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Marx and the Frankfurt School
Humanist Marxism
I
The Frankfurt School
The Frankfurt School was a group of theorists, originally associated with the Frankfurt Institute for Social Research, -Their initial mission was reinstate Marx's theory in a way that circumvented the problematic caused by the insistence of some to emphasize it’s scientificity that led to economic determinism.  Other western Marxists had  been disillusioned by revolutionary Marxism and had began to point out the ‘flaws’ in the theory of historical materialism itself.  Developing a greater synthesis between Marxian and Hegelian insights into the historically situated nature of thought, they propose a restoration of Marxism in the light of contemporary conditions and experience. 
This is a return to Marx was in reality a return to Hegel, to what they saw as the Hegelian influence on Marx and, like Georg Lukács, a return to philosophy. The early Marx was the ‘real’ Marx and the evidence of this reinforced by the belated publication of the German Ideology and, in 1932, of Marx's Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts (1844).  The emphasis on such writings threw doubt on the theory and practice of orthodox Marxism. It was a mistake to see Marx's materialism as the rejection of philosophy and its replacement by science and revolutionary practice. Taking their lead from Lukács, theorists like Theodor Adorno (1903-69), Max Horkheimer (1895-1973) and Herbert Marcuse (1898-1979) reclaim a central role for philosophy
These philosophers were to insist that Marx's critique of philosophy was not anti-philosophical. As Adorno and Horkheimer point out, “It is a critique of philosophy, and therefore refuses to abandon philosophy”.(Adorno T & Horkheimer, M. Dialectic of Enlightenment, p.x) They acknowledge Hegel’s break with the abstract rationalism of Kant and its influence on the philosophy of the Enlightenment. But they also echo Marx's materialist response to Hegel, that the logic of the historical process cannot be a merely an intellectual or conceptual one. 
For philosophers one of the most difficult tasks is to descend from the world of thought to the actual world.(Karl Marx, The German Ideology, p.48) 

Marx and History
“Men make history and are themselves the subject matter of history.”
In such an explanation society will inevitably be divided into classes always with a dominant or ruling class.  The reason for this is that human history, interpreted by historical materialism, is characterized by the constant change in the modes of production and exchange, which necessitates a constant supersession of standards and values. A Marx puts it himself:
“In the social production of their life, men enter into definite relations that are indispensable  and independent of their will, relations of production which correspond to a definite stage of development of their material productive forces. The sum total of these relations of production constitutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which rises the legal and political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The mode of production of material life conditions the social, political, and intellectual life process in general. Therefore, ownership of the material modes of production is necessarily related to the dominant ideas of the nature of reality and social relations.” (Preface to A Critique of Political Economy, Selected Writings, p.389) 
Epistemology and social reality
Essentially, then, it is these two concepts of Marxist theory that allow Marxists to reject the traditional subject and object dichotomy of empiricist science and bourgeois philosophy.  Within the former the apprehension of material reality does not result in knowledge, where an epistemology is based on atomistic theories that break down knowledge into the constituent elements of sense-data.  Rather in Marxist epistemology material reality, while still existing independently of human thought, presupposes a human contribution to knowledge embodied in the process of the dialectic; objectivity is thus  based on shared human practices. The postulating of material reality as a specifically social reality (and vice versa), enables Marx to present it as an inescapable condition of natural science.  This is also the very condition that enables Marxism the scientific authority to discover   how  things really are in society 
Problem of economic determinism
“Capitalist society has failed; its dissolution is only a matter of time; irresistible economic development leads with natural necessity to the bankruptcy of the capitalist mode of production. the erection of a new form of society in a place of the existing one is no longer merely desirable; it has become something inevitable” (Marx, K. (1962), 'Wages, price and profit', in Marx and Engels: Selected Works I) 
The main criticisms of this economic determinism, this epiphenomenal relation between base and superstructure, as far as I can see, are threefold.  As has already been mentioned, it presupposes that there is only one correct way of apprehending reality and that is through the application of Marxist method. This is problematic since there first has to be some way of guaranteeing such claims and they do not follow just from the fact that Marxism judges and dismisses all other theories of apprehension from its own theoretical and methodological position, thus, this that this interpretation of Marxism generates internal confusion. That is, there is a conflation of its descriptive role as a science with what can be construed as a prescriptive role as a politico-philosophical theory, Finally, it is in how Engels utilised the scientific innovations of the time to inform his interpretation of Marxist theory. This is tantamount to conceding that both the concepts of Marxist methodology that have been under discussion have common ground with natural science, i.e. bourgeois science.


