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object, the unity of theory and practice, the historical changes in thought, etc.—
. are absent from our knowledge of nature.!38

Lukacs was, to be sure, correct in protesting Engels’ naive assimilation of
history to nature, but he himself erred in the opposite direction by separat-
ing them too categorically.

Restricting dialectics to history and society was, however, essential for
his argument: only by doing so could Vico’s verum—factum principle be
invoked as the answer to the antinomies of bourgeois thought. Otherwise,
Lukacs would have been forced to confront the fact that Kant’s distinction
between noumena and phenomena had referred to objects in the natural
world, which could not be construed as objectifications of a creator—sub-
ject. Hegel had been able to assume that they were such objectifications
because of his pantheistic objective idealism. Lukdcs, contrary to some
interpretations,'3? could not, with the result that nature outside of man
was reduced to a kind of residual status in his system and one that was
abandoned to a positivist methodology. When nature did affect man, Lu-
kacs could only see it filtered through the same methodology that applied
to the study of society and history. In his 1925 review of Wittfogel’s The
Science of Bourgeois Society, Lukacs sternly repeated this point:

For the Marxist as an historical dialectician both nature and all the forms in which
it is mastered in theory and practice are social categories; and to believe that one
can detect anything supra-historical or supra-social in this context is to disqualify
oneself as a Marxist.14?

That man might be construed as being rooted in a natural reality, as well as
capable of transcending it through history, Lukacs chose to ignore. Focus-
sing solely on the “second nature” that was reified history, he neglected to
probe the role of the “first nature” in human life, a mistake for which West-
ern Marxists of very different persuasions were to take him to task.14! With

138. Lukaécs, History and Class Consciousness, p. 24.

139. Alfred Schmidt, The Concept of Nature in Marx, trans. B. Fowkes (London, 1971),
pp. 69~70. Schmidt takes Lukacs ambiguous remark that “nature is a social category” to
mean that the subject of history actually creates nature. For a defense of Lukacs against this
charge, see Arato, “Lukécs’ Theory of Reification,” p. 41, and Feenberg, Lukdcs, Marx and
the Sources of Critical Theory, p. 205. Feenberg offers a suggestive improvement of Lukacs
weak position on nature in the last two chapters of his book. It is similar to that offered in
another recent consideration of the problem: Fred P. Dallmayr, Twilight of Subjectivity:
Contributions to a Post-Individualist Theory of Politics (Amherst, Mass., 1981), chapter 3.

140. Lukics, Political Writings, 1919—-1929, p. 144. Wittfogel’s position seems to have
been more subtle than Lukéacs had understood. See G.L. Ulmen, The Science of Society:
Toward an Understanding of the Life and Work of Karl August Wittfogel (The Hague,
1978), p. 48f.

141. The realization among Western Marxists that Lukécs had handled the question of
nature inadequately began immediately in the work of Gramsci and Korsch. See Gramsci,
“Critical Notes on an Attempt at Popular Sociology,” in Selections from the Prison Note-

Lukacs and the Western Marxist Paradigm 117

the exception of Ernst Bloch, who adopted the neo-Hegelian belief that
nature could itself ultimately be seen as a subject, they generally chose to
emphasize the non-identical dialectic of subject and object that encom-
passed both history and nature. The consequences of this shift for their
concepts of totality will be discussed later in our narrative.

Lukdécs’ hostility to the dialectics of nature and his inability to mediate
nature and history in a non-idealistic way reflected in part that critical
attitude towards science evident in his pre-Marxist works. As we have
seen, in Soul and Form he had denigrated works of science in comparison
with works of art for being infinite, open, instrumental and formless. In
criticizing scientific psychology, he had attacked its positing of an infini-
tely regressive series of motivations rather than understanding the imma-
nent meaningfulness of a monumental gesture. He was no less hostile to
bourgeois sociology for the same reasons. Science, in short, was incapable
of grasping reality as a totality. In History and Class Consciousness, Lu-
kacs added the further reproach that science was an inherently contem-
plative enterprise, the witnessing by a detached observer of a process out-
side of his control. Once again Engels was singled out for special criticism
in this regard:

Engels’ deepest misunderstanding consists in his belief that the behavior of indus-
try and scientific experiment constitutes praxis in the dialectical, philosophical
sense. In fact, scientific experiment is contemplation at its purest. The experi-
menter creates an artificial, abstract milieu in order to be able to observe undis-
turbed the untrammelled workings of the laws under examination, eliminating all
irrational factors both of the subject and the object.142

For Lukacs, to view society through the eyes of the scientist was thus to be
complicitous in its reification; for such an allegedly neutral point of view
was incompatible with the engaged practice that would overthrow the
dualism of subject and object and create a normative totality.

