicts, of organizing different populations on the basis of national equality – has been neglected by friends and enemies alike” (Arendt 1945c, p. 99). A text from January 1946 was also eloquent: «In the country that appointed Disraeli as its Prime Minister, the Jew Karl Marx wrote Capital, a book which in its fanatical zeal for justice, nourished Jewish tradition much more effectively than the fortunate concept of “chosen man of the chosen race”” (Arendt 1946a, p. 121). The contrast between two ideal-typical figures of Judaism sounded like an indirect contrast between the Soviet Union, which Marx never ceased to refer to, and Great Britain, which with Disraeli had fueled an ideology typical of imperialism (and Nazism itself).
In any case, on the agenda was the struggle to eradicate the roots of fascism once and for all. It was necessary to address the "unsolved colonial problem" and "white supremacy", as well as that of the rivalry "between imperialist nations". In summary: «This time fascism has been defeated, but we are far from having annihilated the underlying evil of our time. Its roots are still strong and bear the name of anti-Semitism, racism, imperialism" (Arendt 1945b, pp. 45 and 48). The defeat inflicted on the Third Reich was not yet the definitive solution to the problem:
At the end of an "imperialist age", we may find ourselves in a phase in which the Nazis appear as crude precursors of future political methods. Following a non-imperialist policy and remaining faithful to a non-racist doctrine becomes more difficult every day because it becomes clearer every day how heavy the burden of humanity is for man (Arendt 1945a, p. 23).
It was a point of view forcefully reiterated the following year:
Imperialism, which entered the scene towards the end of the last century [i.e. the nineteenth century], has today become the dominant political phenomenon. A war waged on an apocalyptic scale revealed the suicidal tendencies inherent in any consistently imperialist policy. And yet the three main driving forces of imperialism – power for power's sake, expansion for expansion's sake, racism – continue to rule the world (Arendt 1946b, p. 27).
In the end. In December 1948, on the occasion of Menahem Begin's (future prime minister of Israel) visit to the USA, in an open letter to the New York Times also signed by Albert Einstein, Arendt called for mobilization against the person responsible for the massacre in the Arab village of Deir Yassin, pointing out that the party he directed, with its mixture of "ultra-nationalism", the display of "racial superiority" and terrorist violence against the Arab civilian population, was "closely related to the National Socialist and Fascist parties" (Arendt 1948, pp. 113-15). By promoting the ruthless colonial expansionism of a self-styled superior race, Begin was retracing the footsteps of Nazism and fascism.
The connection between Nazism and colonialism also emerged at times in the first two parts of the Origins of Totalitarianism, those respectively dedicated to anti-Semitism and imperialism. Published in its first edition in 1951, the book reserved ample space for the ideological and political history of the British Empire: already during the reaction against the French Revolution, with Edmund Burke the thesis that raised "the entire British people [..] .] to the rank of aristocracy among nations"; racism, the main "ideological weapon of imperialism", and "eugenics", the new pseudo-science determined to improve the race through the forced sterilization of unsuccessful people (or perhaps through the use of more radical measures), took shape. Along this line was Disraeli, who proudly contrasted the «rights of an Englishman» with the «rights of man» which he mocked and who, together with Arthur de Gobineau, was one of the two most «devoted supporters of the “race”» ( Arendt 1951, pp. 224, 245-46 and 256).
Given these ideological assumptions, in the colonies a power without the limitations that it knew in the capitalist metropolis began to be theorized and experimented for the colonial peoples. It was a power that tended to take on increasingly disturbing forms: already within the British Empire the temptation of "administrative massacres" emerged as a tool to liquidate any challenge to the existing order (Arendt 1951, pp. 182, 186 and 301) . We are on the threshold of the ideology and practice of the Third Reich. Of Lord Cromer, representative of the colonial power in Egypt, Arendt drew a portrait not without analogies with the one subsequently dedicated to Eichmann (the infamous Nazi hierarch): the banality of evil seemed to find a first, weaker, incarnation in the "imperialist bureaucrat" British who, «in cold indifference, in the genuine lack of interest for the peoples administered», had developed a «bureaucrat's philosophy» and «a new form of government», «a form of government more dangerous than despotism and arbitrariness » (Arendt 1951, pp. 259 and 295-96). And this form of government that went beyond traditional despotism makes us think of totalitarianism: even in the first Arendt there was a tendency to make use of the category of totalitarianism to define the link between Nazism and colonialism. The first model of totalitarian power was that exercised on colonial peoples, dehumanized through racist ideology and decimated and enslaved.
The picture changed radically with the transition to the third part of the Origins of Totalitarianism, clearly influenced by the ideological climate that arose following the outbreak of the Cold War. The judgment on the Soviet Union was not so important, thanks to the category of totalitarianism placed essentially on the same level as Hitler's Germany; above all, the removal of the link that united the Third Reich to the colonialist and imperialist tradition of which it wanted to be the consequent and most intransigent heir was decisive.
A turning point had occurred. While still in France and before crossing the Atlantic in 1941, Arendt, according to her biographer, saw the work she was writing «as an exhaustive work on anti-Semitism and imperialism, and a historical investigation of that phenomenon which then called “racial imperialism”» (Young-Bruehl 1982, p. 193). To be precise, the essay on imperialism published in «Commentary» in February 1946 was preceded by a note in which the reader was informed that the author was «writing a book on imperialism». The Third Reich as "racial imperialism", as an imperialism that took to the extreme the racial component inherent in colonial domination and in the subjugation imposed on peoples and "races" considered inferior or stuck at a primitive stage of social development; the Third Reich as the supreme stage of imperialism! This was the vision that inspired Arendt in the years of the fight against Nazi-fascism and which still shone through from the first two parts of the Origins of Totalitarianism: it was from imperialism and colonialism, it was from political and ideological processes which also involved the British Empire and other Western powers that it was necessary to take steps in order to understand the genesis and development of Nazi-fascism.
Upon closer inspection, the third part of the Origins of Totalitarianism was a new book compared to the previous two parts and the work on "racial imperialism". In the book originally planned still under the emotion of the fight against Nazism, at the center was the category of imperialism, the genus that subsumed different species, first of all the British Empire and the Third Reich (the most complete expression of the barbarism of 'imperialism); and in this framework a positive role was given to the Soviet Union, protagonist of the fight against Nazi imperialism and inspiration of anti-colonial liberation movements. In the third part of the book, actually published while the Cold War was raging, the category of totalitarianism came to the center, the genus that now subsumed Stalin's USSR and Hitler's Germany; the new framework gave a positive role to the anti-totalitarian West as a whole, including countries like Great Britain and France which were still full-fledged colonial empires.
The heterogeneous character of the Origins of Totalitarianism had not escaped historians. Immediately after its publication, the book was subjected to harsh criticism by Golo Mann:
The first two parts of the work deal with the prehistory of the total state. But here the reader will not find what he is used to finding in similar studies, that is, research on the peculiar history of Germany or Italy or Russia [...] Rather Hannah Arendt dedicates two thirds of her effort to anti-Semitism and imperialism, and above all to imperialism of English origin. I can't follow her [...] Only in the third part, in view of which the whole thing was undertaken, does Hannah Arendt seem to be truly on topic (Mann 1951, p. 14).
The pages dedicated to anti-Semitism and imperialism would therefore have been substantially off topic; yet it was a question of explaining the genesis of a regime, Hitler's, which openly aspired to build a great colonial empire in Central and Eastern Europe founded on the domination of a pure white and Aryan race.
Mann could not understand the call into question of the British Empire. In his criticism of Arendt he also tried to involve Jaspers, to whom he urgently asked: «Do you [also] believe that English imperialism, in particular Lord Cromer in Egypt, has something to do with the totalitarian state?» (Mann 1986, pp. 232-33). The German historian considered it a betrayal of the free world to cast a shadow of suspicion on the country that more than any other embodied the liberal tradition. He would have done well to read the description that an illustrious liberal and British historian (Thomas B. Macaulay) had made in the mid-nineteenth century of the regime imposed in India in crisis situations by the London government: it was a "reign of terror » compared to which « all the injustices of the previous oppressors, Asian and European, appeared as a blessing » (below, chapter VI, § 2). And once again, despite the philistine indignation of Cold War ideologists, the governing practices in place in the colonies of the liberal West lead us back to totalitarianism.
The heterogeneous character of the Origins of Totalitarianism was captured by other historians, who drew attention to the artificial effort to make "Soviet communism the totalitarian equivalent of Nazism", for example by inventing a Bolshevik pan-Slavism which would be the pendant of Nazi pan-Germanism ( H. Stuart Hughes in Gleason 1995, p. 112); overall, «with regard to Stalinism the book is less satisfactory», and the absence of a «clear theory» of «totalitarian systems» becomes evident here (Kershaw 1985, p. 42). More precisely: «in numerous passages, the analysis of the Soviet Union appears to have been made mechanically similar to that of Germany, as if it had been inserted later for reasons of symmetry» (Gleason 1995, p. 112). Yes, Arendt's book on totalitarianism is actually «essentially an explanation of Nazism's rise to power, and the themes covered in the first two parts – anti-Semitism and imperialism respectively – have little to do with the nature of power Soviet"; it is better to say goodbye to the category of "totalitarianism", which aims only to liquidate the USSR through the artificial but "deadly" "comparison" with Hitler's Germany (Kershaw 2015, pp. 525 and 334 ff.).
Without prejudice to the heterogeneity of the book, if for Golo Mann it was a question of dismissing as off-topic the first two parts which, together with anti-Semitism, accused colonialism and imperialism, for the historians subsequently cited it was necessary to take note of the artificial and ideological character of the third party which, adapting to the ideological and practical needs of the Cold War, frantically tried to compare the Soviet Union to the Third Reich. And now we read Empire, a key text of Western Marxism: «It is a tragic irony of fate that, in Europe, nationalist socialism ended up resembling national socialism» (Hardt, Negri 2000, p. 115). In tracing the balance of the first half of the twentieth century, the two authors abstracted from the clash between colonialism and anti-colonialism or between the reaffirmation and abolition of colonial slavery and settled on the positions of the Western champions of the Cold War, committed to criminalizing communism, absolving or reducing colonialism and imperialism a trifle.



  
     3. The Third Reich from the history of colonialism to the history of madness


    In the philosopher's original approach, the connection between imperialism and anti-Semitism and between anti-Semitism and anti-communism was also clear: the "racial imperialists" were pushed to see a foreign body in the Jews, accused of being "organized on an international level and of being linked to one to another by blood” (Arendt 1946b, p. 34); they were accused as «ethnic representatives of the Communist International», branded in turn as an instrument of the «world Jewish conspiracy of the Wise Men of Zion» (Arendt 1945b, pp. 44-5).
These were the years in which Arendt (1942b, pp. 27-33) negatively contrasted Herzl with another great figure of Jewish culture, namely Lazare. Unlike the first, the second had tried to promote the emancipation of the Jews not by wresting some colonial concession from the great powers of the time, but by inserting the struggle of the Jews and that of other oppressed peoples into an overall revolutionary project of anti-colonial and anti-imperialist orientation. , the fight against anti-Semitism and the fight against colonial racism. On the opposite side, Hitler was the irreducible enemy of both the anti-colonial revolution and the emancipation of the Jews.
The most monstrous crime of the Third Reich, Jewish murder, was also placed in this context. Imperialism was characterized by the claim to enforce the «natural law of the right of the strongest» and the tendency to «exterminate “the inferior races which are not worthy of survival”» (Arendt 1945a, p. 23). It was necessary to keep in mind that the "extermination of the natives" was "almost the order of the day" when it came to creating "new colonial settlements in America, Australia and Africa" (Arendt 1950, p. 9). Although unprecedented in terms of the systematic nature with which it was carried out, the Jewish crime nevertheless had its roots in a history dotted with genocides, in the history of colonialism and imperialism.
It is a story – we can add – in which extermination was not only implemented but was also explicitly theorized. At the end of the 19th century, with an eye on the unrest that was beginning to be felt among colonial peoples, important personalities and circles entertained the temptation of genocide. Theodore Roosevelt (1894/1951, p. 377) wrote: if "one of the inferior races" were to attack the "superior race", the latter could only react with a "war of extermination"; as "crusaders", the white soldiers would be called to "put men, women and children to death". Of course, there would be protests, but they would be easily silenced if power or "white control" were in danger.
In fact, a few years later, the independence movement of the Philippines, which had become a US colony after the victorious war against Spain, was faced with the systematic destruction of crops and livestock, enclosing the population en masse in concentration camps with a high rate of of mortality and even with the killing of all males over the age of ten (Losurdo 2015, chapter V, § 5). Roosevelt's statement stimulated a question: what fate awaited those who incited the "inferior races" to revolt against "white power or control"?
The problem became topical with the October Revolution and the appeal it launched to the "slaves of the colonies" to break their chains. In 1923, sounding the alarm for the mortal danger that the Bolshevik agitation and the revolt of the people of color were weighing on civilization and the white supremacy in force on a planetary level, an American author already famous on both sides of the Atlantic, Lothrop Stoddard , underlined the eminent position that Jews occupied «in the “officer corps” of the Bolshevik and anti-colonial revolt. Yes, starting from Marx they played a leading role in the "revolutionary movement"; their "destructive criticism" made them "excellent revolutionary leaders", as was confirmed in particular by the October Revolution and the emergence of the "Judeo-Bolshevik regime of Soviet Russia" (Stoddard 1923, pp. 151-52) . Even before Hitler, already in the American theorist of white supremacy the enemy to be liquidated once and for all was the "Judeo-Bolshevik regime of Soviet Russia"!
The slogan that would later preside over the genocidal crusade of the Third Reich was launched in a book published in its first edition ten years before Hitler came to power. Its author had become famous in the West for a 1921 book whose title already called for the struggle to defend "global white supremacy" from the "rising tide of colored peoples" (Stoddard 1921). And he never tired of reiterating that against the under man, against the "sub-man" (the rebellious colonial peoples and their Bolshevik and Jewish instigators) resorting to the most radical measures was inevitable. You couldn't stop halfway: "mostly" - he observed with his gaze clearly also turned to the Jews - "you're born a Bolshevik, you don't become one"; «it is impossible to convert the sub-man», «it is nature itself that has declared him not susceptible to civilization»; if necessary, "complete extirpation" could be carried out against the sworn enemies of civilization (Stoddard 1923, pp. 233, 86-7 and 212).
The war of the Third Reich against the "Judeo-Bolshevik regime of Soviet Russia" already denounced by Stoddard gave rise on the one hand to Jewish murder, on the other to the systematic liquidation of the cadres of the Communist Party and the Soviet State and the reduction of millions of Russians to the condition of colonial slaves, destined from the beginning to die of hardship, starvation and diseases connected to all of this. A conclusion imposes itself: Jewish suicide is an integral part of the crusade against Judeo-Bolshevism and of the colonialist counter-revolution, which sees the Third Reich as the main protagonist but which begins outside Germany and before Hitler's coming to power.
This chapter of history was first mentioned by Arendt (1945b, pp. 43-5) who observed: at the end of the 1920s «the National Socialist Party became an international organization, whose leadership resided in Germany» and whose objective was the revival of "white supremacy". All this disappeared in the third part of the Origins of Totalitarianism, especially since the transition from the category of "racial imperialism" to that of "totalitarianism" involved a methodological shift. Totalitarianism was now interpreted from a psychological and psychopathological perspective. It is characterized by "madness", the "totalitarian contempt for reality and factuality". When we enter Hitler's Germany and the "totalitarian society", we have the impression of entering a world of madmen. It is not just the fact that “punishment is inflicted without any relation to a crime.” There is more:
Exploitation practiced without profit and work performed without a product is a place where meaninglessness is created on a daily basis [...] While it destroys all the connections of meaning with which one normally calculates and acts, the regime imposes a kind of supersense [...] Common sense educated in utilitarian reasoning is powerless against ideological supersense as soon as the regime proceeds to create a truly functioning world from it.
The foreign policy of the Third Reich itself responds neither to logic nor to calculation. It unleashes its wars not out of a "thirst for power", "neither out of a desire for expansion nor for profit, but only for ideological reasons: to demonstrate on a global scale that its ideology was right, to build a coherent fictitious world that is no longer disturbed from factuality" (Arendt 1951, pp. 626-29). In other words, totalitarianism is madness that wants madness. The philosopher thus forgets the observation made a few years earlier, according to which in the history of colonialism the "new colonial settlements in America, Australia and Africa" went hand in hand with the "extermination of the indigenous people", which was at agenda even at the time of the colonization of Eastern Europe. Of course, genocidal violence affected the Jews in a very particular way. In this regard, another observation by Arendt comes to mind: in the eyes of the Nazis, the Jews were the "ethnic representatives of the Communist International"; together with the Bolsheviks and difficult to distinguish from them, they were the most dangerous enemies of "white supremacy", which had to be defended and reaffirmed at all costs. Starting from the third part of the Origins of Totalitarianism, if everything is madness, and madness of which it is even useless to research the method, it makes no sense to connect the Third Reich to the colonial tradition, incontestably characterized by "thirst for power", search for "profit » and utilitarian calculation.
It must immediately be said that the method or lack of method, which Arendt adheres to in this regard, finds increasingly little credit in historiography. I am referring not only to historians who, by explicitly criticizing it, underline the "utilitarian goals" pursued by the Third Reich (Aly, Heim 2004, p. 11). Perhaps even more significant are the authors who, without mentioning the philosopher, draw attention to some essential points: with his wars of decimation and enslavement conducted in the East, Hitler set up a gigantic slave trade, which served excellently to fuel the production of goods and weapons of Germany at war; in order to build his continental Empire in Eastern Europe, the Führer unleashed the largest colonial war in history; it was a war conducted using not only armies but also waves of settlers coming from Germany and other countries and called to follow in the footsteps of the whites, often emigrants from Europe to North America and here protagonists of the colonization of the West and the Far West3. The politics of the Third Reich is not an expression of pure madness, just as the slave trade itself, the expansion of the North American republic from one ocean to another, and colonial wars in general are not.
The latest Arendt is placed within a tradition of thought that explicitly speaks of a mental asylum in relation to the revolution of 1848 (Tocqueville) or the Paris Commune (Hippolyte Taine), which reads the great historical crises as explosions of madness and in in this way it protects the existing system from radical criticism, branded as an expression of lack of common sense and pathological detachment from reality (Losurdo 2012). Indeed, the psychopathological paradigm allows Arendt to lighten the position of colonialism and to embellish the liberal West, both considered alien to the horror of the final solution. On the opposite side, after having underlined that Hitler's campaign against Judeo-Bolshevism jointly identifies and overwhelms, albeit in different ways, Jews and communists, the third part of the Origins of Totalitarianism tends to make twentieth-century communism the twin brother of Nazism. The fact is that, once we have arrived at the psychopathological paradigm, all that remains to explain totalitarianism is the use of "paranoia" and the cloying game of comparing one "paranoiac" to another, all branded as such on the basis of a diagnosis that escapes any verification, and therefore by sovereign and arbitrary decision of the interpreter.
Western Marxism was unable to resist this ideological operation. In this way, the contrast with Eastern Marxism that we saw manifested in decisive moments in the history of the twentieth century was re-presented. At the outbreak of the First World War, the exponents of Eastern Marxism in the making insisted that the horrors of capitalism-imperialism had not waited until August 1914 to manifest themselves in the colonies. A similar contrast emerged in relation to the Second World War, which Western Marxism wrongly began in 1939, the year in which imperialist expansionism, which had already been raging for years to the detriment of the colonies, broke into Europe. Finally, following the positions of the late Arendt, the now moribund Western Marxism once again aligned itself with the dominant ideology and developed the discourse on power and total institutions, completely abstracting from the colonial world.