This dilemma
Marxist materialism can be objected to as being rooted in the 'objective materialism' of the natural sciences. In its critique of capitalism, Marxism subjects natural science to its own peculiar evaluation, attacking it as false consciousness claiming that it masquerades as having value-neutrality when its real purpose is to underpin what are essentially the anti-humanist practices of capitalist social relations. But if Marxist theory is in some way grounded in the empirical reality of natural science the critique also undermines its own claims to scientificity by using the same picture of reality to underpin the interests not just of the bourgeois but also of the working class.  Therefore if Marxism, despite possessing the concept of the dialectic, is to escape this kind of self-contradiction it must, the humanists claim, quickly divorce itself from this type of scientific explanation.
II
Humanist Marxism
Marx had himself emphasised that his theory was first and last a theory of social totality, consequently it is just a mistake to conceive the economy as nothing but the technological conditions of material production. To rectify this classic mistake, what was now needed was a complete reinterpretation of Marx, one which would do two things. Firstly, it would restore to the theory the balance that was lost by ignoring Marx's very important emphasis on the nature of the theory. Secondly, it would need to describe the real relations that exist between the economy and the other institutions and procedures that make up the whole of the social totality.  In other words, what had to be effected was a necessary theoretical reinterpretation of Marxism which could capture both the critical and scientific character of the theory, by this accounting for the role which ideological and political factors play in determining the structure of the whole. 

Humanist Marxists & ‘science’
The challenge of providing such a reinterpretation of Marx was then taken up by humanist Marxists, the most important of these being Gramsci, Korsch and Lukács. Such thinkers did, so to speak, overhaul Marxist theory in emphasising the importance of its philosophical form. They claimed that Marxism in its philosophical form was to be distinguished sharply from any claim to scientificity. It was to be specifically distinct from any claim that was to see it as a type of philosophy of a Marxist science, where science was to be understood in the traditional way The humanist Marxists could not renounce science as being altogether removed from their reinterpretation, given Marx's own claims concerning his work. Therefore, they had to claim instead that any science that is inherent in Marxist theory must have the specific feature of being compatible with humanist philosophy. This approach, then, lent itself naturally, as a way of resolving the dilemma, to a philosophical enquiry concerning the relation between consciousness and reality. 
This meant towards such an end it had to face two major problems inherent in the way it founded its claims. Firstly, it had to, whether dismissive of science or not, answer the problem of how epistemological concepts are related to any science and the reality that it is seeking to explain.[footnoteRef:1]  Secondly, it must attempt to explain the relation between theory and practice.  Specifically, it has to explain how the theory is to be formulated to enable it to further a transition from its scientific and theoretical critique of capitalism to encompass a practice that will not only reflect the working class' apprehension of reality or world view, but also act or facilitate the replacement of capitalism by this practice. This, of course, involves both the demonstration that the capitalist apprehension of reality is ideological and an explanation of what this category means and involves, i.e. how, for instance, the bourgeois control the production and dissemination of ideas. [1:  For even theories that divorce themselves from science must give justification for the interpretation of reality they are seeking to put forward which either is held to be knowledge or that from which knowledge is inferred. 