In his 1967 preface, Lukacs specifically retracted the equation of sci-
ence with contemplation,’? but he still insisted that Marxism was irre-
ducible to the methodology of the natural sciences. In his posthumously
published The Ontology of Social Being, Lukacs conceded that

books, trans. and ed., Quinton Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith (New York, 1971), p. 448.
The editors try in an unpersuasive footnote to rescue Lukacs from Gramsci’s charge. See
Korsch, “The Present State of the Problem of ‘Marxism and Philosophy’: An Anti-Critique”
in amuawi and Philosophy, trans. with intro. Fred Halliday (New York and London, 1970),
p. 122, :

142, Lukdcs, History and Class Consciousness, p. 132,

143, Ibid,, p. xx.
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Above, all, social being presupposes in general and .E all specific vnOnnm.wmmmﬁrm
existence of inorganic and organic nature. Social being cannot be conceived as

independent from natural being and as its exclusive opposite, as a great number of

bourgeois philosophers do with respect to the so-called “spiritual sphere.” 144

But he then added immediately thereafter that

Marx’s ontology of social being just as sharply E_.mm out a simple, <=_mm_. B»an:u_.m
ist transfer of natural laws to society, as was Emr_ozmzn for example in the erao
“social Darwinism.” The objective forms of social Un_zm. grow out of natural being
in the course of the rise and development of wo.&m_.vqmn:nﬁ and Un.no::w ever :..ﬂd
expressly social. This growth is certainly a m_m_nncnm_ process, ir_nd vnmmzm iﬁ_“nnm
leap, with the teleological project in labor, moq.ir_nr there is no analogy __ﬂ nature.
.. With the act of teleological projection in labor, social being itself is now
there. 148

This leap out of nature into social being, the :8:31 of the natural Gwz%n“-
ary;” as Marx put it,*4¢ remained for Lukacs m.r.n crucial step moa.:gm:r:. .an
justified his continued stress on the applicability of ﬂrn. dialectical method,
with its mediation of subject and object, primarily to r_mﬂo_.« alone. o
Lukacs’ privileging of history over nature, his emphasis on subjective
consciousness over objective matter, his premature no:.mmojnn that the
proletariat would emulate its most radical im:m,.msa his _.n__m:.nn o_= an
expressive view of totality to resolve the m::.:o::nm of bourgeois cu E*Mn
were all obvious indications of the euphoric mood engendered by the
events of 1917 and their immediate aftermath. To some, and T:_Snm
seems to have been among them, the end of the realm of necessity was
close at hand and the beginning of the realm of ?onana not .mm.n behind.
When the euphoria ended, by 1923 or 1924, arnonnn._n»_ _.o<_m_o.:m ion.n
inevitable. The later essays in History and Class Consciousness, with their
shift to a more “realistic” appraisal of the role of the <m=m:wa party mqﬂ_
their critique of “organic” theories of revolution, already mamrﬂon.& asub-
tle transformation of Lukacs’ position. By 1926, he had _n»wn behind virtu-
ally all residues of his «infantile leftism.”147 In the intervening three ﬁ%nrm,
Lenin had died, the German revolution shared the ==2._nnnmmm:_ m.mnm o .ﬁ mn
Hungarian, all attempts to establish ionrn.nm. councils had B_mnm.:nwn m
the Comintern had concluded that capitalism had entered a period o

144, Lukacs, The Ontology of Social Being: Marx’s Basic Principles, trans. David Fern-
bach (London, 1978),p. 7.