  
     4. In the dock: colonialism or its victims?


    It is necessary to analyze the full extent of the turning point that occurred in Arendt with the outbreak of the Cold War. By now the judgment formulated on this or that country was abstracting from the fate reserved for colonial peoples: «Mussolini, who loved the term totalitarian so much, did not attempt to establish a full-blown totalitarian regime, being content with the dictatorship of the single party». Franco's Spain and Salazar's Portugal were assimilated to fascist Italy (Arendt 1951, pp. 427-28). What kind of power did the three countries exercise in the colonies they subjected? However genocidal (and totalitarian) it was, the three countries of the colonialist West were acquitted of the charge of totalitarianism.
The 1966 Preface to the Origins of Totalitarianism wondered whether we should speak of "totalitarianism" in relation to Mao Zedong's China (in Arendt 1951, p. xxxi), but no such problem arose for China enslaved by the Empire of the Sun Levant. Yet, it was one of the most horrible pages of the twentieth century. With the conquest of Nanjing in 1937, the massacre had become a sort of sport and, at the same time, fun: who would have been quicker and more efficient in beheading the prisoners? The deployment of limitless power and the dehumanization of the enemy had reached a very rare completeness and perhaps with some characteristics of "uniqueness": instead of animals, the vivisection experiments had been conducted on the Chinese, who for another towards they had constituted the living target of the Japanese soldiers who practiced attacking with the bayonet. The deployment of limitless power had also fully affected women, who were subjected to brutal sexual slavery. And yet, the suspicion of totalitarianism was asserted by Arendt only for the regime that had put an end to all this.
Still. We have seen Lord Cromer, a leading member of the British colonial administration, be depicted as a sort of proto-Eichmann, but now we read a passage trying to explain the genesis of the "totalitarian" government:
A similar form of government seems to find favorable conditions in the countries of traditional oriental despotism, in India and China, where there is an almost inexhaustible human reserve, capable of fueling the totalitarian machine which accumulates power and devours individuals, and where furthermore the sense of the superfluity of men, typical of the masses (and absolutely new in Europe, a phenomenon associated with general unemployment and the demographic increase of the last 150 years), has dominated for centuries unchallenged in contempt for human life (Arendt 1951, pp. 430 -31).
Far from indicting colonialism and imperialism, the discourse on the genesis of totalitarianism ended up targeting their victims, namely the colonial peoples. And this happened regardless of their political regime, as emerged from the reference to India (a democracy, although often an ally of the Soviet Union during the Cold War). The "almost inexhaustible human reserve" was already a prerequisite or a threat to totalitarianism.
Paradoxically, Arendt ended up taking up a classic argument of colonialist ideology: the cry of alarm for the "racial suicide", which loomed over the white race (due to its low fertility, incapable of facing the human tide of colonial peoples and color), was a motif dear to Theodore Roosevelt as well as Oswald Spengler (Losurdo 2007, chap. III, § 5). And it was no stranger to Churchill either, committed to defending British colonial rule over a people, the Indian one, prone to disobedience and rebellion also due to "its reckless and uncontrolled swarming" (in Mukerjee 2010, pp. 246-47 ). In similar terms, Hitler warned against the danger that the proliferation of indigenous people in Ukraine and Eastern Europe represented for the German Indies (Hitler 1942/1951, pp. 453-54). From the condemnation of colonial rule as the first source and manifestation of totalitarian power, to the revival of a commonplace of colonialist ideology to accuse the colonial peoples, already inclined to totalitarianism due to their enormous number: the anxiety was evident theoretician of Arendt's attempt to homogenize the ideological climate of the Cold War The origins of totalitarianism as a whole!
It is an involution that worsens over time. As emerges in particular from the essay On the Revolution. Here Marx is the author of "the most politically harmful doctrine of the modern age, namely that life is the supreme good and that the vital process of society is the very center of all human effort." The result is catastrophic:
This turning point led Marx to a real capitulation of freedom to necessity. He thus did what his master of revolution, Robespierre, had done before him and what his greatest disciple, Lenin, was to do after him in the grandest and most terrible revolution his teachings have yet inspired (Arendt 1963a , pp. 65-6).
The three greatest enemies of freedom and, indirectly, the most dangerous champions of totalitarianism are now identified as Robespierre, Marx, Lenin. He is, respectively, the Jacobin political leader who sealed the abolition of slavery in Santo Domingo and the victory of the revolution of the black slaves led by Toussaint Louverture (the latter, not surprisingly known as the "black Jacobin" or as the leader of the Black Jacobins, could easily have been included by Arendt in her list of enemies of freedom); of the philosopher who before anyone else denounced the intrinsic barbarity of colonialism; of the political leader who immediately after the conquest of power called the "slaves of the colonies" to break their chains, thus promoting the global anti-colonialist revolution (the element of greatness of the twentieth century). In fact, now it is no longer colonialism, it is its great antagonists who sit in the dock; the two revolutions, the French (and Jacobin) revolution and the October Revolution, which promoted the dismantling of the global colonialist-slavery system, are pointed out as consequent enemies of freedom.
This drift is not accidental. Let's also overlook the hiccup that for a moment leads Arendt to agitate a topos of colonialist ideology. One point, however, is clear. If, as happens in the third part of the Origins of Totalitarianism and in the subsequent production, we abstract from the despotic and basically totalitarian power that colonialism and imperialism impose on colonial peoples and those of colonial origin and ignore the terrible difficulties that the process of emancipation entails for the peoples subjected or in danger of being subjected, and the focus is exclusively on the presence or absence of liberal institutions capable of limiting power, it is already clear in advance that the suspicion of totalitarianism will loom not over those responsible for the colonial wars but over their victims.
To give an example: the France of the July Monarchy which at the beginning of 1830 launched itself into the conquest of Algeria was more liberal than the Arab country it had subjected. However, it was precisely liberal France that formulated and implemented a policy summarized as follows by Tocqueville: «Destroy everything that resembles a permanent aggregation of the population or, in other words, a city. I believe it is of the highest importance not to allow any city to exist or arise in the regions controlled by Abd el-Kader" (the leader of the resistance) (Losurdo 2005, chapter VII, § 6). Well, what sense would it make to place the suspicion of totalitarianism only on the victims of this openly genocidal policy?
And, however, perhaps also due to Arendt's past, for some time influenced by Marx's thought and by the communist movement itself, starting at least from the 1970s The origins of totalitarianism did not encounter any resistance in the ranks of Western Marxism, which had now reached in its terminal stage.



  
     5. With Arendt from the Third World to the "Western Hemisphere"


    The turning point that occurred in Arendt with the outbreak of the Cold War did not only concern the reading of the past. Let's jump forward two decades compared to the first edition of the Origins of Totalitarianism. These were the years in which the global anti-colonial revolution also manifested itself in the USA with the struggle of African Americans for emancipation: the Third World demanded the end of a centuries-old chapter of history marked by colonialism as well as neocolonialism and white supremacy on the political, economic, ideological. It is against this tumultuous movement of colonies, former colonies, colonial peoples and peoples of colonial origin that the philosopher took a position with a peremptory declaration: «The Third World is not a reality but an ideology». It was a statement reiterated a few years later: the Third World is «an ideology or an illusion. Africa, Asia, Latin America: those are realities" (Arendt 1972, pp. 123 and 209-10).
But if the Third World is an ideological abstraction, why should Asia constitute a "reality"? Obviously, we are talking about political realities here: it would be absurd to contrast Asia as a geographical category with the Third World, which is clearly a political category. Well, at the time Arendt's declaration fell, Asia was embracing opposing political realities. The income disparity that separated Japan from less developed countries was enormous and the memory of the horror that the Empire of the Rising Sun had committed in its attempt to colonize and enslave its Asian neighbors was still alive.
A few years before the declaration just seen, in condemning the revolutions that moved in the wake of Marx and Lenin, in her book On the Revolution the philosopher indulged in another peremptory statement: «Human life has been afflicted by poverty since times immemorial and humanity continues to suffer under this curse in all countries outside the Western Hemisphere” (Arendt 1963a, p. 120). «Western Hemisphere»! The most diverse political-social realities were mixed under a single category: the most advanced industrial country and the countries at that time more than ever afflicted by underdevelopment and mass poverty; the superpower which, based on the Monroe Doctrine, arrogated to itself the right to intervene sovereignly in Latin America and the countries which were forced to undergo such interventions and the semi-colonial condition connected to them. On the revolution she cited James Monroe only once, and she cited him univocally as a champion of the cause of freedom (Arendt 1963a, p. 68); there was no reference either to the slaves she owned or to the doctrine that took its name from him and which claimed the neocolonial domination of the North American republic over the entire continent, over the "western hemisphere".
Justified in the name of the rejection of "abstractions", the escape from the Third World led to an even more abstract entity (in political-social terms). However, this second abstraction immediately gave a glimpse of a very specific country, with respect to which the philosopher once again expressed herself in a peremptory way: «the colonialism and imperialism of the European nations» are the «great crime in which America has never been been implicated” (Arendt 1958, p. 46). In this framework, with an incredible distraction, there is no room for the war against Mexico and its dismemberment, for the colonization and annexation of Hawaii, for the conquest of the Philippines and the ruthless repression of the independence movement , sometimes explicitly taking advantage of the genocidal practices implemented against the Indians at the time.
We thus come across the most sensational removal: the expropriation, deportation and decimation of the natives in order to acquire the land often cultivated thanks to the work provided by black slaves, deported from Africa during a journey marked by a very high mortality rate. It is no coincidence that this chapter of history inspired Hitler, who identified the "indigenous" of Eastern Europe as the Indians to be expropriated and decimated in order to make the Germanization of the conquered territories possible, while the survivors were destined to work as black slaves in the service of the race of lords. Well, this chapter of history, which embraces the time span of the colonial expansionism of the West and summarizes all its horror, would have nothing to do according to Arendt, at least as regards its initial American phase, with the history of colonialism!
At the beginning of the twentieth century, an illustrious British politician and historian observed that Tocqueville's Democracy in America "is not so much a political study as a work of edification" (Bryce 1901, p. 325). Arendt's On the Revolution also falls into this last category. These are two texts that celebrate the founding of the USA as the greatest chapter in the history of freedom, without mentioning the fact that the newborn North American republic sanctioned black slavery in its Constitution and for decades saw slave owners exercise an influence decisive on political institutions. «In a period in which the movement for the abolition of slavery was already marching on both sides of the Atlantic» (Ferguson 2011, p. 129), the institution of slavery assumed its harshest configuration (the white owner could sell the individual members of the black family he owned as pieces or separate goods if necessary) and knew his political and constitutional triumph. Published shortly after the first great anti-colonial revolution (that of Santo Domingo-Haiti), while speaking with disdain of it, Democracy in America expressed its admiration for the USA, which was trying to starve and force the country governed by former slaves. On the revolution it saw the light in the culminating moment of the world anti-colonialist revolution and its author posed in the same way as Tocqueville: she condemned this revolution and erected a monument to the superpower that tried to crush it by every means.
Despite all this, Arendt continued to exert a great influence on Western Marxism. We will see that the thesis according to which colonialism and imperialism were foreign to the USA is taken up uncritically by Hardt and Negri (infra, chap. IV, § 10). It could be said that Arendt's path (escape from the anti-colonial revolution and the Third World and arrives at the "Western hemisphere" and its lead country, mythically transfigured) is also the path of the two authors of Empire.



  
     6. Foucault and the removal of colonial peoples from history


    Together with Arendt, another author, already accredited by Althusser in the 1960s (Althusser, Balibar 1965, pp. 27, 46, 110), was responsible for making the break between Western Marxism and the anti-colonial revolution irreparable, at that time the Marxist philosopher more prestigious. I am referring to Michel Foucault. Thanks to his analysis of the pervasiveness or omnipresence of power not only in institutions and social relations but already in the conceptual device, he emanated an aura of fascinating radicalism that allowed us to deal with power and ideocracy at the foundation of « real socialism", whose crisis was manifesting itself more and more clearly.
In reality, radicalism is not only apparent, but turns into its opposite. The gesture of condemnation of every power relationship, indeed of every form of power both within society and in the discourse on society, makes that "determined denial" (bestimmte Negation), that denial of a "determined content" very problematic or impossible » which, in Hegelian terms, is the presupposition of a real transformation of society, the presupposition of revolution (Hegel 1812/1969-79, vol. 5, p. 49). Furthermore, the effort to identify and demystify domination in all its forms reveals surprising gaps precisely where domination manifests itself in all its brutality: little or no attention is paid to colonial domination.
The latter does not appear to have been associated with the protest against the massacre of Algerians in Paris promoted by Sartre and which also saw the participation of Pierre Boulez, a friend of Foucault. More generally, he played no role in the fight against the torture and ferocious repression with which the authorities tried to crush the struggle for national liberation in Algeria. It has rightly been observed about Foucault that «his critique of power continues to look to Europe» (Taureck 2004, pp. 40 and 116).
In his works, colonial peoples or people of colonial origin are also absent on a historical level. This explains the statement according to which at the end of the 18th century the "disappearance of the spectacle of punishment" and the "public ritualization of death" began to appear "in Europe and the United States" (Foucault 1975, pp. 13 -4; Foucault 1976, p. 213). The periodization suggested here refers to the torture inflicted in 1757 on Robert-François Damiens (author of a failed attack against Louis XV) and reconstructed by Foucault (1975, pp. 9-11) with an abundance of gruesome details. In reality, if we also include African Americans in the picture, we must say that between the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth century we witnessed not the disappearance but rather the triumph of the "spectacle of punishment" and the "public ritualization of death". Here is how in the US of white supremacy the black accused (often wrongly) of having attacked the sexual and racial purity of a white woman was sentenced to death:
News of the lynchings were published in local newspapers, and additional carriages were added to the trains for spectators, sometimes thousands of them, coming from miles away. To witness the lynching, school children were allowed a day off.
The show could include castration, slaying, roasting, hanging, shooting. Souvenirs for buyers could include the victim's fingers, toes, teeth, bones, and even genitals, as well as picture postcards of the event (Woodward 1998, p. 16).
We are far from the reconstruction of the history of the "economy of punishment" ("in Europe and the United States") and of the "modern soul" as such made by the French philosopher: in the first decades of the nineteenth century "little by little punishment has ceased to be a staging and everything that could have been spectacular is now affected by a negative value judgment" (Foucault 1975, pp. 13-4 and 27). In reality, as far as African Americans are concerned, between the nineteenth and twentieth centuries torture and death achieved an unprecedented spectacularization and they, far from being reserved for exceptional events (an attack on a king or a head of state), became an almost daily practice.