] 

Reinterpretation of Marxist theory
For this reinterpretation of Marxist theory to be advanced it has to make use of a problematic which derives directly from Hegel and which is often referred to as historicism. Essentially this allows cognitive validity to be extended to the claim of a particular class in a particular period of history. The theory is able to fulfil two functions, it conforms and reinforces the cognitive apprehension of reality of a class sufficient to their needs;  it acts to underwrite the justification of that class' domination of the other classes within a society, both at the level of its economic base and at its ideological and political superstructure.  Scientificity of a theory, is  to guarantee it being of instrumental used in the dominant class struggle for power. Marxist theory combines these factors in its alignment with working class struggle therefore, it argues, both its scientificity and its validity are beyond question. But even if this is a veridical explanation of the historical dialectics of the societal processes, still,  given the absence of some objective criteria it is unable to demonstrate it validity in the face of the claims of an opposing social paradigm (e.g. capitalism). Both paradigms claim to apprehend reality correctly - as it is. The most marxism can hope for is to be accepted as a particular 'world view' within a body of positions each incommensurable with each other but each equally as valid within their perspective. (more of this later).  This point is demonstrable even in the face of claims that include an explanation of the way this mechanism demonstrates that marxism's scientific validity consists in the historical function it performs in articulating the proletariat's will to power. 
And it is reinforced by claims that it shows that 'sciences do not derive their epistemological status from the construction of theories in order to explain reality but from their role in the formation of the world views of particular social classes' . Is, then, humanist marxism going to be able to overcome these major obstacles.
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Georg Lukács (1885-1971)
Lukács' approach
Lukács' approach was to enter the argument by representing Marxism as philosophical in character and ,therefore, to, claim that the way to tackle Marxism's inherent contradictions was essentially a philosophical project. He knew that modern history was full of the thwarted efforts, from Descartes onwards, of great philosophers struggling to arrive at a rational and comprehensive understanding of reality, they mistake was that they had not realised that:
	...reality can only be understood and penetrated as a totality, and only a subject which is itself a totality is capable of penetration. It was not for nothing that the young Hegel erected his philosophy on the principle that 'truth must be understood and expressed not merely as substance but also as subject.( Georg Lukács, History & Class Consciousness, (1971, Merlin Press,p.39.) 
Marx & Lukács: subject & object
Marxism, for Lukács, is able to transcend the ‘subject and object’ in traditional philosophy, for it is able to define its object as social reality: social reality (as totality) and social reality as a knowable entity. It is a ‘knowable totality’ and, as it is an historical process and is confined to this, it is a totality to be known. In Marxist terms we can speak of bourgeois points of view and proletarian points of view.  The conception of an atomised individual knower is itself a part of bourgeois ideology, which because a their socio-economic and political dominance has come to seen both obvious and true, no more than common sense. But in fact it expresses the limited, partial and therefore distorted viewpoint a particular social class.
Lukács’ project is an epistemological project.The more qualitative the knowledge: the more complete a subject’s apprehension of the social reality and its place with in it,  the more representative the world view, different belief system and knowledges may be socially located within the class structure of society. It is to what degree that a 'subject is able to apprehend the features of social reality that we must judge their objectivity. Thus such a knowledge, which,  while historic and  dynamic , could only be one of degree. One class's ideology may come to dominate in the sense described above; but more than that, one class's point a view may be epistemically privileged, assigned a superiority with respect to knowledge. For Marxists, this class is the proletariat but it needs to asked how Marxism is superior in this kind of apprehension to other paradigms . For Lukács , there are two notions of proletarian class- consciousness -actual and ascribed consciousness.
actual  consciousness.
This is the idea that despite the ‘common sense knowledge’ of the social subject’s place and situation in social life, she is likely be mistaken about aspects of her own personal situation. This is because the world political economy and her life situation comprise parts of a social totality to which she only has a partial and distorted access. That is, even properly to understand important aspects of her own life situation requires a knowledge of things outside the limitations of her own personal experience.  This knowledge is necessary in order to see through the ideological screens through which her experience is processed. 
ascribed consciousness.