145. Ibid. bid. 0.9 | |
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1926. See their discussion, p. 199.
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“relative stability,” and Stalin’s doctrine of “socialism in one country” had
displaced any thoughts of a “permanent revolution.” Lukacs himself had
completed his move away from the adventurist Béla Kun, whom he ac-
cused of fostering bureaucratic degeneration within the Hungarian
Party,'4® to the more moderate Jené Landler. His defense of the German
Party’s ill-fated “March Action” of 1921 was his last major expression of
support for a radical, maximalist policy on the international scene.14°
In direct political terms, Lukics’ move rightward was most explicitly
demonstrated in the so-called “Blum Theses” of 1928—Blum was his
Party name—which were a draft program for the Hungarian Party.!5° Fol-
lowing the lead of Landler, who had recently died, Lukacs argued for a
democratic dictatorship of workers and peasants based on the moderate
slogan of “the republic.” Unfortunately, his timing was inopportune as the
Comintern, stung by its defeats in China and England, suddenly shifted
leftward in the following year. All united-front policies, whether from
above or below, were denounced, and the Social Democrats were branded
“social fascists.” Although Lukacs had no use for this new maximalist
turn, he accepted the rebuke of the Executive Committee of the Hungar-
ian Communist Party and gave up active politics for what proved to be
almost three decades. He would later cite the example of Korsch’s ostra-
cism from the KPD and his own (very dubious) belief that staying within
the Communist movement was the only way to fight Fascism to explain
his self-criticism.'¥1 But unlike his earlier turn away from Left sectarian-
ism, this new shift, he contended, had been for tactical reasons alone. The
basic impulses of the Blum Theses were continued in the literary criticism
that occupied him during the remainder of the Stalinist period.'s? To

148. Lukacs’ movement away from Kun’s position began as early as 1919 with his im-
plicit criticism of bureaucratization in his essay “Party and Class,” reprinted in Political Writ-
ings, 1919-1929. Here his criticism may be seen as still leftist in origin. By 1922, in the essay
“The Politics of [llusion— Yet Again” reprinted in Political Writings, 1919-1929, Lukacs
had added the rightist epithet “adventurist™ to his denunciation of Kun's policies. Lukacs
was not alone in shifting from an extreme left position to a more moderate one. According to
Tokés, other “survivors of the Szamuely-led left opposition” (p. 215) were among the mem-
bers of the Landler faction.

149. Sec his essay of 1921, “Spontaneity of the Masses, Activity of the Party,” reprinted
in Political Writings, 1919-1929.

150. Lukacs, Political Writings, 1919-1929, p. 2271,

151. Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness, p. xxx. What makes this argument less
than compelling is the fact that the left turn of the Comintern during these years meant that
Communists were more hostile to the Social Democrats than to the Fascists. The disastrous
policy of “after Hitler, us” meant that they were far more interested in undermining the
Weimar Republic than in preventing a Nazi takeover.

152. Lowy, Georg Lukdcs, p. 201. For a modification of this argument, see Russell Ber-
man, “Lukdcs’ Critique of Bredel and Ottwalt: A Political Account of an Aesthetic Debate of
19311932, New German Critigue 10 (Winter 1977). Berman argues that Lukacs® up-
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what extent he compromised with Stalin solely out of tactical consider-
ations has been debated ever since, although as Lowy has argued,'s? he
felt most comfortable when Stalin followed a popular front strategy close
to his own inclinations.

Theoretically, Lukacs’ movement away from History and Class Con-
sciousness can be traced in four short works written in the aftermath of its
controversial reception: Lenin, A Study in the Unity of His Thought, a
review of Bukharin’s Historical Materialism, a longer review of a new
edition of Lassalle’s letters, and an extended essay entitled “Moses Hess
and the Problems of Idealist Dialectics.”*54 In these works, the expressive
use of totality so central to the argument of History and Class Conscious-
ness and, accordingly, to the origins of Western Marxism, was quietly set
aside in favor of a more complicated, but ultimately less coherent, alterna-
tive. Although it is arguable that Lukacs returned to certain of the atti-
tudes expressed in History and Class Consciousness shortly before his
death, 55 the revised position he had formulated by 1926 remained more
or less a permanent part of his mature work.