  
     7. Foucault and the esoteric history of racism...


    All this is ignored by the French philosopher, and it is not an accident. He traces a bizarre history of racism, and indeed so bizarre as to be even esoteric. In summary: «in the mid-nineteenth century», as opposed to the annalistic tradition committed to consecrating sovereignty, a completely new, anti-authoritarian and revolutionary discourse emerged in France, which broke down society into warring races (or classes) and introduces «a principle of heterogeneity: the history of some is not the history of others» (Foucault 1976, pp. 73 and 65).
However, some time later, a turning point occurs: «the idea of race, with all that it entails at the same time as monist, state and biological, will replace the idea of the struggle of races». It is a real reversal: «Racism literally represents revolutionary discourse, but in reverse». It remains clear that "the root from which we start is the same" (Foucault 1976, p. 74). This would explain the tragedy and horror of the twentieth century. The Third Reich «resume the theme, widespread at the end of the 19th century, of a state racism charged with protecting the race». As for the country resulting from the October Revolution: «What the revolutionary discourse designated as a class enemy, in the Soviet state racism will become a sort of biological danger» (Foucault 1976, p. 75).
It is a reconstruction that raises numerous problems. First of all: did "state racism" only break out in the twentieth century? The abolitionists who in the 19th century burned the American Constitution in the square, branded it as a pact with the devil for consecrating racial slavery, took steps to question this periodization well in advance; that is, those abolitionists who accused the fugitive slave law of 1850 of wanting to force every US citizen to become a man hunter: not only was anyone who tried to hide or help the black person pursued by his legitimate owners liable to punishment but also those who did not had collaborated in his capture (Losurdo 2005, chapter IV, § 2). In partial justification of Foucault it could be said that he ignores this chapter of history; but at least he could have read Marx's comment on the Fugitive Slave Law: "To act as slave catcher for Southern slave owners seemed to be the constitutional task of the North" (MEW, 15; 333). In any case, we are not in the presence of racism that manifests itself only at the level of civil society: on the basis of explicit constitutional and legal norms, what decided the social position and destiny of an individual was his racial belonging, ascertained and sanctioned under a law; we are clearly in the presence of "state racism".
If the thesis according to which "state racism" made its first appearance in the twentieth century is devoid of any foundation, the assertion that it is the advent of the Third Reich that marks the "emergence of an absolutely racist” (Foucault 1976, p. 225)? The particular horror of which Hitler's Germany was guilty, the horror of Jewish murder, is beyond question, but that is not what it is really about. We read an authoritative American historian of racism: «The Nazi definition of a Jew was never as rigid as the norm defined as “the one drop rule”, prevalent in the classification of blacks in the laws on racial purity in the southern United States»; what defined the Jew, according to the Nuremberg laws, was also the belonging to the Jewish religion of this or that ancestor, while in the USA religion played no role in the definition of black. Blood decided everything, even a single drop of blood (Fredrickson 2002, pp. 8 and 134-35).
If we then refer to the United States before the Civil War, we are more than ever forced to draw a conclusion: here the reality of the racial state emerges more clearly than in the Third Reich; Hitler did not own slaves (neither black nor Jewish), while, as we know, for the first decades of the history of the North American republic almost all of its presidents were owners of (black) slaves. However, in the history that Foucault traces of racism there is no space for African Americans or even for colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin as a whole. In this way the understanding of Nazism is compromised: we will see the main ideologist of Nazism (Alfred Rosenberg) refer, three years before Hitler's coming to power, to the "racial state" already in force in the USA (in the South) as a model to keep in mind for the building of the racial state in Germany.
More generally: the removal of colonialism makes an adequate understanding of capitalism impossible. If we analyze the capitalist countries together with the colonies they possessed, we can easily realize that we are in the presence of a double legislation, one for the race of the conquerors, the other for the race of the conquered. In this sense the racial state or "state racism" (in Foucault's language) accompanies the history of colonialism (and capitalism) like a shadow; only that this phenomenon occurs more clearly in the United States due to the spatial contiguity in which the different "races" live.
Unfortunately, in reconstructing the history of racism, the French philosopher abstracts not only from the colonial tradition but also from political-social history as such. He does not start from the meeting-clash between different cultures and from the relationship established by the West with what has gradually become the colonial or semi-colonial world. He focuses on a chapter in the history of ideas entirely internal to the West and indeed entirely internal to France. We are not talking here about the country (metropolises and colonies) in which, during the revolution, the condemnation of the slave and racist regime emerges, at work in Santo Domingo (as well as in the neighboring North American republic) and founded on domination, sanctioned by law , of the "aristocracy of the epidermis" and of the "nobility of the skin". This is not the country where the first epic showdown between champions and opponents of black slavery and the racial state took place.
No, France is another one at the center of the history of racism outlined by Foucault. Albeit in very vague terms and without mentioning specific texts or authors, he refers to the discourse that emerged at the turn of the revolution, which read the political-social conflict in racial terms not in the French Empire as a whole but in metropolitan France (making abstraction from the colonies): if Boulainvilliers defended the privileges of the nobles as heirs of the victorious Franks, authors such as Sieyès and Thierry responded by claiming the right of the Gallo-Romans (i.e. of the Third Estate) to shake off the dominion imposed on them precisely by the Franks.
Once again, the singular way in which Foucault proceeds stands out, starting not from Boulainvilliers but from his antagonists: the revolutionaries were the first to read the political-social conflict in racial terms. But let's ignore this: were Boulainvilliers' critics really affected by racism, did they intend to excavate a naturalistic and insurmountable "heterogeneity" among the struggling political-social subjects? Even while speaking of races or peoples in struggle and war, Sieyès contested the position of absolute privilege claimed by the champions of the aristocracy, who "even go so far as to consider themselves as another species of man", a superior species (Sieyès 1788 /1985, p. 99). As the reference to common humanity demonstrates, if anything we are in the presence of a criticism of racism, not of its theorization. Is it really true that "the history of some is not the history of others"?
In reality, when he described the history of the Third Estate in 1853, Thierry began with the struggle between the Franks and the Gauls but ended up celebrating the progressive "fusion of the races", the progressive disappearance of the "distinction of the races" and the "consequences legalities of diversity of origin", and all this in the wake of a struggle which saw the serfs and the excluded in general making polemical references to the feudal lords in these terms: "We are men like them" (Thierry 1853, pp. 411, 413 and 424). Are we in the presence of a racist discourse or its criticism?
Even as regards Boulainvilliers, he certainly justified the privileges of his class by referring to a conflict between different "races", but these were still races internal to the West; he compared the Third Estate to the Gallo-Romans who were defeated but not foreign to the area of civilization; he did not compare him to the blacks of the colonies, that is, to a "race" considered inferior by nature and by nature capable only of providing servile labor. With his theory, Boulainvilliers certainly did not intend to subject the bourgeoisie, which had experienced a notable social rise in France, to slavery or colonial subjugation; he aimed to reiterate the exclusive character of the narrow area of aristocratic privilege. The process of authentic racialization instead affected primarily the colonial peoples (and, secondarily, the popular classes of the metropolis often assimilated to the savages of the colonies) and the upper layer of the Third Estate, which raised the issue of common humanity, participated in these processes only as a function of the fight against the privileges of the aristocracy.
All this comes out of Foucault's historical-conceptual framework. In it there is no space for the centuries-old processes of racialization and dehumanization that affect colonial peoples, just as there is no space for the great struggles for recognition starting from the one that, with the radicalization of the French revolution, leads to the abolition of slavery in the colonies. We are led to ask ourselves: to explain the history of racism in the West, the debate that took place in France on the Franks and Gallo-Romans with the participation of a limited number of intellectuals is truly more important than the wars of conquest against peoples who are beginning to be considered a mass of homunculi devoid of real human dignity and therefore destined to be enslaved or annihilated, as happens during what has sometimes been defined, due to its dimensions, as the "greatest genocide in the history of humanity" (Todorov 1982, p. 7), the one that took place following the discovery-conquest of America? As regards France: is the little chapter in the history of ideas on which Foucault's attention focuses more significant than the revolution and war that broke out in Santo Domingo over the maintenance or abolition of black slavery? It is a gigantic clash that involves large masses of men and which constitutes a central chapter in world history. However, all this is too imbued with material elements (the chains of real slavery, the profits deriving from the slave market and the goods they produce) and too well known to arouse the interest of Foucault, committed to demonstrating that revolution and racism proceed hand in hand and to seek an originality that borders on esotericism.
The anti-revolutionary zeal and the cult of esotericism reach their peak in the interpretation of the thirty years of Stalin as a regime characterized by state and biological racism. The traditional theory of totalitarianism brings together and assimilates Hitler's Germany and Stalin's Soviet Union in a more or less radical way. But there still remains a great distance and even a clear antithesis on an ideological level: the first country openly proclaims that it wants to build a colonial empire based on white and Aryan supremacy; the second instead stands up as a champion of the fight against colonialism and racism. Foucault instead engages in an operation that had seemed too bold to supporters of the current theory of totalitarianism: he assimilates Hitler and Stalin also on an ideological level, as they are both champions of "biological racism". It is undoubtedly a new thesis, but is it supported by some demonstration or by arguments that resemble a demonstration?
As regards the relationship with the external enemy, it was the leader of historical revisionism, namely Nolte, who observed that, during the Second World War, the "racist" representation of Germany was very present in the West, with "a sort of » of the reading of the conflict «dear to National Socialism», not in the Soviet Union, which stuck to a «historical representation». In fact, it was not Stalin but Roosevelt who was toying with a project for a biological solution: "We must castrate the German people or treat them in such a way that they can no longer continue to reproduce people who want to behave as in the past." It is no coincidence that, at the end of the Second World War, in criticizing this attitude, Benedetto Croce underlined that the invoked "sterilisations" followed the "example set by the Nazis themselves". In fact, in the years of the Third Reich, the "final solution" was preceded by recurrent programs or suggestions of "mass sterilization of the Jews". Furthermore, Croce was unaware that the Third Reich in turn had learned a lot from the eugenic and racist tradition of the USA, as emerges from Rosenberg and Hitler's own declarations. The fact remains that, with his precise observation, the liberal philosopher refuted in advance the imaginative history of racism traced by the radical French philosopher.
As regards the internal enemy: referring to a declaration by Stalin according to which "the son is not answerable for the father", at the end of 1935 "Pravda" announced the overcoming of the discrimination that prevented the children of the privileged classes from accessing university . The pedagogical obsession which, according to the recognition of an American historian with proven anti-communist faith (Anne Applebaum), characterized the gulag is eloquent: until the end, while Hitler's war of annihilation raged and the entire country found itself in an absolutely tragic, they struggled to find and invest "time and money" for "propaganda, posters and political indoctrination meetings" for the prisoners. Obviously the terrorist nature of the dictatorship and the horror of the gulag remain unchanged, but where is the biology? It is necessary to distinguish political-moral despecification (exclusion from the human and civil community), which presides over religious wars and ideological wars and which leaves the victim with the escape route of conversion, from racial despecification which is naturalistically insurmountable. We may feel the greatest repugnance towards the Albigensian Crusade and the night of St. Bartholomew, but I know of no historians or philosophers who place these two events within the history of biological racism!
One final consideration. When Foucault held his course of lectures at the Collège de France analyzed here - we are in 1976 - the apartheid regime of racist South Africa was still very much alive. On the other hand, about ten years earlier Arendt had drawn attention to the ban that continued to affect interracial marriages in Israel and to other regulations of similar inspiration, in a paradoxical analogy with the "infamous Nuremberg laws of 1935" (Arendt 1963b, pp. 15-6). However, when the French author starts looking for another reality to compare to the Third Reich under the banner of "state racism", he manages to identify it only in the Soviet Union, the country which since its foundation had carried out a decisive role in promoting the emancipation of colonial peoples and which still in 1976 was in the foreground in the denunciation of the anti-black and anti-Arab policy conducted by South Africa and Israel respectively!



  
     8. ...and biopolitics


    No less esoteric and no less pervaded by anti-revolutionary zeal is the history that Foucault reconstructs of "biopolitics", the category that owes its extraordinary fortune to the French philosopher, who uses it to explain the horror of the twentieth century. Here, in a nutshell, is the historical balance sheet he traced: starting from the nineteenth century, a new vision and a "new technology of power" emerged. It is no longer a question, as in the past, of disciplining the bodies of individuals; now power «applies to the life of men, or rather, it affects not so much the man-body, as the man who lives, man as a living being», it affects «overall processes that are specific to life, such as birth, death, production, disease”, the “reproduction” of human life (Foucault 1976, pp. 211 and 209-10). Yes, with the advent of biopolitics, "power, in the 19th century, took possession of life" or, at least, "it took charge of life", and this "is equivalent to saying that it came to occupy the entire surface that extends from the organic to the biological, from the body to the population", to the "overall biological processes"; it is now necessary to guarantee "the safety of the whole in relation to its internal dangers".
The biopolitical turn in itself is already fraught with dangers. Then racism intervenes, or rather state and biological racism, which claims to "introduce a separation, that between what must live and what must die" and which transforms biopolitics into a practice of death (Foucault 1976, pp. 218, 215 and 220). From here would arise the catastrophic consequences that we already know in Stalin's USSR and Hitler's Germany.
As for the history of racism, so for that of biopolitics, the silence on colonialism is deafening, which is also the birthplace of one (as we have already seen) and the other (as we will see immediately). What happened in America with the arrival of the conquistadors is enlightening. Natives were often condemned to work until they died. There was an almost unlimited number of potential slaves available and there was no shortage of those who committed themselves to increasing their wealth by promoting the reproduction of the human livestock they owned:
Las Casas reports that the price of a slave increases when she is pregnant, just as it does for cows. «That unworthy man boasted, boasted – without showing any shame – in front of a religious man, that he had done everything to make many Indian women pregnant, in order to be able to obtain a better price for them by selling them as pregnant slaves» (Todorov 1982, p. 213).
Las Casas' testimony referred to a period in which the Indians had not yet been supplanted by blacks as a servile workforce. When this change occurred, the former, effectively assimilated to useless and cumbersome ballast, were destined to be erased from the face of the earth, the latter to work and reproduce as slaves. To strengthen and perpetuate the racial hierarchy, in the English colonies of North America and then in the USA, two rules were used: on the one hand the prohibition of miscegenation or "bastardisation", that is, the prohibition of sexual and marital relations between members of the «superior» race and members of the «inferior» races. In this way, a rigid legal and biopolitical barrier separated the race of masters and the race of slaves and there were sufficient guarantees for the latter to continue to be docile and obedient. If necessary, the second rule was resorted to: a death inflicted with horrible torments awaited anyone who showed signs of not having learned the lesson. Once the undisturbed functioning of the institution of slavery was guaranteed, human livestock was called upon to grow and multiply.
In 1832, Thomas R. Dew, an influential Southern ideologue, declared without any embarrassment and indeed not without pride that Virginia was a "Negro breeding state": in one year it exported five thousand. One planter boasted that his female slaves were "breeding animals of extraordinary quality." Among slave owners, it was a widespread method to increase capital through the encouragement of early motherhood and the promotion of births in general: quite often, girls were already mothers at 13 or 14 years old and by 20 they had given birth to five children; they could even achieve emancipation after enriching their master with 10 or 15 new small slaves (Franklin 1947, p. 149). It was a practice that did not escape the attention of Marx, who analyzed the situation prevailing in the USA on the eve of the war of secession in these terms: some states were specialized in the "breeding of niggers" (Negerzucht) (MEW, 23; 467 ) or in the «breeding of slaves» (MEW, 30; 290); by renouncing traditional “export articles,” these states “breed slaves” as commodities to be “exported” (MEW, 15; 336).
It was the triumph of biopolitics. If the conquistadors resorted to a biopolitics of a private nature (but still tolerated or encouraged by political power), now instead we are in the presence of a biopolitics implemented according to precise rules and norms; we are in the presence of a state biopolitics (as well as state racism). The State, the "power" deals with the "overall biological processes", "has taken possession of life", and does so in the most radical way, imposing a drastic "separation, that between what must live and what must die »: the breeding of blacks goes hand in hand with the deportation and decimation of the natives. It is a separation that is reproduced within blacks: those who are suspected of endangering "the security of the whole" (to always use Foucault's language) are considered unworthy of life and put to death, the others are encouraged to grow and multiply as slaves.
Later, at the beginning of the twentieth century, John A. Hobson, the honest English liberal widely used by Lenin in his essay on imperialism, summarizes the biopolitics of the capitalist and colonialist West in these terms: they survive (and indeed are stimulated to grow ) populations that “can be profitably exploited by superior white colonizers,” while the others “tend to disappear” (or, more properly, to be decimated and annihilated) (Hobson 1902, p. 214).
Of this central chapter in the history of biopolitics, of the colonialist chapter, there is no trace in Foucault. Moreover, his silence does not stop here. Even in the capitalist metropolis a surplus and unproductive population was gathering. It was also a burden, and therefore made people think of the Indians. A similar fate awaited both. It was the opinion clearly expressed by Benjamin Franklin, who observed regarding the natives:
If it is the design of Providence to extirpate these savages in order to make room for the cultivators of the land, it seems probable to me that rum is the appropriate instrument. It has already annihilated all the tribes that previously inhabited the coast.
Six years earlier Franklin had warned a doctor in these terms:
Half the lives you save are not worth saving because they are useless, while the other half should not be saved because they are evil. Does your conscience never reproach you for the impiety of this permanent war against the plans of Providence?
Biopolitics reserved a similar, radical treatment to the external or internal ballast of the capitalist metropolis. As for the Indians proper, so for the "Indians" of the metropolis biopolitics sovereignly separated the lives "worthy of saving" from the others, or, to put it with Foucault, "what must live and what must die". Over a century after Franklin, Nietzsche advocated the "annihilation of decadent races" and the "annihilation of millions of unsuccessful people."
Biopolitical concern pervaded every aspect of capitalist society. How can we ensure the docile and submissive workforce that capitalism needs? Sieyès dreamed of resolving the social conflict by promoting mating between blacks and anthropomorphic apes: he hoped that from it a race of slaves by nature would come to light. In a more realistic way, Jeremy Bentham proposed locking up their young children in "workhouses" (forced labor), together with vagrants, so that they could later mate and generate an "indigenous class", accustomed to work and discipline. . It would be - the English liberal assured - "the gentlest of revolutions", the sexual one or, we could say with the language established today, the biopolitical one. It is from this ideological and political background that we can understand the invention of "eugenics" in England, a new science which in Europe counted Nietzsche among its most convinced followers and which in the USA enjoyed massive diffusion and application (on all this see Losurdo 2005, chapter I, § 5 and chapter IV, § 6; Losurdo 2002, chapter XIX).
This second chapter of the history of biopolitics, the more specifically capitalist one, is also ignored by Foucault, who does not even pay attention to the third, the chapter that we could define as war. In fact, the term in question emerged in the wake of the First World War and the Swede Rudolf Kjellén was the first to use it. We are in 1920. The climate is clearly affected by the dismay caused by the scale of the carnage that has recently ended, especially since the peace just concluded appears to many to be a simple armistice, which is the prelude to a new gigantic show of strength and a new carnage. On the other hand, after the appeal launched by the October Revolution and by Lenin to the "slaves of the colonies" to break their chains, anxiety about the anti-colonialist revolution that is looming, and indeed is already started.
In such circumstances, the prolificacy of colonial peoples, rather than increasing the number of slaves or semi-slaves, risks multiplying the potential enemies of the West and the great colonialist powers. Thus, the denunciation of suicide or "racial suicide" which the great powers that tolerate abortion or the decline in birth rates are spreading in the USA and Europe. There is no shortage of those who ask themselves a terrible question: while total mobilization is also underway on an economic level, is it worth wasting resources to treat incurable patients who can only be a burden in the new war on the horizon or would it be better to concentrate them to increase the number and improve the conditions of real and potential combatants? Clearly politics has become "biopolitics".
The three chapters discussed here can be distinguished on a conceptual level but are not separated from each other on a chronological level. Let's see what happened in England in the years preceding the First World War. One of the experts on the Royal Commission responsible for studying the problem of the "feeble-minded" warns: they "lower the general vigor of the nation", indeed they threaten to cause "national destruction". Widely circulated by Churchill, the report recommends energetic measures: it is necessary to proceed with the forced sterilization of the "feeble-minded", the misfits, the presumable habitual criminals; in turn, the "idle vagrants" should be locked up in labor camps. Only in this way will it be possible to adequately address "a national and racial danger that cannot be exaggerated". Some time before, Churchill had confided in one of his cousins: «The improvement of the British breed is the political objective of my life». The scholar who analyzed this chapter of history comments: as Home Secretary, in 1911 Churchill was the advocate of "draconian" measures which "would have given him personally almost unlimited power over the lives of individuals" (Ponting 1994, pp. 100 -03; Ponting 1992).
There is no trace of these three chapters in the history of biopolitics in Foucault, who uses the term "biopolitics" as if he had invented it. In fact, in the final analysis, he has radically re-invented it: the category of "biopolitics" now comes alongside that of "totalitarianism". In both cases, he aims to compare Stalin's USSR and Hitler's Germany, sometimes even adding socialism as such and the Welfare State in the condemnation judgment (Foucault 1978-79 / 2004, pp. 113-14 and 195 -96). Hayek proceeds in a similar way, accusing the supporters of socialism in any form and of the welfare state of "totalitarianism". Once again, despite his appearances and radical gestures, Foucault appears largely flattened by the dominant ideology. It goes without saying: where the flattening is clearest is in the most radical possible removal of the history of colonialism.