This is the other type of class-consciousness ascribed consciousness The ascribed consciousness of the proletariat is really only a potential the proletariat possesses.  Empirically they may or may not possess it. It derives from the universality of the proletariat's position; that is, the uniqueness of their relationship to the social totality and history.  Classes have been oppressed in various ways throughout human history; the oppression of the proletariat is in some sense the apex of this changing nature of oppression. This is not in the sense of being necessarily the worst off or most unjustly treated. Rather, the nature of their exploitation through the wage labour system that universalises the process of oppression with respect to fundamental aspects of the human condition. It is to what degree that they are able to apprehend the features of social reality that we must judge their objectivity. But how does Marxism  is able to do this? Edgley:
	…reality is divided into strata. ..It has a superficial layer and a deeper layer. But the relation between these ‘phenomenal’ forms and the underlying ‘real relations’ is not simply a cognitive or epistemological relation in which the former veil, or obscure or contradict the latter.
Representational Knowledge
We can say, Lukács‘ approach to categorising  the degree to which  types of knowledge are representative of reality depends on the subject’s social position. This  also explains the dichotomy between the subject and object that have appeared in classical theories, i.e. 
Kantian 	= 		noumenal 	- phenomenal
Hegel		= 		thought 	- being
Marx		= 		essence	- appearance

Also what can be said is that while the relationship is causal, it is the nature of the subjects knowledge as limited that obscures and veils the grounds of the possibility for the apprehension of the whole. We will see  that Lukács claims concerning this problem of  partial apprehension is that  ‘only when this knowledge can be seen as the product of the process can we close the circle of the dialectic method’— and this analysis also stems from this relation.
The Lukáscian subject: Hegelian or Marxist?
Lukács’ seem to be relying more on Marxism’s rational and philosophical character in his analysis than on its scientificity. But does he succeed in relinquishing the charge of hegelian idealism and embracing fully Marxist materialism Hegel’s dialectic sees self-knowledge reaching its zenith with the merging of the identity of subject with object. This process however is resolved in the mind of the philosopher where the awareness occurs that the world is the emergence of the Idea Lukács, resolution is aimed at a different problematic, to the revolutionising of society, what would facilitate a move towards producing this effect would be a change in the consciousness of the proletariat.  Where in Hegel’s terminology the  subjective consciousness is the philosopher-subject, in Lukács it of the working-class,  being enabled by cognition (insight provided by Marxist philosophy) to recognise the 'objective structures' (object) of reality as appearance of their own being (identity). This  demonstrates how Lukács conceptualised the relationship between mind (subject) and world (object)
Callinicos agrees with this analysis, he says:
It is only the nature of the subject that has changed - no longer the Logos but the proletariat. The primacy according to the subject and the interpretation of history as the successive forms of human consciousness remained unanswered albeit grafted on to historical materialism.[i]
It is by use of this Hegelian method that some  humanist Marxist’s have sought to develop Marx's approach to epistemological questions. Thus, what is experienced is mediated by concepts derived from a class standpoint rather than the faculties of the individual knowing subject. While, as Callinicos has shown, that this approach, perhaps, makes no apologies for this it must prevent its method becoming tarred with the brush of ‘idealism’.  Can the approach avoid, then,  the criticism that its benefactor sustains?
Social totality and the capitalist class?