Lenin was hastily written in February, 1924, to commemorate the loss
of “the greatest thinker to have been produced by the working-class move-
ment since Marx.”156 It was also probably designed to head off the accu-
sations of heresy stimulated by History and Class Consciousness that Lu-
kacs saw coming. Virtually all residues of his ultra-leftist sectarianism
were purged from the argument; instead, Lenin’s Realpolitik” (a term, to
be sure, Lukacs had approvingly used as early as 1920)'57 was invoked as
an antidote to the utopian musings of the Left sectarians. Instead of “revo-
lutionary culturalism,” which reduces politics to a means, Lukacs firmly
asserted the primacy of the political. The role of the state, he argued, was
far more ::no:.ma than any ideological agitation in the class struggle. He
praised Lenin’s theory of the vanguard party with few of those Luxem-
burgist qualifications evident in at least the early essays of History and
Class Consciousness. Although the soviets were still lauded as the locus of
dual power under a bourgeois regime and the means by which the split

holding of the party’s dictatorial role in aesthetic matters in the 1930s can be traced back
before the Blum Theses to his earlier Left sectarianism.

153. Lowy, p. 202. ) .

154. Onowmwxzrwnw, Lenin, A Study in the Unity of His .ﬁwo.:www trans. Z_n.r.o_wm Jacobs
(Cambridge, Mass., 1971); the three essays are all reprinted in Political Writings, 1919—
1929.

155. Lowy, p. 2051,

156. Lukacs, Lenin, p. 9. . . - -

157. See the essay “Opportunism and Putschism”™ reprinted in Political Writings, 1919—
1929, p.76.
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between economics and politics was overcome, they were severed entirely
from any notion of majoritarian democracy, for “it must always be re-
membered that the great majority of the population belongs to neither of
the two classes which play a decisive part in the class struggle, to neither
the proletariat nor the bourgeoisie.” 158 This generalization, clearly based
on the Russian experience but not entirely wrong for Germany either,
may have been a subtle acknowledgement of the fact that the soviets were
themselves only an expression of an “aristocracy of labor,” the skilled
workers who were to be swamped by the mass of unskilled labor brought
into the factories by the changes in capitalist production introduced in the
1920s.15° But it was clearly at odds with the theoretical basis of History
and Class Consciousness with its premise of the proletariat as an immi-
nently universal class. In the long run, so Lukacs expected, it would
achieve that status, but for the present, its class consciousness was still too
inchoate to allow it to realize the role of subject and object of history.
Lenin, however, was by no means a clean break with History and Class
Consciousness. Lukacs, for example, chose to ignore entirely Lenin’s
grude reflection theory of consciousness in his Materialism and Empirio-
Criticism and interpreted Leninism instead as a “hitherto unprecedented
degree of concrete, unschematic, unmechanistic purely-praxis-oriented
thought.”'¢® He further argued, as he had in “What is Orthodox Marx-
ism?,” that “Historical materialism is the theory of the proletarian revolu-
tion. It is so because its essence is an intellectual synthesis of the social
existence which produces and fundamentally determines the proletariat;
and because the proletariat struggling for liberation finds its clear self-
consciousness in it.”'%! And most importantly for our purposes, he praised
Lenin for grasping the concrete totality of social relations; without having
known of Lenin’s wartime reading of Hegel, Lukacs sensed a strong Hege-
lian element in his political practice.
But Lukacs’ view of Hegel and the notion of totality had undergone a
subtle revision. In Lenin, he did, to be sure, retain his earlier belief in a
longitudinal totality:

158. Lukacs, Lenin, p. 66.

159. Piccone, p. 115. It should be noted here that the term “aristocracy of labor” was
first used by Lenin to describe those elements of the working class bought off by the benefits
of selective capitalist amelioration. In fact, in the revolution of the immediate post-war era, it
was this group that tended to be most radical. See E. |. Hobsbawm, “Lenin and the ‘Aristoc-
racy of Labor’” in Revolutionaries: Contemporary Essays (New York, 1973) for a discus-
sion of Lenin’s usage.