  
     9. From Foucault to Agamben (passing through Levinas)


    At a certain point, Giorgio Agamben became part of the reference philosophers of the now dying Western Marxism, sometimes compared to Horkheimer and Adorno or to Alain Badiou (Žižek 2009a, pp. 126, 207 and 420) and co-author of collective books together with exponents among the most prestigious of Western Marxism (AA.VV. 2009). Here I want to deal only with the important contribution he provided to the destruction of the link between Western Marxism and anti-colonial revolution and therefore I exclusively refer to the Introduction to Some reflections on the philosophy of Hitlerism published by Emmanuel Levinas in 1934. These are just a few pages that involve but the themes at the center of this work of mine.
The praise pronounced by Agamben (2012, p. 9) is high and solemn: «Levinas's text that we present here is perhaps the only successful attempt of twentieth-century philosophy to come to terms with the decisive event of the century, the Nazism". What is it about? According to the author celebrated here, Hitlerism denies the foundation of "liberalism", of "European civilization", of the "Western spirit", "the structure of thought and truth in the Western world", rejects the thesis of "unconditional freedom of man in the face of the world", of the "sovereign freedom of reason" (Levinas 1934, pp. 25-6, 33-4 and 28). To all this, Nazism contrasts "the biological, with all the fatality it entails", "the mysterious voice of blood", the idea of race. When did the perversion that claims to question the "traditional thought of the West" begin? «Marxism, for the first time in Western history, contests this conception of man». Far from recognizing "absolute freedom, the one that performs miracles", Marx believes that "being determines consciousness"; in this way «it catches European culture off guard or, at least, breaks the harmonious curve of its development» (Levinas 1934, pp. 32-3 and 29-30). It is the beginning of the catastrophe that culminates with Nazism: historical materialism paves the way for biological racism.
Traditionally, Marx and the political movement that arose from him have been accused for the opposite reason, for having abandoned themselves to the hubris of reason and praxis which, with adventurous experiments in social engineering, claim to build a radically new society and world. There is a grain of truth in this criticism: every great revolutionary movement tends to underestimate the weight and resistance of social objectivity, to exalt the role of praxis in a sometimes disproportionate way and to fall into what I have defined as the "idealism of praxis" (Losurdo 2013, chapter IX, §§ 1-2). It is no coincidence: when in prison, driven by the desire to divert fascist censorship, he felt the need to make use of a synonym of Marxism or historical materialism, Gramsci spoke of "philosophy of praxis", certainly not of "philosophy of being". »!
However, in order to demonstrate the thesis of continuity from historical materialism to biological racism, Levinas does not back away from being forced. He attributes to Marx the thesis according to which "being determines consciousness", but he wastes no time in explaining which "being" we are talking about here. Well, let's read For the critique of political economy: «it is not the conscience of men that determines their being, but it is, on the contrary, their social being that determines their conscience» (MEW, 13; 9). Social being is history, and what sense then does it make to assimilate the place of incessant changes to blood, to biological nature, which is celebrated by the champions of racism as synonymous with an eternal truth that ends up doing justice to the errors and deviations , of the ideological fantasies and mystifications that the historical process is full of?
Levinas and Agamben's thesis is the revival of a long-standing cliché, which had already been refuted at the end of the nineteenth century by an eminent representative of "European civilization" and the "Western spirit". I am referring to Émile Durkheim. The great sociologist clearly distinguishes historical materialism and "political and social Darwinism", the latter of which "consists only in explaining the becoming of institutions through the specific principles and concepts of the explanation of zoological becoming". Marx's theory is quite different:
It seeks the driving causes of historical development [...] in the artificial environment that the work of associated men has created and superimposed on nature. It makes social phenomena depend not on hunger, thirst, genetic desire, etc.; but by the state reached by human activities, by the ways of life that result from them, in a word by collective works (Durkheim 1897, pp. 116-17).
I have highlighted in italics the terms that constitute an anticipated refutation of the reading of Marx dear to Levinas. Of course, from the latter's point of view, a philosophy that underlines the role of "social being" is still on a dangerous slope. But Durkheim also responded to this objection in advance: it is a central rule of the "sociological method" to bring into play not the conscious intentions and representations of individuals but situations, relationships, "social facts" (Durkheim 1895, p. 164) . It is "under this condition, and under this alone, that history can become a science and that sociology, consequently, can exist." It is a point on which the convergence with historical materialism is so clear that the French sociologist adds: "we arrived at this conclusion before having known Marx, whose influence we have not suffered at all" (Durkheim 1897, pp. 118-19 ). And therefore, one of the greatest sociologists, an intellectual of Jewish origin from the France of the Third Republic, would also be co-responsible for the disastrous turn that led to Nazism.
However, on the level of history and philosophy, the thesis according to which, by underlining the role of "material needs", Marx placed himself on a slippery slope that leads to the triumph of biological and racial materialism is nonsense. The "system of needs" is a section of the Hegelian Outlines of the Philosophy of Right which begins (§ 189) by paying homage in this regard to political economy and to Smith, Say, Ricardo. Levinas and Agamben risk pointing out a considerable part of the intellectual pantheon of the West as precursors of the Third Reich!
Without foundation on a philosophical level, the considerations of Levinas and Agamben move in a completely imaginary historical space. In the years preceding the French philosopher's text, the campaign that raged in the West against Marxism and Bolshevism was conducted explicitly in the name of biology. For those unfortunate doctrines "the simple existence of superior biological values is a crime"; "a battle to the death between biology and Bolshevism" was underway. The latter furiously opposed "the new biological revelation", not only by taking an "anti-racial" attitude and inciting the "colored races", but also by contrasting the "eugenic truth", which required that society in a or in the other he got rid of the unsuccessful ones (Stoddard 1921, p. 220; Stoddard 1923, pp. 223 and 86).
The catastrophe could only be averted by reaffirming by all means the truth of biology against Marxist and Bolshevik delusions. Expressing himself in this way was an American intellectual first celebrated by two American presidents (Warren G. Harding and Herbert C. Hoover) and then solemnly welcomed in Berlin by Hitler (Losurdo 2007, chapter III, § 5). These were the years in which the white supremacy regime in force in the South of the USA exerted such an attraction on Nazism that its main ideologist spoke of the North American republic as a "splendid country of the future" which deserved the credit of having formulated the happy "new idea of a racial state", an idea that had to be put into practice, "with youthful strength", in Germany itself, making it valid not only against blacks and yellows but also against the Jews (Rosenberg 1930, p. 673). As we can see, it is meaningless to contrast the liberal West with Marxist and Nazi biologism. The chapter of history mentioned here is supremely ignored by Levinas and Agamben, who deduce a priori the meaning of the Third Reich from an idea that claims to be profound but which, abstracting from history, is empty.
While on the one hand they paint a caricatural picture of historical materialism, on the other Levinas and Agamben have a vision that could be defined as Hollywood-style of the Third Reich: the Nazis immediately recognizable for their crudeness, intent only on talking about blood, race and weapons, and completely incapable of understanding and articulating a discourse that refers to interiority, to the soul, to spiritual and cultural values. In reality, the great intellectuals attracted by the Third Reich are already refuting these stereotypes: Heidegger, Schmitt, etc. Above all, reflect on the Führer's personality: as his most authoritative biographers underline, since the years of his education he cultivated "dreams of a great artist". The exercise of the most brutal power did not prevent him from excluding from the ranks of authentic leaders anyone who was devoid of artistic sensitivity and from appealing to teachers to commit themselves to "awakening the instinct of beauty in men": it was "what the Greeks considered what was essential" (Losurdo 2002, chapter XXIV, § 6).
The Nazi ringleaders do not even disdain the homage to moral conscience, to the ""perceptible voice in the silence" of which Goethe and Kant spoke", to the "categorical moral law" as well as to "freedom", to the "feeling of responsibility" and to "culture of the soul" that it implies (Rosenberg 1930, pp. 339 and 336). It is enough to exclude the colonial peoples from the civil community, from the moral community, from the human community, and a policy of enslavement of the servile races and annihilation of the Jewish-Bolshevik agitators who push them into an unhealthy revolt can well go hand in hand with the homage to the categorical imperative and with the celebration of the moral, artistic, cultural and spiritual values of the West and of the white and Aryan race. And therefore, if we want to understand the Third Reich, we must start from the recovery and radicalization of the colonial tradition (and the racism intrinsic to it), that is, from the problem ignored and removed by Levinas and Agamben.
This does not mean that it is permissible to underestimate the novelty that is produced by these two authors. The current theory of totalitarianism and biopolitics placed the Third Reich and the Soviet Union on the same level, but Marx, if not spared, was not directly involved. Now, however, as the starting point of the parable that culminated in the Third Reich committed to building a colonial and slave empire in Eastern Europe and thus reaffirming the supremacy of the white and Aryan race, a philosopher is pointed out who, together with the colonialist system as a whole, denounces with fiery words, black slavery and expresses his indignation at the sympathy with which important sectors of the British liberal world view the secessionist and slave-owning Confederation. On the opposite side, the liberal world is immersed in a bath of immaculateness, for centuries widely involved in the global colonialist-slavery system and, with the white supremacy regime in force in the South of the USA still in the first decades of the twentieth century, capable of arousing admiration of the Nazi leaders. It is a total misunderstanding of real history, which moreover occurs in the name of an exalted pathos of Europe and the West, to which Nazism was anything but foreign.



  
     10. Negri, Hardt and the exoteric celebration of Empire


    The esoteric history of racism and biopolitics is an indirect apologetics of the liberal West, whose role as protagonist in the history of colonial expansionism and the racism connected to it is silenced or largely underestimated. With Negri (and with Hardt), however, the picture changes: apologetics becomes direct and exoteric. And emphatic. It may seem like a polemical judgement. To refute this impression, a sort of intellectual experiment or, if you like, game can be used. Let's compare two passages, which refer to very different authors but both committed to positively contrasting the United States with Europe. The first celebrates "the American experience", underlining "the difference between a nation conceived in freedom and devoted to the principle according to which all men were created equal and the nations of the old continent, which were certainly not conceived in freedom".
And now let's see the second:
What was American democracy if not a democracy founded on exodus, on affirmative and non-dialectical values, on pluralism and freedom? Didn't these same values – together with the idea of the new frontier – continually fuel the expansive movement of its democratic foundation, beyond the abstractions of nation, ethnicity and religion? [...] When Hannah Arendt wrote that the American Revolution was superior to the French Revolution because the American Revolution was understood as an endless search for political freedom, while the French Revolution had been a limited struggle around scarcity and inequality, it exalted an ideal of freedom that Europeans had lost but which they reterritorialized in the United States.
Which of the two passages quoted here is more apologetic? It is difficult to say: both observe the most rigorous silence on the fate of the natives, of the blacks, on the Monroe doctrine, on the subjugation of the Philippines and on the ruthless and at times genocidal repression of the independence movement in this country, etc. And yet, even if the breadth of the removals and the apologetic zeal leave nothing to be desired in either case, it can be said that the second piece sounds more inspired and more lyrical: it is due to the pen of Hardt and Negri ( 2000, pp. 352-53), while the first is by Leo Strauss (1952, pp. 43-4), the reference author of the American neoconservatives!
With small variations, this intellectual experiment and this game can be repeated for a long time and always with the same result. What is the authentic meaning of the revolt against the government of London carried out by the English colonists in America and which resulted in the founding of the USA? We have just seen the boundless enthusiasm of the two authoritative exponents of Western Marxism. Now let's read the analysis of an American scholar:
The American Revolution was not a social revolution like the French, Russian, Chinese, Mexican or Cuban revolutions, it was a war of independence. And it was not a war of independence waged by the natives against foreign conquerors (as in the case of the Indonesians fighting against the Dutch and the Vietnamese and Algerians against the French), but the war of the colonists against their country of origin. If you want to compare it with something recent, you have to refer to the revolt of the French colonists of Algeria against the [French] Republic or to the attitude taken by the Rhodesian [colonists] towards the United Kingdom (Huntington 1968, p. 134) .
At least as regards the relationship with colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin, the founding of the United States resembles a counter-revolution more than a revolution: an author with a conservative orientation (and a growing and authoritative US historiography) indirectly recognizes this, but it is a blasphemous thought in the eyes of the authors of Impero!
Let's continue the comparison. Nowadays, eminent US scholars with a liberal orientation describe the history of their country as the history of a Herrenvolk democracy, that is, of a democracy that is valid only for the Herrenvolk (the use of language dear to Hitler is significant), for the «people of the lords" and who, on the other hand, does not hesitate to enslave blacks and erase the Red Indians from the face of the earth. «Only in the United States was there a stable and direct link between slave ownership and political power. Only in the United States did slaveholders play a central role in founding a nation and creating representative institutions” (Davis 1969, p. 33). Empire, on the other hand, speaks in a contrite tone about "American democracy" which breaks with the "transcendent" vision of power typical of the European tradition and which - the authors underline, referring to Arendt - constitutes "the greatest invention of modern politics" or "the affirmation of freedom" (Hardt, Negri 2000, p. 158).
Scholars not suspected of anti-Americanism have no difficulty in recognizing that since «from the first day of its existence the United States is an imperial power» (Romano 2014, p. 7) and that «there are no imperialists more self-confident than the Fathers Founders" of the North American republic (Ferguson 2004, pp. 33-4). Hardt and Negri, however, always speak of «European colonialism» and European imperialism: «Imperialism constituted a true projection of the sovereignty of European nation-states beyond their borders. In the end, almost all the territories of the globe were divided and parceled out and the map of the world was coded with European colors" (Hardt, Negri 2000, p. 14).
To conclude: let's take a central figure in the history of the global rise of the USA. I'm referring to Wilson. Among scholars of history and international politics it is almost obvious to speak of «Wilsonian nationalism» (Romano 2014, p. 39). This is a president who is the protagonist of a record number of military interventions in Latin America in the name of the Monroe Doctrine and is inclined to take sides in defense of white supremacy on the domestic and international level, to therefore reiterate the oppression of colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin ( Losurdo 2016, chapter VIII, § 1). However, in the eyes of Hardt and Negri (2000, pp. 166-67), Wilson becomes a champion of the "internationalist pacifist ideology", far from the "European-style imperialist ideology"!
Marx's observation comes to mind regarding Bakunin who, with all his anti-statist radicalism, ended up sparing England, "the properly capitalist State", which constituted "the spearhead of bourgeois society in Europe" ( MEW, 18; 610 and 608). Hardt and Negri's polemic against the principle of state sovereignty spares the country which attributes to itself a monstrously expanded sovereignty, which authorizes it to intervene sovereignly in every corner of the world, with or without the authorization of the Security Council; the country which, far from constituting an alternative to European militarism, represents, in the words of Sartre (1967, p. xxii), the "super-European monster".



    
       
         3 See Mazower 2008 (for the slave trade); Olusoga, Erichsen 2010 (for the colonial war in the East); Kakel III 2011 and Kakel III 2013 (for Hitler's Far West).



      
         See Losurdo 2015, chap. IV, §§ 2 and 5 (for Nolte's observation and for the project of forced sterilization of the Germans cherished by F.D. Roosevelt), chaps. V, § 9 and II, § 8 (for the different forms of despecification); Losurdo 2008, pp. 143-50 (for Applebaum and Stalin's USSR).4


    

  


  


  
     V. Resurgence or last flash of Western Marxism?
1. Žižek's anti-anti-imperialism


    Compared to 1989 and the years immediately following, compared to the period in which the discourse on Marx's tearful death had become almost common sense, the ideological picture of the present day appears quite different: the interest in the great thinker and revolutionary, and the authors who refer to him in one way or another sometimes enjoy considerable prestige and popularity. Should we then talk about a revival of Western Marxism?
Recently, the most illustrious exponent of what he likes to coquettishly call himself "libertarian Western Marxism" hailed 2011 as "the year of the awakening of radical emancipatory politics throughout the world" (Žižek 2009a, p. 255; Žižek 2012, p. 163). True, the author was quick to draw attention to the disillusionment that soon occurred. But let's ignore subsequent developments to focus on 2011 which was greeted in such flattering terms: yes, it was the year in which new protest movements ("Occupy Wall Street", "Indignados", etc.) seemed to spread like wildfire, but it was also the year in which NATO unleashed a war against Libya which, after causing tens of thousands of deaths, ended with the horrible lynching inflicted on Gaddafi. The neocolonial character of the aggression was recognized by authoritative Western press organs. And yet, Hillary Clinton indulged in such wild exultation ("we came, we saw, he died!", we came, we saw, he died! - the then Secretary of State exclaimed triumphantly) as to arouse moral reservations even in a journalist from «Fox News»: in his eyes the enthusiasm for a war crime was disturbing. Unfortunately, the infamous neocolonial enterprise discussed here not only found no significant resistance in Western Marxism, but in Italy it was legitimized by at least one historical figure of this current of thought (below, chap. V, § 7).
Also in 2011 in Tel Aviv and other Israeli cities, hundreds of thousands of "indignant" people took to the streets against the high cost of living, unsustainable rents, etc., but they were careful not to question the persistent and accelerated colonization of the Palestinian territories: the "indignation" drew attention to the growing hardships of the popular strata of the Jewish community, but did not consider the interminable tragedy of the people subjected to military occupation worthy of attention. It is a tragedy described as follows, in a prestigious American magazine, by a professor of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem: at least as far as the occupied Palestinian territories are concerned, Israel is an "ethnocracy", ultimately a racial state.
The colonization of lands forcibly expropriated from Palestinians continues uninterrupted. Those who dare to protest "are treated harshly, sometimes imprisoned for a long period, sometimes killed during the demonstrations." All this is part of "a malicious campaign aimed at making the lives of Palestinians as miserable as possible [...], in the hope that they will go away." Ethnic cleansing is at work, albeit diluted over time. We are in the presence of an ethnocracy so harsh that it recalls the "dark precedents of the history of the last century" (Shulman 2012). And, nevertheless, those "indignant" at the high cost of living they suffered but indifferent towards the cruel "ethnocracy" imposed on the Palestinians were celebrated, by two illustrious authors of Marxist orientation, as champions of a new society "based on community relations" (Hardt, Negri 2012, p. 66).
And therefore: 2011 is «the year of the awakening of the radical politics of emancipation throughout the world» (to quote Žižek) or of the awakening of the ideal of a society «based on community relations» (to quote Hardt and Negri) , or is it the year in which colonialist or neocolonialist misdeeds find even the traditional circles of the left silent or conniving? By drawing their balance sheet completely abstracting from the fate reserved for colonial peoples, Žižek, Hardt and Negri reproduce, further expanding it, the basic limit of Western Marxism. From this point of view, the success enjoyed today above all by Žižek suggests, rather than a recovery, the last flash of Western Marxism.
The removal of the colonial question is an integral part of the theoretical and political platform of the Slovenian philosopher: siderally far from the totally Other hoped for or dreamed of, the existing world is dominated integrally by capitalism; it makes no sense to distinguish the imperialist and colonialist powers from the countries that have recently freed themselves from colonial domination and which still, through trial and error, try to overcome their backwardness, to achieve full independence also on the economic level and to establish political institutions appropriate to their economic-social conditions and their geopolitical situation. Žižek is no less hostile to the category of Third World than Arendt. Indeed, he is more radical. His irony is sharp against those countries which, while referring to a revolutionary ideology and sometimes to Marxism, wave the flag of anti-imperialism: the class struggle would no longer see "the capitalists and the proletariat in every country" as protagonists but it would take place in an international framework, pitting states rather than social classes against each other; in this way the Marxian «critique of capitalism as such» is reduced and deformed into «critique of “imperialism”», which loses sight of the essential, that is, the capitalist relations of production (Žižek 2007, pp. 2 and 5).
Once the ground has been cleared of the categories of Third World, imperialism, anti-imperialism, as far as the present is concerned, the only sensible distinction would be that between "authoritarian capitalism" and non-authoritarian capitalism. In the first category, China should be placed first and foremost (Žižek 2009c, p. 131), but Vietnam and perhaps Cuba itself can also be included, after the recent openings to the market and to the private economy (at least basically capitalist). In any case, the "Latin American" countries marked by a "populist capitalism", prone to caudillismo and authoritarianism, must be included (Žižek 2009a, p. 450). Upon closer inspection, the distinction disdained by the Slovenian philosopher somehow reappears, that between the Third World on the one hand and the capitalist West (and with traditions and persistent colonialist tendencies) on the other; only now this distinction returns to the exclusive glory of the liberal West, which becomes the model towards which Third World countries should aim.
In conclusion: Žižek's vision is no different from the self-awareness of the dominant classes in Europe and the USA. The observation of this convergence is not in itself a refutation. However, the refutation is provided by the Slovenian philosopher himself. He reports the directive Kissinger gave to the CIA in order to destabilize Salvador Allende's Chile ("Make the economy scream in pain") and underlines how this policy continued to be implemented against Chávez's Venezuela (Losurdo 2013, chapter XI, § 7). However, an important question is avoided: why should the Venezuela of Chávez and Maduro be considered more "authoritarian" than the country that seeks to destabilize and subjugate it by every means and that claims to exercise its dictatorship in Latin America and in the world? Of course, from the point of view of the self-awareness of the liberal West, despotism or authoritarianism exercised to the detriment of colonial peoples is irrelevant. Based on this logic, on the occasion of his inauguration speech at the opening of his first presidential term, Bill Clinton celebrated the USA as the oldest democracy in the world: no attention was paid to the enslavement of blacks and the expropriation, deportation and decimation of natives. Žižek proceeds with a similar, equally arbitrary abstraction, who does not even ask himself whether the authoritarianism of Washington does not to some extent stimulate the authoritarianism of Caracas.
A general consideration can be made: a criticism of capitalism that spares the worst aspects of this system, which were clearly evident, according to Marx's lesson, in the colonies, is very strange. A criticism of wage labor that remained silent about forced labor would lack credibility; however, the history of forced labor in its various forms is largely the history of colonial oppression. And a criticism of "authoritarianism" à la Žižek is undoubtedly misleading as it invites us to overlook the "authoritarianism" implemented against peoples, by sovereign decision of a great power or a coalition of great powers, subjected to devastating embargoes or to bombings and military occupation.