Why cannot the capitalist class apprehend social totality? What is the difference in the relationship between cognisance and practice for this class? The answer is that hte bourgeoisie has an inability as a class to align class consciousness with class interest. That bourgeois thought cannot go outside the reified theoretical dualism of subject and object. What must be the point, is that there is a transformation  of the mode of production and therefore this is echoed in social relationships between classes.  This may be acknowledged, but what is to say that this movement is progressive. For this movement (the dialectic) in its Hegelian mode is progressive, but progress translated as transcendent towards a fixed or foreseen end. (value-based). This apprehension, we see,  is not reducible to the individual subject but there will be  distinctive features according to the  individual consciousness and its  place in either the dominant and subordinate classes. To catalogue these features, Lukács argues of the working class, that their knowledge is essentially practical and transformative. Its consciousness in becoming practice transforms and reconstructs  the laws (ideology  and reified forms of thought) which present social  relations  as  fixed  and  a priori. This is seen to hold that the contradictions of capitalism are capable of an objective solution. The main point to notice is that  these are not modes of thought merely, they are translated into the structures by which capitalist society is objectified. Then, the abolition of capitalism is not brought about by just the realisation that springs from Marxism's categories or concepts, but by a practice that will necessitate the abolition of this form of social life that will result from such cognisance
'Phenomenal' forms
For Lukács its position as the class nearest to the capitalist mode of production, renders it is subject to the most extreme alienation and exploitation (dehumanistation) It may help if analysis the nature of the process of  ‘dehumanisation’. Essentially the proletariat are exposed to this experience through the phenomenal forms. 'Phenomenal' forms refers to the ‘commodity’ form and the wage form: the former hides the fact  that relationships in capitalist society are relationships between people rather than things, whilst the latter serves to conceal the workers' creation of surplus value for the capitalist  Both forms apply the structure of the distinction between essence and appearance of objective reality in Marxist theory. That is,  the essence of reality obscured for the participants of a society by its appearance, the latter is essentially actualised of phenomenal forms, this world of appearances act to disguise the real nature of social relations. 
As Marx himself declares:
	The commodity form and the value relation between  the products of labour which stamps them as commodities, have absolutely no connection with their physical properties and the material relations arising therefrom. It is simply a  definite social relation between men, that assumes in their eyes, the fantastic form of a relation between things (Marx, K. (1961), Capital I, Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, p. 71)
The ‘forms’ of ideology
At the inception of the capitalist mode of production, the proletariat are beguiled by the ideological presentation of these reified social relations. Emancipation is achieved through a process which allows  the true essence of social relations to be revealed  Lukács  incorporates and encapsulates Marx’s thinking on the  of reification mechanism in this remark:
	Thus the unity of theory and practice is only the reverse side of the social and historical position of the proletariat, simultaneously subject and object of its own knowledge. Lukács op. cit.  p. 20 
How, then, is the worker to realise his position and attain this kind of consciousness?
The working-class-subject
In Lukács it of the working-class-subject, being enabled by cognition (insight provided by Marxist philosophy) to recognise the 'objective structures' (object) of reality as appearance of their own being (identity). This apprehension, we see, is not reducible to the individual subject but there will be  distinctive features according to the  individual consciousness and its  place in either the dominant and subordinate classes. What is the difference in the relationship between cognisance and practice for this class?  For Lukács the Marxian subject,  is the class nearest to the capitalist mode of production, which exposes it to the most extreme alienation and exploitation: dehumanistation. To achieve liberation a cognitive change is necessary; it must reject a class identity and embrace classlessness if, it is to reduce suffering per se a universal interest not a class interest. (move from actual to ascribed consciousness) Is this then a universal class as this account seems to asserts two things that are relevant here:
	i) that the proletariat is the first class in history to be a universal class.
It is so by virtue of its oppression being somehow the perfection, the essence of oppression.  It is also universal by virtue of its future liberation. This would break the recurring chain of one class's dominance succeeding another's; that is, the coming to power of the proletariat will not be merely the change of dominant and dominated but rather human liberation.
	ii), Marxism, or rather Lukács (and a number of other theorists) Marxism anyway, asserts that aspects of the social totality are to be found in every particular. This idea is sometimes called 'expressive totality'  The totality is not only composed of all the particulars, but is on some levels reproduced in every particular.  That is, we can find in the particular an expression of the totality.  So, there is in the particulars of the relations of capitalist exploitation that which is expressive of exploitation, oppression and human history universally. It is possible for the proletariat to find within the particulars of their own class situation a viewpoint by which the essential nature of the human condition and history can be understood. 
One could ask here if the essential truths, the laws of history and so on, can be derived from the proletariat's 'standpoint', how come they don't see it?.  This is why Lukács needs two notions of class-consciousness.  Some of the proletariat, most of the proletariat, are unable to penetrate the ideological screens to interpret their own experience properly.  Nonetheless, their class position, in relation to the most important elements of the social totality, at least allows them the potential for doing so. The saviour of the Marxian subject is for Lukács is the application of rationality. 