160. Lukécs, Lenin, p. 88.

161. Ibid., p. 9. In his 1967 Postscript to Lenin, Lukacs singled out this belief as demon-
strating “the prejudices of the time™ (p. 90).
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For every genuine Marxist there is always a reality more real and therefore more
important than isolated facts and tendencies—namely, the reality of the total pro-
cess, the totality of social development.162

But no longer did he try to equate that totality with the objectifications of
a creator—subject. Perhaps anticipating Josef Revai’s pointed observation
in his 1924 review of History and Class Consciousness that if only the
proletariat was the subject and object of history, there could not have been
an original creator—subject of the historical process,'¢? Lukacs disentan-
gled his longitudinal view of totality from his earlier expressive one. In
accepting Lenin’s realistic assessment of the need to forge alliances be-
tween oppressed groups, an assessment that led to the success of the Rus-
sian Revolution in contrast to its Hungarian counterpart, Lukacs moved
to what might be best called a modified “decentered” or non-genetic view
of totality. No longer was the proletariat the meta-subjective totalizer
of history.

Not surprisingly, his recent structuralist critics would find in Lenin a
significant advance over History and Class Consciousness.'®* That this
new concept of totality with its implicit jettisoning of Vico’s verum—fac-
tum principle cast into doubt Lukécs’ resolution of the antinomies of
bourgeois culture, neither he nor his later structuralist opponents re-
marked. Nor did Lukacs himself immediately recognize the tension be-
tween his assertion that “historical materialism is the theory of the prole-
tarian revolution” and his admission that the revolution was not a purely
proletarian one. In his later work, as his 1967 postscript to Lenin made
clear, Lukacs did recognize that a choice had to be made, and he made it in
a way very different from those who, like Korsch or the Council Commu-
nists, remained wedded to the belief that theory reflected practice:

Without orientation towards totality there can be no historically true practice. But
knowledge of the totality is never spontaneous; it must always be brought into
activity ‘from the outside, that is theoretically.

162. Ibid., p. 18.

163. Revai’s important review has been translated with an introduction by Ben Brewster
in Theoretical Practice 1 (January, 1971). Merleau-Ponty recognized the significance of Re-
vai’s objection in Adventures of the Dialectic:

The proletariat “projects” a subject into the past which totalizes the experience of the past and undoubt-
edly projects into the empty future a subject which concentrates the meaning of the future. This is a well-
founded “conceptual mythology,” but a mythology, since the proletariat is not truly able to enter into a
precapitalist past or a postcapitalist future, The proletariat does not realize the identification of subject or
history, It is nothing but the “carrier” of a myth which presents this identification as desirable. This
extension offered by Revai reduces Lukacs® philasophical effort to nothing because, if the proletariat is
only the carricr of a myth, the philosopher, even if he judges this myth to be well-founded, decides this in
his profound wisdom or unlimited audacity, which becomes a court of last appeal. (p. §4) )

164. Jones, “The Marxism of the Early Lukécs,” p. SOf. See also Robin Blackburn and
Gareth Stedman Jones, “Louis Althusser and the Struggle for Marxism,” in Howard and
Klare, eds. The Unknown Dimension, p. 281,
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\ The Ewaoim:m:nm of practice is therefore only realizable on the basis of a
theory which aims to be all-embracing. But, as Lenin well knew, the torality of

m
} Y
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Hrnmm admissions were a far cry from the optimistic assumptions underly-
ing I.h.&oJ\ and Class Consciousness. Even the notion of “imputed class
consciousness,” which salvaged the theoretical consistency of that book
was n.ov_mnng by a more realistic confession that theory did not nxﬁnnmm,
practice, even on the level of “objective possibility,” but led it instead. As
we will see, the Western Marxists were sharply divided over the implica-
tions of this position, implications which Lukics himself had not yet fully
grasped in 1924,

hm.E.: was written at a time when Lukacs still thought Bolshevism and
a variant of Hegelian Marxism were compatible. In his critique of
Bukharin’s Theory of Historical Materialism, which appeared in the
Griinberg Archivin 1925, Lukics expressed his continued adherence to a
_urm._omouznm:v\ informed Marxism on essentially Hegelian lines. Like the
review of Wittfogel that was published in the same issue of the Archiy,'e6
the essay was directed against a scientific Marxism that naturalized .}m

a_m_n.n:n M.:a overemphasized the autonomy of technological factors in
the historical process:

The closeness of Bukharin’s theory to bourgeois,

. . nactural-scientific materialism
derives from his use of “science”

ves b : . (in the French sense) as a model. In its concrete
application to society and history it therefore frequently obscures the specific fea-
ture of Marxism: that all ecoromic or “sociological” phenomena derive from the

social w&&.S:.m of men to one another. Emphasis on false ‘objectivity” in theory
leads to fetishism. 167

The political implications of this position, Lukécs hinted, were passive
me fatalistic: “Bukharin’s basic philosophy is completely in harmony
with a contemplative materialism.”1%% Lukacs did not notice that The
Theory of Historical Materialism was in fact written in the fall of 1921
Ser as Stephen Cohen points out, 6% Buk harin was advocating radically
mncﬁmm.:émn communism” programs. And oddly enough, by 1925

Bukharin was identified with the more gradualist wing of the Soviet _nmm.,

165. Lukacs, Lenin, p. 99.
“MW Mwnm:.::& in Political Writings, 1919-1929,
- Lukécs; Political Writings, 1919-1929. p. 13 5 i i
] . s, » - 136. For a defense of Bukharin
_.:rn.nm m.mm:_ O.n:.:mn_y see Maurice A. Finocchiaro, “Philosophical Theory m:h_mnww_”“_ﬁm
Practice, v::.&a in Soviet Thought 21, 2 (May, 1980), )
168. Lukics, Mlitical Writings, 19191929, p.- 142,

169. Stephen E Cohen, Bukbarin and the ik Re on: tical Bi
RAH 1935 (Nw Yo 371 % :ﬁ.&: be Bolshevik Revolution: A Political Biography,
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ership, advocating a coalition with the peasants in a manner very similar

’ M ”»

to Lukécs’ own argument in his later “Blum Theses. . m
What makes Lukacs’ review of Bukharin particularly important for

our purposes is its critique of Bukharin’s attempt to interpret Marxism as

a general sociology:

As a necessary consequence of his :macnm_-mnwnszmn wvamn? moﬂw_omw ‘Mﬂﬂ_m“
be restricted to a pure method, but develops into an _:mn.nwsma:”mwn_m:nvmz::?n
own substantive goals. The dialectic can ao.i:rccq suchin n_mn“_ osw Mm_a santhve
achievements; its realm is that of the r_wao_._n.u_ process as a whole, w ose indivier
ual, concrete, unrepeatable moments reveal its a_m_on:n.u_ essence vnM ise »«.ﬂ inthe
qualitative differences between ﬂrni and in mrn nOE.::M.:w_ :msm:w

their objective structure. The totality is the territory of the dialectic.

'What Lukécs was asserting here was the distinction vngnn:. r._mﬁom_nm_ M__.sa
philosophical versions of Marxism, which were v.mmmm onthe idea % 38&:%
and sociological ones, which substituted n.rn notion om.mwaﬂma. o nm: .:=m e \

stood as an analogue of a biological organism. _w:_%mzsuﬁ book had, in mm.n ,
developed an equilibrium theory of moﬁn.Q z:.: saw mcn_m._ m%m_wm:mum Hﬁ._m:_omm
towards stability in a manner similar to biological adaptation. utside
the Bolshevik movement, other Marxists, most notably the :no.-_AE:_m:
Austro-Marxists around Max Adler,?’? had 8:8:.&.& that Z»_.x_mu— imw M
sociology. In this review, Lukacs began w‘_o:m 5&&0.: of gnmmnﬂ _Am_.xﬂ
artacks on the sociologization of Marxism, a tradition to which Korsch,
Gramsci, the Frankfurt School, and Lefebvre made perhaps the BOMM nota-
ble contributions.!”® All later attempts to m:m parallels _ungow: _.mscmﬂm

notions of totality and such sociological positions as the ?:n:o:wx\_mﬁ o
Talcott Parsons were ignorant of the critique Lukacs and other Western
Marxists had made of Bukharin and his successors.'”* . ,

In 1925 Lukécs also reviewed for the Griinberg >Rw:\05m8.< Zw%onm
new edition of Ferdinand Lassalle’s letters. The nos.nmn; of ?.:m__%\ p! 36_.-
only a very marginal role in Lukacs’ mnm_:d.ﬁ.:, which was aime : v“ﬂ%c-
ily at discrediting Lassalle as “the theoretician of the bourgeois