  
     2. Žižek, the debasement of the anti-colonial revolution and the demonization of Mao


    The inattention to the struggle between colonialism and anti-colonialism also emerges from the chapters of history evoked by the Slovenian philosopher. Regarding the black slave revolution of Santo Domingo/Haiti, he observes that it experienced a «regression to a new form of hierarchical domination» after the death of Jean-Jacques Dessalines in 1806 (Žižek 2009b, p. 159). The observation is correct if we stick exclusively to internal politics. On the international level, however, the picture is very different: despite failing to achieve a stable form and overcome autocracy, the power of slaves or former slaves continues to perform a revolutionary function; it was Alexandre Pétion, president from 1806 to 1818, who extracted from Simón Bolívar the commitment to the immediate liberation of the slaves in exchange for support for Latin America's fight for independence from Spain. Instead, it is the "democratic" North American republic that obstinately defends the institution of slavery which, with a policy of embargo or naval blockade, seeks to impose starvation or capitulation on Haiti, the country which, despite the despotism of its regime political, he embodies the cause of abolitionism and freedom for blacks. If we want to use the criterion that Žižek applies for reading the present, we should say that Haiti represented "authoritarian capitalism" while the USA represented more or less "democratic" capitalism. However, this reading makes us understand very little about the present and the past and indeed distorts both.
No less one-sided is the judgment formulated by the Slovenian philosopher on the Soviet Union following Lenin's death. Here I limit myself to reporting a lapidary sentence: «Heidegger is wrong when he reduces the Holocaust to the industrial production of corpses; it was Stalinist communism that was such, not Nazism" (Žižek 2007, p. 10). Let's also leave aside the taste for provocation typical of an author who sometimes seems to love fireworks more than arguments. This is not the essential thing: we have seen eminent historians characterize Hitler's aggression in the East as the greatest colonial war of all time, a colonial war for which, as we know, Stalin was already preparing before the conquest of power. Well, the least that can be said is that the theorist of "libertarian Western Marxism" does not have a prejudicially anti-colonialist position! Just as he ignores the international role of Haiti, the embodiment of the cause of abolitionism despite its despotic political regime, so he pays no attention whatsoever to the international role of Stalin's Soviet Union which, frustrating Hitler's attempt to reduce Eastern Europe to « German Indies”, sounded the death knell for the world colonialist system (at least in its classical form).
Above all, the way in which Žižek approaches another and more recent chapter of history, which this time concerns China, is significant. With reference to the very serious economic crisis and the terrible famine caused or seriously exacerbated by the Great Leap Forward of 1958-59, he mentions with distracted nonchalance "Mao's ruthless decision to starve ten million people to death at the end of the 1950s" (Žižek 2009a, p. 212). When I first came across this statement, I was dumbfounded: was the Italian translation perhaps imprecise or too emphatic? None of this! Even the original is unequivocal and is in fact even more chilling: «Mao's ruthless decision to starve tens of millions to death in the late 1950s» (Žižek 2008, p. 169). In the original we speak not of "ten million people", but of "tens of millions of people": probably, the translator tried to safeguard the prestige of the author he translated by reducing his outbursts. In any case, we must take note of it: the recurring motif of the campaign committed to demonizing, together with the leader who has exercised power in Beijing for over a quarter of a century, the People's Republic of China as such, the republic born from the greatest anti-colonial revolution of history, this motif is echoed without any critical caution by the most famous exponent of "libertarian Western Marxism"!
And yet, the accusation in question finds no credence among the most serious authors. Even The Black Book of Communism, while insisting on the colossal proportions of the disaster, recognizes that Mao's "purpose was not to mass-kill his compatriots" (Margolin 1997, p. 456). Eminent Western statesmen also refuse to ride the warhorse of the incipient cold war against the great Asian country. In an interview with the weekly «Die Zeit», the former German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt (2012) is keen to underline the unintentional nature of the tragedy in which the Great Leap Forward resulted in his time. Kissinger argues in a similar way (2011, pp. 107 and 183-84): certainly, it was "one of the worst famines in human history". And yet, Mao aimed to accelerate China's "industrial and agricultural development" as much as possible; he wanted to quickly reach the West and therefore achieve a condition of widespread or generalized well-being. In summary: according to the illustrious American scholar and politician, Mao «had once again called the Chinese people to move the mountains, but this time the mountains had not moved».
Although marked by honesty and intellectual seriousness, the positions reported above nevertheless have a limitation: they ignore the historical context in which the Great Leap Forward takes place and which refers to the long duration of the struggle between colonialism and anti-colonialism. We already know the concern expressed by Mao on the immediate eve of the proclamation of the People's Republic of China: this, despite the glorious national liberation struggle behind it, risked being economically dependent on the USA and therefore becoming a semi-colony.
In fact, the Truman administration's directives were both clear and merciless: already in desperate conditions due to the decades of war and civil war behind it, the People's Republic of China, not admitted to the UN and surrounded and threatened on the military, was to be subjected to an economic war that was to lead it towards a "catastrophic economic situation", "towards disaster" and "collapse". This would have resulted in the political defeat of the Chinese Communist Party, which until then had only governed more or less extensive rural areas, and was therefore suffering from total "inexperience" as regards the "field of urban economics". It was this condition of extreme economic fragility and potential fall or relapse into a condition of semi-colonial dependence that Mao sought to escape, by appealing to a mass military mobilization of tens of millions of peasants who, although semi-literate, with their revolutionary enthusiasm should have given a prodigious acceleration to economic development.
In reality, with his impatience and his inexperience in the "field of urban economics", the Chinese leader ended up falling into the trap set for him by his enemies. The result was catastrophe. One fact, however, gives food for thought: at the beginning of the 1960s, a collaborator of the Kennedy administration, namely Walt W. Rostow, boasted of the triumph achieved by the United States, which had managed to delay the economic development of China to "tens of years". That is, the frightening famine that followed the Great Leap of 1958-59 was blamed not on the alleged murderous fury of Mao but on the Machiavellian wisdom of the policy pursued by Washington (Losurdo 2015, chapter VI, § 10).
In conclusion: Margolin, Schmidt and Kissinger are wrong in not fully placing Mao's disastrous utopian experiment in the history of the colonial tragedy that began with the Opium Wars and was still in full swing in the years of the Great Leap Forward. Instead, it is Žižek who, by removing the struggle between colonialism and anti-colonialism and Mao's frantic race to escape the desperate mass poverty that was the result of colonial aggression and domination, places everything at the expense of the Chinese leader's homicidal madness.



  
     3. Harvey and the absolutization of «inter-imperialist rivalries»


    Openly vilified by Žižek, the anti-colonial revolution is the great absence in David Harvey, another important exponent of Western Marxism. The picture that he draws of the first half of the twentieth century, starting from the analysis of the contradictions of capitalism, is already eloquent in itself: «As Lenin had accurately foreseen, the overall result was fifty years of rivalries and inter-imperialist wars, during of which rival nationalisms assumed great importance" (Harvey 2003, p. 46). Would the great historical crisis, which erupted in 1914 and found a provisional resolution with the defeat of the Third Reich, have been characterized only by the clash between opposing imperialist powers? Was it an imperialist war that saw the "indigenous" of Eastern Europe put up strenuous resistance to Hitler's attempt to subjugate and enslave them? Like the Great Patriotic War, Harvey ignores the Chinese people's war of resistance against the aggression of Japanese imperialism, not to mention the "minor" national wars (in Yugoslavia, Albania, France, Italy itself) that accompanied the Second World War and sealed the defeat of the Third Reich. The only conflict referred to are the "inter-imperialist rivalries and wars".
Harvey wrongly refers to Lenin, who already in 1916 we saw evoking national wars not only in the classical colonial world but in the very heart of Europe, anticipating the scenario that would occur just over two decades later. The British Marxist scholar instead reads the Second World War according to the scheme we already know: it goes from the Great Depression to the explosion of "inter-imperialist rivalries". Said differently: to overcome the devastating economic crisis that erupted in 1929 "the pains of a war between capitalist states were necessary" (Harvey 2003, pp. 48 and 76). But how to explain that Hitler rose to power by posing as a champion of the cause of white supremacy in Europe and around the world? He was well aware that, stimulated by the appeal addressed by Lenin and the October Revolution to the "slaves of the colonies" to break their chains, the world anti-colonialist revolution had already begun, which it was a question of containing and pushing back by resorting to any means.
It is this anti-colonialist revolution that Harvey ignores when looking at both the past and the present. To be precise, as far as the present is concerned, there is a singular discrepancy: when he analyzes the conflicts of the present day, the British Marxist scholar describes them correctly; however, at the moment of conclusion, he ends up subsuming contradictions and processes of a very different nature under the category of inter-imperialist rivalries and wars. Harvey underlines the role of the USA in the coup d'état which overthrew Allende in Chile in 1973 and which, for a short period of time, deposed and arrested Chávez in Venezuela in 2002; he does not hide his sympathy for popular resistance which in both cases counters imperialist arrogance (Harvey 2003, p. 8). Unfortunately, he does not ask himself what type of contradiction existed between Chile and Venezuela on the one hand and the USA on the other.
And this question does not arise even after analyzing (correctly) the relations between Washington and Beijing. Let's see: the USA wants to have the possibility of "cutting off the flow of oil to their opponents" in general and to China in particular; they are not willing to peacefully resign themselves to the shift that pushes the center of the economy towards East Asia; they strongly feel the temptation to leverage military power in order to reaffirm their shaky hegemony. In summary, they tend to move from the "informal empire to the formal empire" (Harvey 2003, pp. 25, 77 and 4). The Chinese leadership seems to be fully aware of all this, again according to the British scholar: the economic reforms it introduced starting from the end of 1979 serve the large Asian country to "develop technological capabilities" and "defend itself better against external aggression » (Harvey 2005, p. 142).
According to this description, these would be measures that also constitute an insurance policy against the imperialist impulses and projects cultivated by great powers responsible for having imposed on a fifth or a quarter of the world's population a "century of humiliation" in the name of colonial or semi-colonial oppression. However, from the general picture traced by the exponent of Western Marxism a completely different conclusion emerges: in the transition from the 20th to the 21st century «the echoes of the geopolitical competition that became so destructive in the 1930s are beginning to be heard»; "Lenin's scenario of a violent competition between capitalist power blocs" risks recurring (Harvey 2003, pp. 71 and 75). History is the repetition of the identical, it is the eternal rivalry between capitalist and imperialist powers. We are reminded of Lenin's warning which we already know but which is ignored by the British Marxist scholar: imperialism cannot be adequately understood if we lose sight of the "enormous importance of the national question".



  
     4. Ah, if Badiou had read Togliatti!


    Among the most recent exponents of Western Marxism, Badiou would seem to be the one best equipped to overcome the fundamental limitation of this current of thought. He had the rare courage to speak of 1989-91 as a "second Restoration" (Badiou 2005, p. 39). This is particularly evident in the international context. The collapse of the Soviet Union was certainly not experienced as a moment of liberation by the Palestinian people, who found themselves exposed without any defense to Israeli colonial expansionism; or by the Cuban people, who only with great sacrifices were able to defend their independence from Washington's attempts to reinstate the Monroe Doctrine. It was after the collapse of the Soviet Union that US neoconservatives dreamed of imposing an empire of planetary dimensions. Talking about the upheavals of 1989-91 as a "second Restoration" therefore seemed to pave the way for a rediscovery of the colonial and neocolonial question.
Unfortunately, this rediscovery did not occur in Badiou either. In conducting his meritorious battle against neoliberalism and in calling for incisive measures against austerity, poverty and growing inequality and social polarization, he formulates a thesis that would like to be radical: «Justice is more important than freedom», «the justice is the objective" of "classical revolutionary politics", starting with the "great Jacobins of 1792", from "our great Jacobin ancestors" (Badiou 2011, pp. 38, 40 and 42). Would the Jacobins have had little interest in the cause of freedom? At the end of the eighteenth century the "black Jacobins" of Santo Domingo, with the support of the Jacobins who governed in Paris, were protagonists of one of the greatest battles for freedom in universal history: they overthrew slavery and colonial domination and defended these conquests by defeating the powerful army sent by Napoleon. From this revolution emerged Haiti, the first country on the American continent to have abolished slavery, which instead flourished in the nearby North American republic, committed by all means to strangling the country run by former slaves. Badiou is right to define the Jacobins as the "ancestors" of the communist movement; in fact, it was first the Jacobins and then the Bolsheviks and the Communists who dealt two fatal blows to the world colonialist-slavery system. At least from this point of view, both are to be considered champions of the cause of freedom.
It goes without saying, the dominant ideology proceeds in a completely different way. At the beginning of the Cold War, Isaiah Berlin sang a hymn to the West in these terms: even if there are areas of poverty that hinder "positive freedom" (access to education, health, free time, etc.), it is "negative freedom" is guaranteed for all, liberal freedom in the strict sense, the sphere of inviolable autonomy of the individual.
He expressed himself thus in an essay published in 1949, while dozens of states in the Union prohibited by law the sexual and marital contamination of the white race with others. Berlin did not take into account these measures aimed at confining peoples of colonial origin to a servile caste, just as he did not take into account the global colonialist system: at least the peoples subjected to colonial domination and exposed to tyrannical and arbitrary power enjoyed "negative freedom" of their rulers? Clearly, Berlin ignored the fate imposed by the West on colonial peoples and those of colonial origin, and did not realize that the ban on interracial sexual and marital relations, even if it aimed at the permanent segregation of races considered inferior, ended up heavily affecting the negative freedom of the members of the privileged white community themselves. Promoting negative freedom for all were the communists engaged in the front row in the fight against racial segregation and discrimination and for this very reason, in the South of the USA, exposed to terrible persecutions at a time when Berlin celebrated the liberal West (Losurdo 2007, chapter VII, § 7).
However, paradoxically the arbitrary abstraction from the fate reserved for colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin ends up being endorsed by Badiou: otherwise, how can we explain the statement according to which the protagonists of the uprising against the world colonialist-slavery system would have been more interested to the cause of "justice" than to that of "freedom"? Albeit with different and opposing value judgments, Berlin and Badiou share the thesis that liberals are the theorists and guardians of "negative freedom": both remove the scary exclusion clauses that characterize the liberal discourse on "negative freedom".
Arguing in the way we have seen, the French philosopher takes up a cliché of Western Marxism of previous decades. Think of the criticism made at the time by Crawford B. Macpherson that liberalism was actually synonymous with "proprietary" or "possessive" individualism. In this definition, both the noun and the adjective are incorrect (provided, of course, that the colonial question is not removed). Let's start with the noun: in the North American republic and in the European colonies, the fate of an individual was determined from start to finish by his racial belonging, which established an insurmountable barrier between the white race of the lords and the colonial peoples of color. The merit of an individual played no role or a very small role: nothing but individualism! As for the adjective: the superstitious cult reserved by the capitalist bourgeoisie for property does not extend to the property of colonial peoples. It is a point on which Marx forcefully insists:
The bourgeois defend property; but which revolutionary party has ever introduced revolutions in land ownership relations similar to those which occurred in Bengal, Madras and Bombay? [...] While in Europe they preached the inviolable sanctity of public debt, in India did they not confiscate the dividends of the rajahs who had invested their savings in the Company's shares? (MEW, 9; 225).
Even towards the Irish and Scottish peasants, even towards the colonial or semi-colonial populations located in Europe, the London government had no hesitation in implementing a «shameless desecration of the “sacred right of property”» (MEW, 23; 756).
One might argue that colonialism is now behind us. However, just look at Palestine: an arbitrary power can subject people to expropriation, prison, extra-judicial execution; there is no aspect of the public and private life of the members of a colonial people that escapes the control, intervention and arrogance of the occupying forces. Of course, nowadays classical colonialism is the exception, not the rule. But let us not forget that the weekly extra-judicial executions decided, as reported by the «New York Times» of May 30, 2012, by the US president and carried out in every corner of the world, almost always target citizens of the Third World, and citizens of Third World are the collateral victims that often accompany extra-judicial executions. And that's not all: what freedom or security of property do the citizens of a country enjoy that can be bombed, invaded, reduced to starvation, by sovereign decision of the West and above all of its leading country, without even waiting for authorization of the UN Security Council? As authoritative Western press outlets inform, when the US (or British or French) secret services undertake to destabilize a country considered rebellious, the first operation they carry out is this: the threat of referral to the International Criminal Court, which can deprive them of their liberty for the rest of their lives. It is an International Criminal Court so little above the parties that, while it can also attack the head of state of an attacked and defeated country, it cannot investigate even the least of the US soldiers or contractors, whatever the crimes they have committed or them scolded! Dual jurisdiction is a constitutive element of the colonial tradition, and the struggle between colonialism and neocolonialism on the one hand and anticolonialism on the other, even if it has taken on new forms, is far from over. Which means that, even today, fighting against colonialism and neocolonialism, Marxists can promote the cause of negative freedom, understood in a universalistic sense (on all this, see Losurdo 2014, chaps. II, § 3 and VI, § 3).
What primarily defines the intolerably inhuman nature of capitalist society is not the "proprietary" character of its "individualism" (Macpherson) or the priority given to "freedom" rather than "justice" (Badiou), but rather despotism and terror deployed in the colonies (Marx) or the "barbaric discrimination between human creatures" that Togliatti spoke of, taking advantage of the lessons of Marx and Lenin. Confined by Anderson and many others before him in Eastern Marxism, the leader of the PCI had the merit of rejecting any contrast between "freedom" and "justice".
Of course, in promoting both, objective conditions must be taken into account: even for the classics of liberalism, a situation of war or civil war means that security becomes a priority over freedom. It remains clear that Togliatti (1954/1973-84, vol. 5, p. 869) sees communism as the movement which certainly fights for "social rights" but which at the same time, rejecting the "barbaric discrimination between human creatures", he demonstrates that he takes the "rights of freedom" much more seriously than the liberal tradition, and for this very reason he considers them "the heritage of our movement", of the communist movement. One would want to sigh: ah, if Badiou had read Togliatti!