Rational ‘objectivity’.
This is rationality in merely its contemplative form. For it to perform a redemptive role  it had to transcend to practice.  Yet what are the processes for this? An answer may be sought in the way Lukács contemplates ‘rational objectivity’. For Lukács there is a totality to be apprehended to which only the Marxian subject is to have access.  For the latter,  as I have indicated, is no individual worker but as a class.  This may also be a comparison with Weber, as he is to link the ‘rationality of action’ with the ‘rationality of culture’. This may also link Lukács with action theory. As Stedman Jones has pointed out  there are other points of similarities in their approach.
The process of change & transition
For consciousness to move from the contemplative to the mode of praxis it must attain a cognitive advance in class consciousness (). For the working class  to achieve class consciousness and the status of a unified subject (the Marxian-subject), each individual will have to apprehend, both that he or she is a member  of a class and what  it is that unites each individual in that class.  The question  one must ask of this system, is how is class-consciousness generated and unity achieved? 
To begin with all members are individuals with self-consciousness () of a subject - self. For consciousness to move from the contemplative to the mode of praxis it must attain a cognitive advance in class consciousness () .  In Marxism this is always going to be related to  an individual’s class position and class-position is relative to one’s position in the mode of production.
the mechanicisms of transcendence
Even if  we are clearer here on the need for the transcendence to being as -subject  from being as -subject   We are still, I think no clearer to how such a transcendence takes place or how the content of consciousness attains the status of objectivity. There are two things that are apparent.  Firstly, the working class as a unified subject have the  potential to acquire a consciousness that produces a cognitive advantage over that of the ruling class.  Secondly,  that the grounds for the possibility of such a consciousness is to be found in the Marxian-subject’s position in relation to the means and mode of production.
The mode of transition is praxis
 
Indeed this position can be seen to be also the grounds of the possibility of forming individuals into a class. Class consciousness >Praxis That which triggers the transformation of  to  is the application of  Marxist theory.  For Lukács the contents of  is equivalent to knowledge that is partially conscious: it is intermediate.  This means that rather than the construction of   being limited per se, as it is in Kant, and therefore quiescent, it is rather that  it is always in a state of potentiality, which is signified by .  is in  the relation of interactive expectancy with the mode of production.  However, in line with the dialectic the relation of  intermediacy is relative and becoming rather than being.  Thus, in every other era the relationship of   to  ( > ) is best  symbolised by 1 > 1 > 2 > 2 > 3 > 3. Thus,  is always succeeded and becoming always in a transition  of immediate to mediate, but where this relationship is always bounded by the state of intermediate.  In this process  the epistemology of the bourgeoisie while having structures and laws representative of social reality, these are never fully representative.  