170. Lukacs Political Writings, 1919-1929, pp. 139-140.
y . 116. . A A i N
”Ww M%nrmww meaﬁ_n Adler’s essay “The Sociological JWM.EM@ MVMV mecm w_.wwﬁ%mrn in
. rxi , Bottomore and Patrick Goode (Oxtord, .
At Mari o nn_.._,on.s im: Gramsci, Selections from the Prison
173. Korsch, Marxism and Philosophy, passim; pip i Selections [0 eyt
. 243-45, 425-430; Max Horkheimer, Critica ry: Se
nwhmwmmwwrwﬂ J. O’Connell and others (New York, 1972), p. 190f; TM.M:: Lefebvre, The
mo&.o.Nomz of Marx, trans. Zo_.ﬂn.: ‘Ocnn::w: %MLnEm Hwhm.n“cww wu, w\wmwm a:.& Vodern Social
174. For a discussion of this issue, see Alan ! o , Mar N Marciom
York, 1975), chapter 8. mi_:mniooa rejects the identi '
q.‘.um%mzqm””ﬂm_mﬂs but tries to salvage its :o:.vr__omn.%r_nwr wn_n_:._mn. mnmz._w._mo_. v%,_ﬂﬁ:
M%vﬁﬁo rescue mom._o_o@~ from the contention that it is inherently anti-dialectical, see

W. Gouldner, For Sociology.
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tion.”175 The reason for this judgment, Lukacs contended, was the extent
of Fichte’s influence on Lassalle’s philosophical development. Rather than
emphasizing the progressive moments in Fichte's activist philosophy, as
he had done in History and Class Consciousness, Lukacs now attacked
him for being naively utopian and belicving that the Idea was active in

history. In contrast, Hegel was praised for being far more aware of the
concrete relations of his own epoch:

The Hegelian notion of “reconciliation,” the culmination of the philosophy of his-
tory in the present, implies—for all that it is politically reactionary and ends up
philosophically and methodically in pure contemplation—a more profound con-

nection between the logical categories and the structural forms of bourgeois
:?..?

Here for the first time Lukacs emphasized the idea of “reconciliation”
with reality, which was to be a frequent theme in much of his later work.
Although he always maintained that this idea should be understood as
contradictory, he nonetheless insisted, as he put it in The Young Hegel,
that “the dialectical core of this view is always the recognition of social
reality as it actually is.”177 No longer stressing the subjective dimension of
totalization in Fichte’s sense, he now emphasized Hegel’s objective total-
ity of existing reality. Accordingly, when he invoked the category of total-

ity in the essay on Lassalle, he did so only to debunk the primacy of sub-
jective consciousness:

The collective fate of a class is only the expression in terms of consciousness of
its socio-economic situation and is conditioned simultaneously by its correct
totality-relationship to the whole society and to the historical process both really

and cognitively.178

Lukacs® move away from Fichtean activism towards the Hegelian no-
tion of “reconciliation” was given its classic formulation in his major essay
of 1926, “Moses Hess and the Problem of Idealist Dialectics.” Here the
Young Hegelians, most notably Hess, Cieszkowski, and Bauer, are de-
scribed as regressing to Fichtean idealism and Feuerbachian moralism,
while Marx is credited with grasping the concrete, mediated totality of
existing relations through his own reading of Hegel. Lukacs’ attribution
of a direct relationship between Marx and Hegel was helped by his insis-
tence that Hegel’s thought was already deeply imbued with the economic

175. Lukacs, Political Writings, 1919-1929, p. 177.
176. Ibid., p. 153.

177. Georg Lukacs, The Young Hegel: Studies in the Relations Between Dialectics and
Economics, trans. Rodney Livingstone (London, 1975), p. 70.
178. Lukacs, Molitical Writings, 19191929, p. 163,
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categories of the classical economists, an argument he was to make even
more extensively in The Young Hegel. Thus, whereas the Young Hegelians
were mesmerized by the idealist elements in Hegel’s philosophy, Marx
was able to recover its materialist dimensions.