  
     5. «Transformation of power into love», «critical theory», «group in fusion», renunciation of power


    The break of Western Marxism with the anti-colonial revolution is also the refusal to take responsibility for the problems it encounters with the conquest of power. Also in this regard the contrast between Western and Eastern Marxism is clear. Accustomed to the role of opposition and criticism and influenced to varying degrees by messianism, the former looks with suspicion or disapproval at the power that the latter is called upon to manage by the victory of the revolution. It is power as such that is the object of the young Bloch's indictment:
In themselves, domination and power are evil, but it is necessary to oppose them with just as much power, almost a categorical imperative that points the gun, where and until it is not possible to eliminate them otherwise, where and until the diabolical continues to violently oppose the (not yet discovered ) amulet of purity; only then will it be possible to free oneself in the clearest way from domination, from "power", including that of good, will it be possible to free oneself from the lie of revenge and its justice (Bloch 1923, p. 318).
If, even for a short period, the young German philosopher took into consideration the management of power, others retreated, disoriented and frightened by this very prospect. Immediately after the October Revolution, those who claimed its legitimacy and historical necessity put forward the argument according to which the Bolsheviks could not renounce the power acquired during the struggle against the war, with the result of prolonging the senseless carnage. It was an argument that did not in any way impress the majority current of the Italian Socialist Party: Lenin "had to refuse power energetically" (Turati 1919a, p. 333). Even in Italy it was absurd to pose the problem of conquering power: «The liquidation of the war must be done by those who wanted it. We must take advantage of the miseries that it left us for our criticism, for our propaganda and preparation work" (Turati 1919b, p. 347).
The tendency to identify the task of the party and the socialist movement in "criticism" rather than in the struggle for the transformation of the political-social reality (after conquest of power) gives cause for thought. «Criticism» then became the key word of «critical theory», whose attitude found its classic formulation in the peremptory incipit of Adorno's Negative Dialectics:
Philosophy, which once seemed outdated, remains alive because the moment of its realization has been missed. The summary judgement, that it has simply interpreted the world and out of resignation in the face of reality has also become maimed in itself, becomes defeatism of reason, after the transformation of the world has failed [...] The praxis, updated indefinitely , is no longer the appeal against self-satisfied speculation, but mostly the pretext with which the executives strangle, as in vain, the critical thinking which a praxis that transforms the world would need (Adorno 1966, p 3).
The anticolonial revolution and the overthrow of the global colonialist-slavery system based on the denial of the universal concept of man and the reification of the majority of humanity were underway, but in the eyes of the exponent of critical theory the "transformation of the world" was " failed" and "philosophy" knew no "realization", only because everything was taking place through an unprecedented, unexpected and tormented process that was far from questioning power as such.
Unlike Adorno, Sartre is a passionate champion of action, praxis, political commitment; and, however, the philosopher of engagement has something in common with the exponent of critical theory. Recurrent and pervasive in Critique of Dialectical Reason is the reason why the "group in fusion" protagonist of the revolution tends in a way that is difficult to resist to fall back into a "practical-inert" structure which is itself hierarchical and authoritarian. Exhilarating and magical is only the initial moment of the revolution, when a power considered intolerable by a large public opinion is overthrown, certainly not the moment of the consolidation of the new power and the construction of the new order. Power corrupts.
It is a way of attitude that is found in different ways in many exponents of Western Marxism. In reconstructing his evolution, after declaring that he had never felt an interest in the Third World, the Italian theorist of workerism continues as follows:
On the contrary, we liked the fact that the workers of the twentieth century broke the continuity of the long glorious history of the subordinate classes, with their desperate revolts, their millenarian heresies, their recurrent generous attempts, always painfully repressed, to break the chains (Tronti 2009 , p. 58).
In this case, far from managing power, the subordinate classes are not even able to overthrow the Ancient Regime. But repeated defeats do not cause a rethink, they do not stimulate a criticism of millenarianism, and they are only partially a reason for suffering. On the other hand, they are proof of the ambitious grandeur of the revolutionary project and of the purity and nobility of the cause. Power continues to be an element of contamination.
Let us now read the two authors of Impero: «From India to Algeria, from Cuba to Vietnam, the State is the poisoned gift of national liberation». Yes, the Palestinians can count on the sympathy and support of Western Marxism; but, from the moment they "have become institutionalized", one can no longer be at "their side". The fact is that «the moment the nation begins to form and becomes a sovereign state its progressive functions cease to exist» (Hardt, Negri 2000, pp. 133 and 112). That is, one can be sympathetic towards the Chinese, Vietnamese, Palestinian or other peoples only as long as they are oppressed, humiliated and powerless (i.e. subjected to colonialist and imperialist power); a national liberation struggle can only be supported to the extent that it continues to be defeated! The defeat or inconclusiveness of a revolutionary movement is the premise for certain exponents of Western Marxism to be able to self-celebrate and enjoy themselves as rebels who refuse in all circumstances to be contaminated by established power!
The tendency described here has found its way into a recent book, which has enjoyed some success within Western Marxism and which already in the title invites us to «change the world without taking power» (Holloway 2002). Giving up power to focus on the criticism of what exists, avoiding the distractions and compromises that the prospect of conquering power inevitably entails. It seems like a noble and winged password. However, in the light of the new truth, how petty appear, in retrospect, the great struggles that the colonial peoples, the subaltern classes and women waged in order to erase the three great discriminations (racial, census and sexual) that excluded these three groups from the enjoyment of political rights and the possibility of influencing the composition and orientation of the bodies of power! In particular, the struggles for emancipation of colonial peoples appear to be petty and, more than others, are clearly configured as struggles for power. And the emancipation struggles of today are no less petty. There are many, even outside the left, who denounce the fact that in the West democracy is increasingly revealing itself to be a "plutocracy", the power of great wealth and finance, which can make use of an electoral system which, with various measures , makes the access of the popular classes to representative bodies and the highest political offices very difficult or impossible. What does all this matter if the real problem is to "change the world without taking power"?
Plutocracy is also making itself felt on the international level. Churchill had stated at the time: «The government of the world must be entrusted to satisfied nations, which for themselves desire nothing more than what they already have. If world government were in the hands of starving nations, the danger would be permanent" (in Chomsky 1991, p. ix). In bodies such as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, the masters of yesterday and today dictate the law. And they also try to put the UN out of action, claiming for the West (the "satisfied nations" of which Churchill spoke) the power to unleash wars in every corner of the world even without the authorization of the Security Council.
The new truth proclaimed by Holloway is the truth of religions. In the aftermath of the defeat of the Jewish national revolution, crushed by Roman imperialism, Jesus proclaimed: "My kingdom is not of this world". The self-dissolution of Western Marxism is configured here as the abandonment of the terrain of politics and the arrival at religion.



  
     6. The fight against the "phrase" from Robespierre to Lenin


    Furthermore, the discomfort and distrust towards power as such have not only manifested themselves in the West. In Russia, the opponents of Marxism reproached its followers, even the apparently most revolutionary ones, for being just wordsmiths incapable of governing and directing a country and therefore inclined to shy away from the responsibilities of power. On the immediate eve of the October Revolution, in order also to convince his party comrades to overcome their residual hesitations, in an article Lenin reported the derisory portrait that his opponents drew of Bolshevism:
For all their verbal boastfulness, their stunts, their affected boldness, the Bolsheviks, except for a few fanatics, are audacious only in words. On their own initiative, they would never dare to take "all the power." Disorganizers and destroyers par excellence, they are basically cowards who in the depths of their soul perfectly feel their own ignorance and the ephemeral nature of their current successes [...] Irresponsible by their very nature, anarchic in methods and procedures, they can only be thought of as one of the tendencies of political thought or, better to say, as one of its aberrations (LO, 26; 77).
Knowing how things went, we can smile today at this portrait, but we must not forget the history behind it. For centuries, conservative and liberal culture has denounced the "abstractness" of the intellectuals promoting a radical political-social transformation: those who cultivate utopias and dreams of social palingenesis - this is the recurring motif of the liberal-conservative indictment - could only be intellectuals who did not they had no experience of managing power. Indeed, not even the administration of large private property; they were mostly propertyless people who earned a living with their culture and who were therefore immersed in an artificial world made of books, ideas, utopias never put to the test by reality and practice; they were the "beggars of the pen" - according to Burke's contemptuous definition - and how could they expect to govern a State and carry out a task that was totally beyond their reach? (Losurdo 2015, chapter II, § 11).
However interested and imbued with a classist spirit it may have been, this criticism was not devoid of truth. There is no doubt that the proprietary intellectuals arrived at the crisis of the Old Regime already having real experience of exercising power behind them. In the American Revolution, slave owners played an eminent role, and in the first decades of the North American republic's life they occupied the office of president almost continuously. Before the foundation of the new State, they had not limited themselves to enjoying their slaves as a "peculiar" type of private property alongside others: they had exercised executive, legislative and judicial power over their slaves; they had therefore arrived well prepared for the appointment with the exercise of political power proper. Similar considerations apply to liberal England: slave ownership (located across the ocean) was not absent, but it was the large landowners who dictated the tone in the House of Lords and Commons and in liberal culture. And they, given the social relations of the time, exercised some form of power over the peasants, especially since sometimes (as happened in particular in the case of the gentry, the small nobility) they played the role of justices of the peace and therefore held judicial power . Overall, the two liberal revolutions on both sides of the Atlantic saw the rise to power of classes that had a consolidated practice of administration and government behind them.
The picture changed radically with the French Revolution (and above all with its Jacobin phase) and with the October Revolution: in 1794 it was obviously not the slave owners who abolished slavery but the "beggars of the pen", the "abstract" intellectuals » but precisely for this reason deaf to the reasons and calculations of the owners of human livestock. And in 1917 it was not the beneficiaries of colonial exploitation who called the "slaves of the colonies" to break their chains, but rather its antagonists, once again "abstract" intellectuals.
However, the merits of this social figure must not make us lose sight of his limitations. Robespierre (1792/1950-67, vol. 8, pp. 80-1) was forced to argue against the champions of the export of the revolution, who thought they could achieve a definitive victory "over universal despotism and aristocracy" by defeating them to the oratory "tribune", through "sublime" thought and the "figures of rhetoric". By refusing to sign the humiliating peace of Brest-Litovsk, which was imposed by the imperialism of Wilhelm II's Germany and which wrested a very large part of its national territory from Soviet Russia, an important fraction of the Bolshevik party, without taking into account the extreme weakness of Soviet Russia, he dreamed of a European "revolutionary war" that would solve everything and make difficult choices superfluous. Lenin's irony was scathing: one could not face an overwhelming enemy with "magnificent, attractive, intoxicating slogans, which have no foundation behind them"; there was no point in "being lulled by words, declamations and exclamations"; it was necessary to "look the truth in the face" and make a concrete analysis of the balance of power. Unfortunately, "the heroes of the revolutionary phrase" disdained this effort; in fact, the "revolutionary phrase" is a slogan that expresses only "feelings, desires, anger, indignation" (LO, 27; 9-11).
However, those who saw in every compromise with imperialism an abdication of the reasons for revolution and morality replied: "In the interests of the international revolution we consider it appropriate to admit the possibility of losing Soviet power, which is now becoming purely formal." These were "strange and monstrous" words in the eyes of Lenin (LO, 27; 54-5), who in this position denounced the persistence of the attitude of intellectuals inclined to see power (with the compromises that it inevitably entails ) a source of moral contamination and therefore inclined to prefer the role of eternal opposition, "critical" but substantially unrealistic as, not entirely wrongly, liberal or conservative circles had insinuated even on the eve of October.
Therefore, at the moment of the formation of the Communist International, the abstractness of the revolutionary intellectuals was felt both in the East and in the West, but at a certain point a divide appeared. In the East, once they came to power, intellectuals or former intellectuals were forced to engage in a laborious learning process. In March 1920 Lenin invited party and state cadres to learn everything that was necessary to avoid being swept away by the counter-revolution: "the art of administration" did not fall "from heaven" and was not "a gift of the Holy Spirit » (LO, 30; 414-16).
The developments in the West were very different: the messianic expectations of the "transformation of power into love" were not realized; This did not mean that the attitude of distrust towards power, perceived as a source of intellectual and moral contamination, ceased. The divide between Eastern Marxists and Western Marxists was ultimately configured as a contrast between Marxists who exercised power and Marxists who were in opposition and who increasingly concentrated on "critical theory", on "deconstruction", or rather on the denunciation of power and power relations as such. Thus a "Western Marxism" took shape, which in its distance from power believed it identified the privileged or exclusive condition for the rediscovery of "authentic" Marxism, no longer reduced to a state ideology.
Is this claim justified? In reality, if on the one hand they can increase the clarity of the gaze, on the other hand the distance from power and the disdain towards her can also cloud the vision. There is no doubt that the pressure exerted by the tasks of leading a country strongly helped Lenin, Mao and other leaders, Eastern Marxism as a whole, to get rid of messianic expectations and to develop a more realistic vision of the process of building a post-capitalist society. On the opposite side, with its persistent attachment to the "phrase", Western Marxism has ended up representing two figures who are the target of Hegel's criticism: to the extent that it is satisfied with criticism and indeed finds its raison d'être in criticism , without posing the problem of formulating viable alternatives and building an alternative historical block to the dominant one, it is the illustration of the conceit of having to be; when it then enjoys the distance from power as a condition of its own purity, it embodies the beautiful soul.



  
     7. War and the death certificate of Western Marxism


    Reduced to religion and a religion of escapism, Western Marxism is unable to provide an answer to the problems of the present and in particular to the growing worsening of the international situation. Let's see what has happened in recent years. Especially on the occasion of the war against Libya in 2011, authoritative Western press outlets recognized its neocolonial character. Neocolonial and bloody. An eminent French philosopher, far from Marxism, observed: «Today we know that the war caused at least 30,000 deaths, compared to the 300 victims of the initial repression» reproached to Gaddafi (Todorov 2012). According to other estimates, the toll of NATO's intervention would have been even heavier. And the tragedy continues: a country has been destroyed, a people is forced to choose between desperation at home and a flight into the unknown, which could be deadly.
I am not aware that there is a prominent exponent of "Western Marxism" or "Western libertarian Marxism" who has denounced this horror. Indeed, a personality (Rossana Rossanda) who, as the founder of a «communist newspaper» («il manifesto»), can well be inserted into the sphere of «Western Marxism» or «Western libertarian Marxism», has gone up to the threshold of the call for armed intervention against Gaddafi's Libya. It is a threshold cheerfully crossed by Susanna Camusso, general secretary of the CGIL (a union that has also left behind its former closeness to the Communist Party and "eastern" Marxism).
How did we reach this point? At the time of the outbreak of the first war against Iraq, as the Italian Communist Party was about to dissolve, one of its illustrious philosophers (Giacomo Marramao) declared to «l'Unità» on 25 January 1991: «In history it has never happened that a democratic state made war on another democratic state." In reality, the two countries that love to celebrate themselves as the oldest democracies in the world, Great Britain and the United States, were already at war at the time of the crisis that resulted in the foundation of the North American republic and faced each other a few decades later in another war , fought with such ideological fury that, as we know, Jefferson called it a "war of extermination." Even if we want to admit that democratic states live in peace next to each other, this perhaps reduces to a trifle the genocide committed by the democratic North American republic against the Amerindians and by the democratic British Empire against, for example, the natives of Australia and New Zealand? On the other hand, isn't it Tocqueville, the great theorist of democracy, who reveals the true face of the colonial wars of the liberal-democratic West when he calls for the use of openly genocidal practices against the Algerian population? Already refuted by Togliatti at the beginning of the Cold War, the myth stirred by Marramao highlights once again the lack of encounter between Western Marxism and anti-colonial revolution.
Now let's fast forward eight years. In 1999, a war unleashed by NATO without the authorization of the UN Security Council did not hesitate to hit "civilian targets" (Ferguson 2001, p. 413) in order to destroy Yugoslavia. The nature of this war was well clarified by his apologists: «Only Western imperialism – although few like to call it by name – can now unite the European continent and save the Balkans from chaos» (Kaplan 1999). «The good that emerges from Kosovo [amputated from Yugoslavia and became home to a giant US military base] is what the world should now take note of; NATO can and will do everything necessary to defend its vital interests" (Fitchett 2000, p. 4). And yet, at the beginning of the military operations a leading exponent of Western Marxism had the courage to write:
We must recognize that this is not an action of American imperialism. It is indeed an international (or, actually, supranational) operation. And its objectives are not driven by the limited national interests of the United States: it is actually aimed at protecting human rights (or, indeed, human life) (Hardt 1999, p. 8).
The following year, Impero announced the good news: it no longer made sense to talk about imperialism in the manner of Lenin; the world was now unified on an economic and political level; "perpetual and universal peace" had even been established (Hardt, Negri 2000, p. 16)! This reassuring message was launched while, as we have just seen, the indirect or explicit rehabilitation of imperialism was taking place. It was a campaign that began with the dissolution of the "socialist camp" and of the Soviet Union itself and continued in crescendo in the wake of the wars gradually unleashed by the West and its leading country, even without the authorization of the Security Council, to demonstration that no one could resist the sovereign imperial will of Washington and his closest allies and vassals.
In the euphoria of those years, shouts of jubilation were intertwined with the enunciation of ambitious programs: the West - an authoritative scholar (Barry G. Buzan) observed in 1991 - had «triumphed over both communism and third worldism» and therefore he could easily remake the world. The following year the more or less official philosopher of the Western "open society" (Karl R. Popper), with reference to the former colonies, proclaimed: "We liberated these States [the former colonies] too quickly and too simplistically"; it's like "abandoning a nursery to its own devices." For those who still haven't understood, in 1993 "The New York Times Magazine", the Sunday supplement of the most important American newspaper, could not contain its enthusiasm, already in the title of an article written by a successful British historian (Paul Johnson ): «Colonialism is coming back, it's about time!». A few years later, in March-April 2002, «Foreign Affairs», a magazine close to the State Department, with its titles and the opening article (by Sebastian Mallaby), invited everyone to surrender to the evidence and the existing power relations: "the logic of imperialism", or "neo-imperialism" was "too stringent" to be counteracted. The most successful Western historian today (Niall Ferguson) went even further, calling for the establishment of a "Colonial Office" on the model illustrated by the British Empire and who, looking to Washington, praised the "most magnanimous imperial power that has ever existed » (Losurdo 2013, chapter IX, § 1).
However, this program of colonial and imperial counter-revolution encounters growing difficulties, and nowadays there is an increasing number of analyses, discussions and concerns which refer to the danger of a large-scale war, of a third world war, of a which could even cross the nuclear threshold. It can then be understood that the USA has long aspired to guarantee «for itself the possibility of an unpunished first [nuclear] strike» (Romano 2014, p. 29), in order to exercise a terrible power of blackmail on the rest of the world : other countries would effectively be forced to choose between obedience to Washington's sovereign and annihilation. It is this aspiration that explains the denunciation by President Bush Jr., on 13 June 2002, of the treaty stipulated thirty years earlier. It was «perhaps the most important agreement of the Cold War» (Romano 2015, p. 24), the one according to which the USA and the USSR undertook to severely limit the construction of anti-missile bases, thus renouncing the pursuit of the objective of invulnerability nuclear and therefore of the planetary domination that such invulnerability should guarantee.
The war for which the United States is preparing if necessary is the war against China, the country born from the greatest anti-colonial revolution in history and directed by an experienced Communist Party, and/or against Russia, which with Putin had the wrong, from the White House's point of view, to shake off the neocolonial control to which Yeltsin had bowed or adapted (thanks to wild and predatory privatization the West was on the verge of controlling the country's immense energy assets).
This new international situation full of dangers finds Western Marxism completely unprepared. On the one hand, the announcement by Hardt and Negri of the advent of perpetual and universal peace reduced him to a condition of apathy; on the other hand, the Marramao-style speech which identifies the cause of democracy and the cause of peace is subordinate to the Western ideology of war and can serve to legitimize the crusade announced by Washington against China and Russia. Harvey's thesis of eternal rivalries and "inter-imperialist wars" is also inadequate and misleading. It is certainly not with this category that we can understand the military expeditions implemented by the West and above all by its leading country after the triumph achieved in the Cold War and in a period in which the USA was a solitary superpower with absolutely no rivals. December 1989: invasion of Panama; 1991: first war against Iraq; 1999: war against Yugoslavia; 2003: second war against Iraq; 2011: war against Libya; in that same year the intervention in Syria began as a continuation of a regime change operation invoked by the US neoconservatives already in 2003. How can we explain that it is only the West and above all its leading country (the "nation chosen by God" that is, the "indispensable nation" and surrounded by the aura of "exceptionalism") to arrogate to itself the sovereign (and imperial) right to intervene in every corner of the world even without the authorization of the UN Security Council?
There is no doubt: to orient ourselves in the present we must not lose sight of the anti-colonialist revolution (mostly led by communist parties), which was the main content of the twentieth century, and the unfortunate project of pushing back the anti-colonialist revolution, which is at the center of the so-called "neoconservative revolution" and of US foreign policy. Emerging from the horror of the carnage of the First World War, Western Marxism proves incapable of countering the neocolonial wars that follow one another and of understanding and countering the large-scale war that looms on the horizon. It is the death certificate of Western Marxism.