Lukács  is claiming, amongst other things, that contemplation must not be done in isolation and must take cognisance of that which transformative.[footnoteRef:2] At the apex of the capitalist mode of production the potential of working class to succeed to classlessness is a reality. This in turn will unify the species: they gain not only a consciousness of themselves as a ‘class in itself’ but as a species, one could say a ‘species in itself’. The second point I wish to make is that such a potential involves  the climax and  coalescence of will (rational self-consciousness) and action to culminate in praxis. The problematic for Lukács is that  at such a point right change is a prescriptive state and is not a  determined state.[footnoteRef:3]  The proletariat cannot liberate itself as a class without simultaneously abolishing class society as such. For that reason its consciousness, the last class consciousness in the history of mankind, must lay bare the nature of society. Lukács disquisition of Marxist theory and method, while maintaining the concept of historical materialism, rejects any interpretation of it as merely economic determinism. He does this by projecting the  ideological content of the superstructure as possessing some  degree of  relative autonomy.[footnoteRef:4]  The Marxian-subject is the only subject that has the cognitive position to conceive of and penetrate social reality as a totality.  While class interests then drive change, the nature of the consciousness that arises ensures that that such interests coincide with the general interests of the species. In other words, ‘this necessarily gives the class the status of universality as it includes no particular group interests that are not universally applicable, neither is it exclusive of interests that will not benefit all by their generation’[footnoteRef:5]. The working class subject is able to transcend this nihility for it is not opposed by any rising class but transformed into objective humanity. [footnoteRef:6]  [2:   I have used ‘must’ here which  implies that  Lukács’ position here is prescriptive. I justify this by maintaining that the tone of this passage too is prescriptive. It certainly implies that members of the bourgeoisie have a choice in apprehending social relations as they really are.  This is in line with his anti-determinism but it does much to blur the distinction between the world view of each of the classes under consideration.]  [3:   Further  to note here is that in Lukács’ claim that ‘'species cannot do this as it is no more than an individual that has been mythologised and stylised in the spirit of contemplation’ may  be a defence against such poststructural  criticism as those levelled by Rojek when he claims, that Marxist analysis ‘..only makes sense if Marxism is really a unified subject ... and is therefore free from the perplexing influence of received (bourgeois) ideas, opinions principles, etc. The whole trend of my argument has been to expose this as an unlikely proposition (Rojek. 1986, p.p.67-73) ]  [4:   It is difficult to discuss this subject here without raising in detail the relationship between ‘base and superstructure’, or whether this or  not a  echo of Lukács’ treatment of it in the work of Althusser. Given this problematic the issue will be discussed in detail in the chapter on Allthusser.]  [5:  Morgans, D, (1992) Is there a Future for Philosophy in Marxism p.50, University of Wales]  [6:  It is interesting that this point can interpreted as Marxism equating ideology with the declining class and science with the ascending class. In this equation marxism realises itself as scientific, for it is the theory that is aligned with the ascending class. Moreover, it as a theory is truly scientific as its objectivity, so aligned with this particular view of reality accordingly can never become an ideology. Again see Morgans, D, (1992) Is there a Future for Philosophy in Marxism , , University of Wales, for a more detailed view of this.
] 


The question I have to ask here is what evidence is Lukács offering to assure us of this final position. That is that the ‘objectification’  does arrive with the ascendancy of the working class to this position.  One answer he gives to this is:
the distinction between subject and object disappears and with it, therefore, the distinction between theory and practice. Without sacrificing any of its purity, impartiality or truth, theory becomes action, practice
Yet this description has  not really given any evidence that firstly that any knowledge as transcendence - as opposed to knowledge as descriptive reference - has taken place or that objectivity in terms of correct and  full apprehension of social reality has  been achieved in more than merely its rational aspect.  Neither is it clear that thought and practice are resolved, that the identification of self-consciousness (subjectivity) and social reality (objectivity) is complete. What I mean is it is consciousness that arises in the main from the experience of  ‘dehumanisation’ and is a response to that in that it is an attempt to address bourgeois subversion of the real forms of social relations. It is the experience of the former that is described by such Marxist categories of alienation and exploitation that  brings into being a consciousness that acts as the grounds of the possibility of  change. Which meant that the subject’s identification with the object is intrinsically tied to the rise of such consciousness. An appeal to objectivity, is  necessarily an appeal to something outside the subject, to which the subject is linked by the application of rationality. Therefore, the subject cannot supply it from within itself. Moreover, and if this is stated  in terms of an appeal to universality, Lukács has produced nothing that tells us how the theory arrives at a criterion for demonstrating universality other than that that arises from working class consciousness.  For when the claim is that the evaluative  analysis of the theory achieves its objectivity as a consequence of its scientific universality. This can only be legitimate if there exits a certain objective reality which the theory can prove corresponds to the evaluative conceptions held by the working class.[footnoteRef:7]   [7:  Morgans op. cit., p.53] 

It is these criticisms that contribute to the Frankfurt School thinker’s certain disillusionment with ‘revolutionary’ theory as we shall see in part two of this block.
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