Curiously, Lukécs blamed Hess’s deficiencies in this regard on his non-
proletarian background:

Hess philosophizes from the standpoint of the revolutionary intelligentsia sympa-
thetic to the coming social revolution. The sufferings of the proletariat form the
starting-point of his philosophizing, the proletariat is the object of his concern and
his struggle.'”®

Anticipating the later Marxist critique of his friend Karl Mannheim’s no-
tion of a “free-floating intelligentsia,” Lukacs added the explanation:

The fond belief that he inhabits a sphere above all class antagonisms and all
cgotistical interests of his fellow-men is typical of the intellectual who does not
participate—directly—in the process of production and whose existential basis,

both material and intellectual, scems to be the “whole” of society, regardless of

class differences.!8?

How Marx, or Lukacs himself for that matter, had avoided this situation
and come to “participate—directly—in the process of production,” Lukacs
did not choose to explain. Insofar as virtually all of the Western Marxists
were like Hess in this regard, this omission was an important one. What it
indicated was a certain willingness on Lukécs’ part to subordinate the au-
tonomy of the intellect to the allegedly superior wisdom of those who par-
ticipated in the production process. This “workerist” attitude, a. it became
known, was, however, counterbalanced by his belief that in non-revolution-
ary times theory had to be in advance of practice. The compromise he
reached to reconcile these extremes was to subordinate his personal intel-
Jectual autonomy to the wisdom of the party, which supposedly was rooted
in the working class, if in advance of it theoretically. Few other Western
Marxists would find this a very satisfactory solution.

In any event, what was clear in “Moses Hess and the Problems of 1deal-
ist Dialectics” was the distance Lukacs had travelled since the days when
he wrote History and Class Consciousness. The only real residue from
that period in the essay was the argument that for Hegel, alienation and
reification “cannot be overcome either epistemologically orin ethical-uto-
pian fashion; only by self-sublation in the identical subject-object of his-
tory can they attain their resolution.”181 But Lukacs significantly did not
use this formula to describe Marx’s method as well, which he claimed was

179. Ibid., pp. 196-7. 180. Ibid., p. 197. 181. Ibid,, p. 214.
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a “theory of a completely different kind (albeit profoundly connected with
the Hegelian dialectic): the critique of political economy.”182 And al-
MTOi@T rmrwnm then went on to refer the reader in a footnote to the essay,
Wn._mnm:o= and the Consciousness of the Proletariat,” he carefull ,
avoided any reference to the subjectivist emphasis of that hconr. ’
In m.ro:, by 1926 Lukacs’ use of the concept of totality had altered in
essential ways, most importantly through the weakening of its expressive
and .Inrﬁnm: dimensions. Although Lukacs still continued to stress
praxis, subjectivity and consciousness, these emphases were countered by
a new appreciation of the inertial force of the objective elements in the
totality. It is inaccurate to argue then, as one commentator has, that “the
Lassalle and Hess essays, like the criticism of Bukharin, 5&8,8 mrmﬂ on
ﬂ.ro arnonn.ﬁ..nm_ plane he did not retreat a step from his earlier anathema-
,:Nom .vcm_:c:.:;u Michael Lowy’s conclusion that the essay on Hess
‘provided the methodological basis for his support for the Soviet .,_.TS.”
midor’” is closer to the truth.'84 And, as we will see in ﬂr,o chapter on
Goldmann and Marxist aesthetics, it also provided the philosophical
mc:_z.*m:o: for Lukacs’ highly influential writings of the 1930s cm culture
and literature, writings in which the concept of totality continued to pla
a critical—but changed —role. i
r:wu\_nw. tortured later history is as much a part of “Eastern” as Western
Marxism, if not more so. To detail it at any length would thus be beyond
wro scope of this study. What will interest us instead is the subterrancan
influence of History and Class Consciousness, which, despite all of its
mc.ﬁro_..m second thoughts, launched the problematic we are examining in
this m.ﬂzmv\. Lukacs had not, to be sure, been alone in challenging the rﬂo-
.movr_nm_ and political assumptions of the orthodox dialectical _:mmwlm_-
ists. >.nnon&:w_<, his concept of totality was not the only one the Western
Marxists were able to adopt. Karl Korsch, Antonio Gramsci, and to a
lesser extent Ernst Bloch were the other members of the first mn_wna:o: of

/x\m.mﬂnnz Marxists who contributed to the debate about holism. It is to
their work that we now must turn.
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