  


  


  
     YOU. How Marxism can be reborn in the West
1. Marx and the future in four times


    Can Marxism be reborn in the West, and under what conditions? To answer this question it is necessary to ask ourselves about the way in which the thought of Marx and Engels met and clashed with the real history of the twentieth century, which they obviously did not foresee and could not foresee. Focused as it is on the transformation of the existing order, their discourse constantly refers to the future whose realization would be guaranteed by the proletariat (the revolutionary class par excellence) and the party which is the political expression of this class.
It is necessary to preliminarily specify that the future to which the two great thinkers and revolutionaries refer unfolds in four very distinct phases. Writing The Jewish Question in 1844, Marx spoke of the North American republic as the country of "completed political emancipation": census discrimination had been substantially eliminated (within the white community); almost all adult males, even those without property, enjoyed the right to vote and could be elected in representative bodies. That is, to put it this time with the Grundrisse, the "relationships of personal dependence", sanctioned by law, typical of feudal and pre-bourgeois society, had been definitively canceled and, with the advent of capitalist society, "personal independence founded on on material dependence" (Marx 1953, p. 75).
With the new system, freedom and equality existed on a legal and formal level; instead, it was the social relations of production and distribution of material wealth that sanctioned even the most striking inequalities, starting with the "wage slavery" imposed on workers, who were formally free like their employers and equal to them. Based on the vision outlined in the Jewish Question and the Grundrisse, the persistent discriminations that by law excluded certain categories of people from participation in political life would spontaneously and gradually disappear; the transition to "complete political emancipation" or to "personal independence based on material dependence" could be considered an immanent trend in bourgeois society itself, and this trend would have imposed itself more or less quickly. Here: the first type of future that we find in Marx and Engels is what we could call the future in progress, the future that is not post-capitalist but rather already in progress in bourgeois society, the future that bourgeois society itself would have progressively realized in the course of its process of maturation.
Overcoming capitalism (with the abolition of "wage slavery" and the addition of economic and social emancipation to political emancipation) entails the postponement to another type of future. The Critique of the Gotha Program foresees and hopes for, after the overthrow of the political power of the bourgeoisie, a period of transition under the banner of the "revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat" (MEW, 19; 28) and the incipient socialist transformation. In Marx's eyes, it was a problem on the agenda already at the time he wrote; and therefore we are dealing with a near future. The transition period finally leads to communism. To put it in the Communist Manifesto, «in place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and its class antagonisms, comes an association in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all» (MEW , 4; 482). The advent of communism presupposes the definitive defeat of capitalism and its total overcoming: in this case we are in the presence of a remote future. When communism is then imagined and configured as a society that ends up being completely free of contradictions and conflicts and which therefore can even do without the State as such, the remote future actually becomes a utopian future. In conclusion, after the current future which for an internal dialectic of bourgeois society should bring about "complete political emancipation", the construction of the post-capitalist order embraces three types of future: the near future, the remote future, the utopian future .
It is worth immediately noting that things went very differently from what Marx and Engels predicted. In the West, "accomplished political emancipation" was in no way the result of a spontaneous dialectic within bourgeois society. The first great discrimination (the proprietary monopoly of political rights and the exclusion of non-owners from them) was eliminated only thanks to a prolonged struggle by the socialist and Marxist-inspired workers' movement. This also applies to overcoming the second great discrimination, which, together with the exercise of political rights, denied women the possibility of accessing liberal professions, confining them to domestic slavery or to the lower segments of the labor market. Above all, the history of the third great discrimination is important, that against colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin. In the democratic North American republic, far from arising from a gradual evolution of bourgeois society, the abolition of black slavery was the result of a civil war which caused more deaths for the US population than the two world wars combined. Furthermore, the defeat suffered by the slave-owning South did not mark the end of servile labor relations, which continued to exist on a large scale in the colonies into the twentieth century.
In conclusion, centuries of development of the world capitalist system, long dominated by countries with a consolidated liberal tradition, have not produced the completion of political emancipation. In developing a theoretical model, "abstract" by definition, Marx could well say that it was the same internal dialectic of bourgeois society that pushed in the direction of "complete political emancipation"; in reality this tendency was neutralized by an even stronger one, by capitalism's tendency towards colonial expansionism. This led to the emergence of monstrous forms of inequality and unfreedom not only in the colonies but in the capitalist metropolis itself. In the North American republic, in Marx's eyes the country par excellence of "completed political emancipation", even after the end of the Civil War, blacks continued to be deprived of political rights and often even civil ones. This was demonstrated by the practice of lynchings organized as a mass spectacle and by the sign in front of certain public parks in the South of the United States forbidding entry to "dogs and blacks". As we know, in China reduced to a colony or semi-colony, from the race of lords to being compared to dogs were the Chinese, exposed to every form of discrimination and outrage even when they emigrated to the USA in search of work!



  
     2. The long struggle against the world colonialist-slavery system


    This being the case, we are forced to rethink the picture that Marx draws of the history and theory of emancipation. In his eyes, before the decisive revolution that was to sanction social emancipation, the starting point was to be identified in the American Revolution (which had brought out the country of "complete political emancipation") and in the French Revolution (which had put the political emancipation on the agenda of Europe as a whole). In reality, we have seen that the settlers' revolt which led to the founding of the USA was rather a counter-revolution, as regards relations with colonial peoples or peoples of colonial origin. Such relationships must be the focus of our attention for two reasons: it is in the colonies that the harshest system of power emerged, often involving slavery and even genocide against subject peoples; the vast majority of humanity was, in fact or potentially, subjected to this system of power.
We must then take note that the first major blow to the global colonialist-slavery system was the revolution of the black slaves of Santo Domingo directed by Toussaint Louverture. If we want to continue to identify the French Revolution as the starting point of the gigantic clash between emancipation and de-emancipation that runs through contemporary history, we would have to date it differently from the traditional one, indicating 1789-91 as the beginning of the gigantic upheaval and therefore intertwining in a single process the overthrow of the Old Regime in France and the uprising against slavery and colonial subjugation in Santo Domingo.
We can describe the nature of the global colonialist-slavery system, giving the floor to witnesses and authors who are anything but foreign to the liberal West. Here is a British liberal historian in the mid-nineteenth century calling attention to the "reign of terror" imposed by England on India in moments of crisis, a "reign of terror" against which "all the injustices of the previous oppressors, Asian and Europeans, appeared as a blessing" (Macaulay 1850, vol. 4, pp. 273-74). Things are no better for the colonies located in Europe. Tocqueville's friend and companion during his trip to America (Gustave de Beaumont) speaks of Ireland as "a religious oppression that surpasses all imagination"; the oppression, the humiliations, the suffering imposed by the English "tyrant" on this "slave people" demonstrate that "in human institutions there is a degree of selfishness and madness, the limits of which it is impossible to define". The dominion exercised by the British Empire on the unhappy island is spoken of as the extreme limit of Evil, as absolute Evil; it is a configuration nowadays mostly reserved for the Third Reich.
Let's now see what happens in the USA. That terror hangs over black slaves is not astonishing. The situation prevailing in Virginia, immediately after the revolt of 1831, is described thus by a traveler: «The military service [of the white patrols] is carried out night and day, Richmond resembles a besieged city [...] The negroes [. ..] they don't dare to communicate with each other for fear of being punished." More interesting is to note how the terror ends up affecting the white community itself. Here is the testimony of an important political figure of the Union on the climate prevailing in the South of the North American republic in the years preceding the civil war: the abolitionist party is not absent but "is driven by fear to submission"; those who oppose slavery "do not even dare to exchange opinions with others who think like them, for fear of being betrayed". The modern-day historian, who reports this testimony, concludes that, with the use of lynchings, violence and threats of all kinds, the South manages to silence not only all opposition but also all timid dissent. In addition to abolitionists, those who are and feel threatened are those who would like to distance themselves from this ruthless witch hunt. Everyone is driven by terror to "keep their mouths shut, kill their doubts, bury their reservations." There is no doubt: it is an effective description of totalitarian terror and totalitarianism.
Herbert Spencer, a liberal philosopher, describes how colonial expansionism proceeds (of which countries that embody the liberal tradition are often the protagonists): the expropriation of the defeated is followed by their "extermination". It's not just the "Indians of North America" and the "natives of Australia" who pay the price. The use of genocidal practices took place in every corner of the British colonial Empire: in India "death was inflicted on entire regiments", guilty of "having dared to disobey the tyrannical commands of their oppressors". About fifty years later, Spencer feels forced to make matters worse: «we have entered an era of social cannibalism in which the strongest nations are devouring the weakest»; it must be recognized that "the white savages of Europe are far surpassing the savages of color everywhere." In effect: liberal Belgium reduced "the indigenous population (of the Congo) from 20-40 million in 1890 to 8 million in 1911." Furthermore, we know of the genocidal practices implemented by the USA to crush the independence movement in the Philippines.
Genocide is not only practiced, but also calmly and indeed cheerfully theorized. We saw Roosevelt theorize at the end of the nineteenth century, against the rebellious colonial peoples, "a war of extermination" that would not spare "women and children". The saying handed down by the American politician and president is eloquent: «I don't go so far as to believe that the good Indians are only the dead ones, but I believe that this is the case for nine out of ten; on the other hand, I wouldn't want to investigate too deeply even about the tenth." But there is nothing to joke about: in the North American republic the voices are increasing which point to the "extinction of the unfit" as a "divine law of evolution" and which declare the "ultimate solution" to be on the agenda of the black question", as a happy reply to the final solution of the Amerindian question which has essentially already taken place.
It is arbitrary to detach from the colonial tradition the darkest pages of the twentieth century, those written by Nazi-fascism. Hitler aimed to imitate Great Britain and the United States: he aimed to establish the "German Indies" in Eastern Europe or to promote a colonial expansion here similar to that which had once occurred in the Far West of the North American republic. It is during the colonial and racial oppression implemented by the latter to the detriment of natives and blacks that what would later become the key words of Nazi ideology emerged: under man/Untermensch; ultimate solution/Endlösung. The German colonial empire had to be built thanks to the forced labor of the "natives", the Slavs, reduced to conditions of substantial slavery.
This project also had its roots in a long-standing history that went far beyond Germany. With the end of the Civil War, black slaves had been replaced by coolies, that is, "yellow" semi-slaves from India or China. Regardless of the coolies, colonial expansionism, even that conducted by liberal countries, led to the imposition of modern forms of slavery or semi-slavery to the detriment of the subject peoples. This is why Lenin, in relation to the clash between the great capitalist and colonialist powers protagonists of the First World War, spoke of "war between slave masters, for the consolidation and strengthening of slavery" (supra, chapter II, § 1). Is this a polemical exaggeration? At the outbreak of the conflict, farmers caught in the bazaars in Egypt were "arrested and sent to the nearest mobilization centers". In the words of a conservative British historian (A.J.P. Taylor), «about 50 million Africans and 250 million Indians» were forced by England to fight and die en masse in a war they knew nothing about5.
If slavery is defined by the power of life and death exercised by the master, Lenin's definition is apt: the great colonial powers arrogated to themselves the power of life and death over the peoples they subjected! And this power also loomed in some way over the more or less servile workforce that Great Britain and France sent from the colonies to the front for the construction of trenches or for other extremely heavy and risky jobs. In particular, this last practice inspired the Third Reich which, with a further escalation of brutality, obtained a gigantic mass of slaves from the subject territories of Eastern Europe, forced to work and die of fatigue and hardship in maintaining the productive apparatus necessary for the conduct of war.
Even with regards to racial ideology, the elements of continuity are clear. Here is a "profession of racial faith" from the early twentieth century:
1) «The blood will count»; 2) The white race must dominate; 3) The Teutonic peoples declare themselves for the purity of the races; 4) The Negro is an inferior being and will remain so; 5) “This is a white man's country”; 6) No social equality; 7) No political equality [...]; 10) The black should be given that professional education that is best suited to making him serve the white [...]; 14) That the white man of lower status counts more than the black man of higher status; 15) The above declarations indicate the directives of Providence.
Is it a Nazi poster? No, these are the slogans raised in the South of the USA, in the years preceding the formation of the Nazi movement in Germany, by armed men in uniform, who marched during the "Jubilees of white supremacy" and who were determined to resort to every means to reiterate the "superiority of the Aryan" and the servile or semi-servile condition of blacks (in Woodward 1951, pp. 332-35).
As for the Empire of the Rising Sun, today it is a very successful conservative historian who recognizes that the Japanese "ended up copying everything from Western clothing and hair to the European [and particularly British] practice of colonization of foreign countries" (Ferguson 2011, p. 306). Finally: the Italian nationalists, who joined fascism in the name of colonial expansionism, had gone to the school of "the Kiplings and the Roosevelts" (Croce 1928, p. 251), to the school of British and American colonialism-imperialism.
The horror of the colonialist system certainly does not end with the defeat of the Third Reich and its allies. Rather than referring to Algeria and Vietnam, I limit myself here to giving the example of two perhaps less well-known tragedies. Between 1952 and 1959 the Mau Mau revolt broke out in Kenya. Taking advantage of the most recent historiography on the subject, a prestigious American liberal magazine has thus described the methods used by the London government to re-establish order in its colony: in the Kamiti concentration camp the women «were interrogated, whipped , reduced to starvation and subjected to hard work which included filling mass graves with loads of corpses from other concentration camps. Several gave birth in Kamiti, but the mortality rate among infants was overwhelming. The women buried their children in piles of six at a time" (Losurdo 2015, chapter VI, § 2). From Africa we move to Latin America. Also in those years we see the USA not only establishing ferocious military dictatorships but also carrying out or helping to carry out "acts of genocide": this was underlined in Guatemala by the "truth commission", which refers to the fate of the Mayan Indians, guilty of having sympathized with the opponents of the regime dear to Washington (Navarro 1999).
This world made of slavery, semi-slavery, servile work relationships, monstrous forms of unfreedom, strident discrimination and frightening exclusion clauses sanctioned or tolerated even on a legal level, this world, after having suffered the first harsh blows at the hands of the Jacobins of Paris and above all of the black Jacobins of Santo Domingo, was radically put into crisis only by the communist movement, thanks to its direct action and the influence it exerted.
It is an influence that has been felt in the very heart of the capitalist metropolis. Think about African Americans. They were oppressed by a regime of terrorist white supremacy when the October Revolution broke out, which immediately led to the spread of a new spirit among the peoples of colonial origin. Rather than suffer oppression as an almost natural and in any case insurmountable condition given the current balance of power, they began to rebel. Here is an African American declaring in defiance: «If fighting for one's rights means being Bolsheviks, then we are Bolsheviks and people must put their souls at rest» (Franklin 1947, pp. 397-98).
In fact, blacks determined to shake off the colonial and racial yoke constituted an essential component of the Communist Party that was being formed. The whites who collaborated with them were also considered "foreigners" and members of an inferior race and treated accordingly: yes, being a communist (and challenging white supremacy) meant "facing the possibility of prison, beatings, the kidnapping of person and even death" (Kelley 1990, pp. xii and 30). These were the years of the Great Depression and of mass unemployment and poverty but, despite the harsh competition that resulted from it on the job market, all this did not silence the fight against the white supremacy regime and did not undermine the unity between the whites and blacks engaged in that struggle and mostly organized in the Communist Party.
Fast-forward two decades and we now see the ways that characterized the end of the white supremacist regime. In December 1952 the US Minister of Justice sent an eloquent letter to the Supreme Court, which was busy discussing the issue of integration in public schools: «Racial discrimination brings fuel to communist propaganda and raises doubts even among friendly nations about the intensity of our devotion to the democratic faith." Washington - observes the American historian who reconstructs this story today - ran the risk of alienating the "colored races" not only in the East and in the Third World but within the United States itself: here too communist propaganda received considerable success in his attempt to win over blacks to the "revolutionary cause", causing their "faith in American institutions" to collapse (Losurdo 2005, chapter X, § 6). It was under the pressure of these concerns that the Supreme Court declared racial segregation in public schools unconstitutional. In summary: the dismantling of the white supremacy regime in the USA (a tenacious legacy of the global colonialist-slavery system) cannot be understood without the challenge of the October Revolution and the communist movement.



  
     3. Two Marxisms and two different temporalities


    Naturally, the overthrow of the global colonialist-slavery system occurred in tragic circumstances: in Santo Domingo/Haiti the clash between supporters and opponents of colonial subjugation and slavery ended up taking the form of a total war on both sides . Nothing is easier than putting them on the same level and contrasting them both, for example, with the North American republic. Apparently the numbers add up, the logic is respected: the democracy of the United States celebrates its superiority compared to the despotism in force both in Napoleon's France and in Santo Domingo / Haiti of Toussaint Louverture and his successors. Except that the reality is completely different: Napoleon's France (with the use of a powerful war machine) and Jefferson's USA were jointly fighting against the country and the people who had shaken off the colonial yoke and the chains of slavery. (with the use of an embargo and a naval blockade explicitly aimed at condemning disobedient and rebellious blacks to starvation).
With the same formalism he argues the current theory of totalitarianism today. It largely compares and assimilates Stalin's Soviet Union and Hitler's Third Reich, forgetting that the latter, in carrying out his attempt to subject the Slavs to colonial domination and enslave, repeatedly referred to the colonial tradition of the West and he had constantly and explicitly before his eyes the model constituted by the expansionism of the British Empire and the irresistible advance in the Far West and the racial politics of the North American republic.
Unfortunately, this reading of the twentieth century, which places the most ferocious expression of the global colonialist-slavery system and its most consequent enemy on the same level, has been adopted to a more or less large extent by Western Marxism or by quite a few of its exponents. . We have seen the Empire fully assimilate the Soviet Union and the Third Reich, the country that calls the slaves of the colonies to break their chains and the country committed to strengthening and generalizing them. In this reckless historical balance, the global anti-colonialist revolution plays no role. And it continues to be ignored and removed in the memorable sentences with which Žižek makes Stalin a champion of the industrial production of corpses and Mao an oriental despot who on a whim condemns tens of millions of his fellow citizens to death by starvation.
Historically it has happened that the countries of socialist and communist orientation (all located outside the more developed West) have had to take on the task (the realization of "complete political emancipation") that Marx attributed to the bourgeois revolution and which it has revealed and still proves incapable of resolving. In this sense, it is as if those countries had stopped at the stage of the current future, the one Marx considered intrinsic to bourgeois society itself, or rather at the first moment of the near future, that of the expropriation of the political power of the bourgeoisie and the establishment of the "revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat".
It is a dialectic that has manifested itself not only on the political level but also on the more specifically economic level. According to the Communist Manifesto, the introduction of "new industries", which do not have an exclusively national dimension and which are up to the "world market", is "a question of life and death for all civilized nations" ( MEW, 4; 466). This is a task that in itself does not surpass the bourgeois framework. However, under the conditions of imperialism, countries that fail to fulfill this task become easy prey to neocolonialism. And this is even more true for countries which, due to their system or political orientation, are unwelcome to the West and are therefore subjected or exposed to a more or less severe economic and technological embargo. And once again we see the countries of communist orientation, the area of "eastern" communism or Marxism, stopping at the threshold of the post-capitalist future in the strict sense. However, it is precisely this post-capitalist future and it alone that attracts the interest, attention and passion of Western Marxism. Indeed, the failure to reckon with messianism, rooted in the Jewish-Christian tradition and at the time stimulated by the horror of the carnage of the First World War, pushes us to focus above all on the remote future and the utopian future.
Here then two Marxisms emerge under the banner of two very different temporalities: the current future and the beginnings of the near future as far as Eastern Marxism is concerned; the most advanced phase of the near future and the distant and utopian future as far as Western Marxism is concerned. It is a problem glimpsed by Marx and Engels. It is no coincidence that they give two different definitions of "communism". The first refers to the remote future (sometimes even read in a utopian way) of a society that has left behind class division and antagonism and "prehistory" as such. The vision and temporality that emerge from a famous passage of the German Ideology are very different: «We call communism the real movement that abolishes the present state of things» (MEW, 3; 35). Or which emerge from the conclusion of the Communist Manifesto: «Communists everywhere support every revolutionary movement against existing social and political conditions». In the two passages cited here it is as if a bridge was built between the current future and the remote future. And here is the second condition for the rebirth of Marxism in the West: taking advantage of the lessons of Marx and Engels, it must learn to build a bridge between the two different temporalities. When this task is ignored or disdained, the superficiality and conceit that love to contrast the poetry of the remote future or of the long-term perspective with the prose of immediate tasks does not take long to appear.
There is nothing easier and more idle than this operation. Even the most mediocre, on an intellectual as well as a moral level, have no difficulty in evoking the future of the "free development of each" to which the Manifesto refers (MEW, 4; 482) in order to condemn or discredit the political power arising from revolution, called (in a well-defined geopolitical situation) to face the dangers that threaten it. The concrete history of the new post-revolutionary society, which seeks to develop amidst contradictions, attempts, difficulties and errors of all kinds, is then dismissed wholesale as a degeneration and betrayal of revolutionary ideals. This attitude, which condemns the real movement in the name of one's own fantasies and dreams and which expresses its disdain for the current future and the near future in the name of the remote future and the utopian future, this attitude is completely foreign to Marx and Engels it deprives Marxism of any real emancipatory power.
To behave in this way means arbitrarily amputating the plural temporality that characterizes the revolutionary project of Marx and Engels. And it is a temporal amputation which is at the same time a spatial amputation: focusing exclusively on the remote future (moreover read in a decidedly utopian way) involves the exclusion of the majority of the world and of humanity, that which began to take its first steps into modernity or sometimes even remained stuck on its threshold. And, therefore, the essential condition for the rebirth of Marxism in the West is the overcoming of the temporal and spatial amputation of the revolutionary project effectively carried out by it.



  
     4. Recover the relationship with the global anti-colonialist revolution


    Overcoming the unfortunate temporal and spatial amputation of Marxism will not be possible if Marxists in the West do not recover the relationship with the global anti-colonialist revolution (mostly led by communist parties), which was the main content of the twentieth century and which continues to carry out an essential role in the century we have recently entered. Recovering this relationship means first of all fully reintroducing the colonial question into the historical balance sheet of the twentieth century and of twentieth-century Marxism. When he definitively broke with Marxism, Colletti (1980, pp. 78-9 and 74-5) enjoyed pointing out that he had reached conclusions not dissimilar to those which Althusser ended up arriving at. Even for the latter, the outcome of the communist movement was a failure: nowhere - the French philosopher had bitterly observed - had the "extinction of the new revolutionary state" promised by the Bolsheviks occurred. Indeed - the Italian philosopher added triumphantly - the communists had not managed in any way to resolve the problem of the limitation of power, contrary to what had happened in the liberal West.
It is a balance sheet that can usefully be compared with that drawn up approximately three decades earlier by a philosopher who is not a follower of Marxism or communism but rather an acute, albeit attentive and respectful, critic of both. To the representation of the Cold War as a clash between the free world on the one hand and despotism and totalitarianism on the other, he objected: "Western liberalism is founded on forced labor in the colonies" and on repeated "wars"; "any apologia for democratic regimes that ignores their violent intervention in the rest of the world or mystifies it" lacks credibility. And therefore: «We have the right to defend the values of freedom and conscience only if we are certain, in doing so, that we are not serving the interests of imperialism and not associating ourselves with its mystifications» (Merleau-Ponty 1947, pp. 63, 189 and 45).
To conclude on this first point: if, in tracing the historical balance of the twentieth century, we avoid myopia and Eurocentric arrogance, we must recognize the essential contribution made by communism to the overthrow of the global colonialist-slavery system. The ruthless white supremacy characteristic of the USA at the beginning of the twentieth century was denounced by a few courageous people as an "absolutist racial autocracy" (Woodward 1951, p. 332): this regime, which makes one think of the Third Reich, actually existed on a global level and it was the main target of the movement that arose from the October Revolution.
Even if it has taken on new forms compared to the past, the struggle between anticolonialism on the one hand and colonialism and neocolonialism on the other has not ceased. It is no coincidence that when it achieved its triumph in the Cold War, the West celebrated it as a defeat inflicted not only on communism but also on Third Worldism, as the premise for the longed-for return of colonialism and even imperialism. True, the enthusiasm and euphoria were short-lived; However, this does not mean that a real ideological and political rethinking has taken place. Indeed, the deprecations and cries of alarm for the decline of the West or for the relative weakening of the West and its leading country make one think of the similar phenomenon that occurred at the beginning of the twentieth century when authors of extraordinary popularity on both sides of the Atlantic they denounced the mortal danger that "the rising tide of peoples of color" weighed on "global white supremacy" (supra, chapter IV, § 3).
Of course, nowadays the language has changed, it no longer refers to races and racial hierarchy; and this change is the sign of the success of the anti-colonial revolution in the twentieth century. On another level, however, the fresh homages to colonialism (and even imperialism) and the persistent celebration of the West (no longer of the white race) as the exclusive place of authentic civilization and the highest moral values are the sign that the anti-colonial revolution has not yet reached its conclusion. And, therefore, it is reasonable to expect from the Marxists who in the West are committed to recovering the relationship with the global anti-colonialist revolution that they look sympathetically not only at a people like the Palestinians, still forced to fight against a classic colonialism, but also to the countries that have an anti-colonialist revolution behind them and that are now laboriously seeking their way, being careful in particular not to fall into a condition of semi-colonial (economic and technological) dependence.
It is not a question of uncritically adhering to the positions of these countries. It would be enough to take into account once again Merleau-Ponty's warning (1947, p. 45): «There is an aggressive liberalism, which is a dogma and already an ideology of war. This can be recognized by the fact that it loves the empyrean of principles, never mentions the geographical or historical circumstances that have allowed it to exist, and judges political systems abstractly, without regard to the given conditions in which they develop." If the French philosopher cited here were to be considered too indulgent towards Eastern Marxism, one can reflect on Machiavelli's considerations regarding the serious difficulties that "new orders" inevitably encounter (The Prince, VI). We can even turn to a classic of liberalism (which is at the same time one of the Founding Fathers of the USA): in Alexander Hamilton we can read that, in a situation of geopolitical insecurity, the government of law and the limitation of power and that in any case, faced with "external attacks" and "possible internal revolts", even a liberal country resorts to a power "without limits" and without "constitutional constraints" ("The Federalist", articles 8 and 23) .
Thirdly, recovering the relationship with the global anti-colonialist revolution means realizing that it is not something profane with respect to the sacred history of political and social emancipation, but rather the concrete form assumed by this history between the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. Also recognized by acclaimed Western scholars, thanks to the prodigious economic and technological development of China - defined as the most important event of the last 500 years - the Colombian era has come to an end, the era during which, to quote Adam Smith , "the superiority of forces was so great to the advantage of the Europeans that they were able to commit all sorts of injustices" to the detriment of other peoples, the era that Hitler, the most fanatical champion of white and Western supremacy, sought with every means to perpetuate (Losurdo 2013, chapter XI, § 8).
The anti-colonial revolution and the destruction of the world colonialist-slavery system, which have yet to be completed, place the problem of building a post-capitalist society in a new and unexpected context. Wanting to consider the history that developed starting from the October Revolution and which saw its epicenter in the East as extraneous to the Marxian project of political and social emancipation means adopting the attitude mocked by Marx since his youth. It is from the "real struggles" - he observes - that revolutionary "critique" takes its cue: "We will not face the world in a doctrinaire way, with a new principle: here is the truth, here on our knees [...] We do not tell them : abandon your struggles, they are nonsense; we will shout to him the true slogan of the fight" (MEW, 1; 345). The reckoning with every doctrinaire attitude is the prerequisite for the rebirth of Marxism in the West.



  
     5. Hegel's lesson and the rebirth of Marxism in the West


    It is a philosophical problem as well as a political one; it is a matter of assimilating the great lesson that «philosophy is one's own time learned through thought» (Hegel 1821/1969-79, vol. 7, p. 26). It is no coincidence that the author of this definition, as his biographer reports, «used to read an immense number of newspapers – something that generally only a statesman can do», and thus «he could always have, in support of the his thesis, of an enormous mass of factual data" (Rosenkranz 1844, p. 432). It is a testimony that sheds a beam of light on the work table, on the laboratory of the great philosopher. Alongside the classics of philosophy and thought, it also features clippings from the German and international press. The system is developed through incessant comparison with one's own time. Political events are carefully investigated without ever focusing on their immediacy: we question the logical and epistemological meaning of the categories used by the protagonists of the political struggle or which are implicit in their speech; the individual events are placed in a long-term perspective. Forced as it is to deal with the great texts of tradition, the political passion manifested by the voracious reading of newspapers undergoes a process of decantation and acquires historical and theoretical depth: politics, logic (epistemology) and history are closely intertwined.
Marx's desk is no different (even if Hegel now stands out among the classics first and foremost); However, the pressure of events together with the impulse to closely connect theory and practice prevent the philosopher and revolutionary militant from fully elaborating his system and, above all, from completing the project, according to the testimony of Engels which he has long cultivated, to write the Summary of Dialectics, perhaps called to take up and revise Hegel's Science of Logic (MEW, 36; 3). Now, the thesis according to which philosophizing is conceptually learning one's own time has acquired a further meaning: it is no longer just a question of conceptualizing and structuring the reading of one's time in a rigorous categorial apparatus; it is also a question, conversely, of identifying the presence of a specific historical time (with its contradictions and conflicts) even in apparently more "abstract" conceptualizations and philosophical systems.
These two theoretical moves, which are the birthplace of historical materialism, have been lost sight of by Western Marxism. It, especially in the last phase of its existence, rather than identifying the traces of historical time even in the apparently more abstract theoretical elaborations of the great philosophers, committed itself with great zeal to erasing them. The connection that links Heidegger and Schmitt to the Third Reich is evident and explicitly declared; with equal clarity, Nietzsche's theorization of slavery as the foundation of civilization refers to the positions of the political and intellectual circles that during the nineteenth century opposed and criticized in every way the abolition of black slavery. Naturally, placing an author in his time does not mean denying the theoretical excess present in his thought. Marx had no difficulty in underlining the acuteness and depth of Linguet, who in the seventeenth century advocated the introduction of slavery into France itself as the intrinsic essence of work and the inescapable foundation of property and civilization; this is not why he felt the need to immerse the French author in a bath that would cleanse him of all political and ideological encrustations (MEW, 2; 61; passim). It is in this way, however, that Western Marxism proceeds, which prefers the lazy arbitrariness of the hermeneutics of innocence to the effort of historical research.
The second theoretical move of historical materialism has suffered no better fate, not the one that invites us to surprise the presence of historical time even in the most abstract elaboration, but rather the one that imposes the use of the concept and the effort of the concept to also understand the present more immediate. We can start by saying that the desk of the exponents of Western Marxism is often very different from what we saw in Hegel and Marx. Presumably, in 1942 Horkheimer did not have an "immense number of newspapers" at his disposal or perhaps he did not have the time or desire to read them. He could express his disappointment or his indignation at the silence imposed by the leaders of Moscow on the ideal of the extinction of the state, only because he was poorly informed about the real situation: the Wehrmacht was on the verge of realizing the transformation of the Soviet Union into an immense colony, called upon to supply the Third Reich with an inexhaustible quantity of raw materials and slaves. Horkheimer lacked essential elements of historical knowledge, so the conceptualization he proceeded with took place in a vacuum: rather than a philosopher, committed to thinking and promoting a project, albeit a radical one, of transforming the world starting from the contradictions and conflicts of the present, he was a prophet who was pining for nostalgia or love for a completely new world and without any relation to the gigantic clash between emancipation and de-emancipation that was underway at that moment. Only in this way can we understand Horkheimer's position; otherwise we should read it as a self-caricature, or as a demonstration of the comic effects that can arise from having to push arrogance to the extreme.
We come to a similar conclusion if we read Hardt and Negri's Empire. We have seen them announce the disappearance of imperialism and the advent of "perpetual and universal peace", while all around, cheered by the triumphal conclusion of the war against Yugoslavia and by the demonstrated possibility for the West and its leading country to unleash sovereignly wars in every corner of the world, successful journalists, ideologues and philosophers explicitly rehabilitated colonialism and imperialism and called for and legitimized in advance the wars necessary to silence those who dared to challenge the pax Americana. Once again we are led to ask ourselves: which newspapers were on the work table of Hardt and Negri when they proclaimed the already achieved realization of the utopia of a world without wars?
Marcuse presents us with a particularly interesting case. We have seen him clarify precisely the reasons why a still poorly developed country that intends to escape neocolonial subjugation needs a strong state on an economic and political level. However, dreams and subjective aspirations ended up overwhelming analytical clarity. Here is Marcuse sighing: «quantitative change should always turn into qualitative change, in the disappearance of the State» (Marcuse 1964, p. 63)! And, perhaps, «in some liberation struggles of the Third World» even more important innovations were emerging, the advent of a «new anthropology» was looming. What gave wings to such emphatic hopes - the philosopher confessed not without some hesitation - was vague news and at first sight of little relevance. Era
a piece of news that I read in a very precise and detailed report on North Vietnam and which, given my incorrigible and sentimental romanticism, moved me infinitely. The news is this: in the parks of Hanoi the benches are made so that two people can sit on them, only two people, in order to technically eliminate any possibility of disturbance by third parties (Marcuse 1967a, p. 48).
It is a passage that leaves one perplexed, and not only because of the prodigious capacity for anthropological regeneration attributed to Vietnamese benches: to come across the "new anthropology" of the undisturbed effusions of lovers it really made sense to go and look for benches that respected intimacy in a country exposed to massive and widespread bombing by the US air force? Again the prophet tended to take the place of the philosopher.
And this tendency can also be read in Žižek's disdain for the anti-imperialist struggle, which would have the fault of distracting from the task of overthrowing capitalism. At the time of the Civil War, Marx was forced to fight against those who, in the name of the fight for socialism, preached political indifferentism: in the USA, both North and South, the capitalists were in power and slavery still existed, whether it was wage slavery (denounced by Marx himself) or black slavery (Losurdo 2013, chapter IV, § 2). Those who argued in this way did not grasp the gigantic emancipation implicit in the abolition of slavery proper. To this way of arguing, which is widespread in Western Marxism, it is necessary to contrast the Hegelian lesson according to which the universal always takes on a concrete and determined form or the Marxian lesson according to which it is senseless to brand "real struggles" as "nonsense" or the Leninian lesson that those who seek «a “pure” social revolution will never see it» (supra, chapter II, § 1).



  
     6. East and West: from Christianity to Marxism


    Born in the heart of the West, with the October Revolution Marxism spread to every corner of the world, forcefully penetrating countries and areas in more backward economic and social conditions and with a very different culture. Having the Jewish-Christian tradition behind it, Western Marxism often resonates, as we have seen, with messianic motifs (the expectation of a "communism" conceived and felt as the disappearance of every conflict and contradiction and therefore as a sort of end of the story). Messianism, however, is largely absent in a culture like the Chinese one, mostly characterized in its millennial development by the attention paid to worldly and social reality.
The planetary expansion of Marxism is the beginning of a process of divergence, which is the other side of a resounding victory. This is what has historically occurred for the great religions. As regards Christianity, to which it is no coincidence that Engels repeatedly compares the socialist movement, the division between Orthodox on the one hand and Protestants and Catholics on the other roughly corresponds to the division between West and East. At a certain point, between the end of the 17th and the beginning of the 18th century, it seemed that Christianity was about to break out massively in East Asia too: the Jesuit missionaries enjoyed great prestige and exercised considerable influence in China, bringing brought with them advanced medical and scientific knowledge and at the same time adapted to the culture of the country that hosted them, paying homage to Confucius and the cult of ancestors. However, the Chinese emperor reacted to the Pope's intervention in defense of the original purity of the Christian-Catholic religion by barring the doors of the Middle Empire to missionaries. Christianity was welcomed when it complied with its sinification and promoted the scientific, social and human development of the country in which it was called to operate; it was instead rejected as a foreign body when it was perceived as a religion of otherworldly salvation that was not at all respectful of the culture and human and social ties in force in the country in which it operated.
Something similar happened with Marxism. Already with Mao, the Chinese Communist Party promoted the "sinification of Marxism", drawing momentum from it for the struggle for liberation from colonial domination, for a development of the productive forces such as to make it possible to achieve independence also on an economic and technological level, for the "rejuvenation" of a nation of millenary civilization, subjected by colonialism and imperialism to the "century of humiliations" that began with the opium wars. Far from being denied, the socialist and communist perspective is proudly proclaimed by the leaders of the People's Republic of China: however, it is stripped of any messianic dimension; secondly, its realization is entrusted to a very long historical process during which social emancipation cannot be separated from national emancipation. And once again it is from the West, guardian of doctrinal orthodoxy, it is from Western Marxism that the disavowal comes. This time it strikes Eastern Marxism, which appears scarcely credible and in any case banal from the point of view of a Marxism fascinated by the beauty of the remote and utopian future evoked by it, and whose advent seems to be independent of any material conditioning (whether it be the geopolitical situation or the development of productive forces), to be determined exclusively or in an absolutely priority way by the revolutionary political will.
The disenchantment, the divergence, the split that we are talking about here do not only target China: Western Marxism was followed with participatory and passionate attention while it opposed an epic resistance to the decades-long colonial war which saw first France as the protagonist and then the United States, today almost buried in oblivion, is Vietnam engaged in the prosaic task of economic construction. Cuba itself no longer arouses the enthusiasm of the years in which it was grappling with the military aggression implemented (unsuccessfully) in 1961 and long cherished by Washington. Now that the danger of military intervention has become remote, Cuba's communist leaders aim to strengthen independence also and above all on an economic level, and to achieve this result they feel obliged to make some concessions to the market and private property (taking inspiration from very cautious way to the Chinese model). Well, the island which no longer appears as a utopia in progress, but which reveals itself to be grappling with the difficulties inherent in the process of building a post-capitalist society, is much less fascinating in the eyes of Western Marxists. When it was in its first stage, that of the often military struggle for political independence, the anti-colonial revolution rarely aroused in Western Marxism the sympathetic attention and theoretical interest that it deserved; now that the anti-colonial revolution is in its second stage, that of the struggle for economic and technological independence, Western Marxism reacts with an attitude characterized by disinterest, disdain and hostility.
It was the inability of Western Marxism to take note of the turning point that occurred in the twentieth century that caused the split between the two Marxisms. As the clouds of a new great war storm gather, this split proves to be more ominous than ever. It's time to put an end to it. Naturally, this does not mean that the differences that exist between East and West as regards culture, the stage of economic, social and political development and the tasks to be faced will disappear: in the East the socialist perspective cannot ignore the completion of the revolution at every level anti-colonial; in the West the socialist perspective passes through the fight against a capitalism which is synonymous with the worsening of social polarization and growing military temptations.
It is not clear, however, why these differences should turn into antagonism. Even more so since the excommunication inflicted by Western Marxism on Eastern Marxism promoted the end not of the excommunicated person but of the protagonist of the excommunication. Overcoming any doctrinaire attitude and the willingness to measure oneself with one's time and to philosophize rather than to prophesy are the necessary conditions for Marxism to be reborn and develop in the West.



    
       
         5 Arendt 1951, p. 259 n. (for Congo); Losurdo 2005, chap. IX, § 1 (per Beaumont), chaps. II, § 7 and IV, § 2 (for terror in the USA) and chap. X, § 3 (for Spencer); Losurdo 2013, chap. VI, § 8 (for Third Reich and colonial slavery); Losurdo 2015, chap. V, § 5 (for Roosevelt), ch. X, § 4 (for the "final solution" of the black question) and chap. V, § 2 (for the enlistment of Africans and Indians).
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