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We do not face the world in doctrinaire fashion, declaring ‘Here
is the truth, Kneel here!’... We do not tell the world, ‘cease your
struggles, they are stupid; we want to give you the true watchword of
the struggles’. We merely show the world why it actually struggles;
and consciousness is something that the world must acquire even if

it does not want to.

Karl Marx

Introduction:

SETTING UP THE PROBLEM



Conceptual nature of the problem

This thesis has two primary objectives. One 1s to criticise the positivist interpretati-
tons of the epistemological presuppositions of Marxist theory, The other is to reformulate
the epistemological postulates of Marx’s theory in a non-positivist manner. Obviously,
the conviction which propels us to such a project is that the true nature of Marx’s theory
is non-positivist. This conviction is derived from our perception that the whole of Marx’s
socio-economic theories has a philosophical ground, and this philosophical ground is pro-
vided by the concepts of Hegelian dialectical logic. So, the conviction we have is that
the true nature of Marx’s theory i1s Hegelian, that, there is a continuity of Hegelianism
in Marx’s thought, and therefore, the epistemological concepts of Marx are to be viewed

1n the light of Hegehan conceptual system.

The problem of knowledge and ideology occupies the central place in all the dis-
cussions on Marx’s epistemology. Ideology in its usual sense refers to a form of false
consciousness, of false knowledge. The problem, therefore, is the problem of knowledge
and false knowledge. In empiricist scheme, knowledge is perception; it is subject’s rep-
resentation of the reality. Accordingly, in this scheme, false knowledge will therefore be

false perception, which in turn will imply false representation of the reality.

The interpreters of Marxism who assume an empiricist standpoint accordingly de-
fine knowledge in terms of perception and ideology in terms of false perception. Thus,
the category of representation becomes central to this framework of interpretation. The
interpreters of this school accept the thesis that 1deology 1s the false or distorted perspec-
tive which is biased towards the class interests of the knower. According to this thesis,
every knowledge by the subject is ideological, since everybody belongs to a class and has

class ‘interests’. This has been the dominant mode of interpretation among the Marxist



thinkers.

The category of representation entails the distinction between the subject which repre-
sents and the object which is represented. Subject pictures the object through the senses,
and this process of picturing is the process of knowing. The data received through the
senses are dependent on the object which exists independently of the subject. Subject
is at the receiving end, that its role is to passively receive the data. Precisely, the rep-
resentational concept of knowledge entails, on the ore hand, the concept of receptive
subjectivity and, on the other, the concept of autonomous objectivity, i.e., the concept
of the independence of the ‘object’ from the subjective domain. This corresponds to the
crude materialist thesis of the distinction between the autonomy of the material domain
and the passivity of the domain of ideas. In Materialist scheme, ideas are determined
by matter, that, they have no active role in history, since they are mere passive ele-
ments ultimately determined by the material social circumstances. Considering from
this point of view, Marx’s social theory, if understood in a crude materialist perspective,
will involve empiricism at the epistemological level, and sociological determinism at the
methodological level. This is precisely the mistake which the interpreters who perceive
Marxism in a non-Hegelian manner have committed. Our plea, on the other hand, 1s

that the discovery of the Hegelian roots in Marx can alone reveal the essence of Marx’s

epistemological pursuit.

Hegel’s system is considered to be rationalistic. 1t opposes the empiricist theses of the
passivity of the subjective domain and the autonomy of the objective domain. It advances
the idea of reason as the creative principle, and the concept of reality as the manifestation
of reason (rational necessity). That is, it contradicts empiricism with critical rationalism,

with the theory that reason is conceptually prior to the world, that, the subjective domain



preceds the objective domain. Our whole problem is that if Marx's theory has its roots
in Hegel's system, then how can the epistemological foundation of Marxism be oriented
towards empiricism?. If it is assumed that the idea of critical, creative reason lies at the

fundamental level of Marx’s system, then how can the crude materialist, deterministic

interpretations of Marxism be justified?.

Here arises the necessity for the critical evaluation of the claims of the positivist
interpretation of Marxism which consider Marx’s epistemology in a non-Hegelian manner.
To speak in constructive terms, such a critical evaluation will show the necessity for a

non-positivistic, Hegehan reconstruction of the epistemological scheme of Marxism. This

thesis is an attempt directed towards these two primary objectives.

In the following, we will briefly present the philosophical issues that shape the con-
troversy between the two interpretations of Marxism. After indicating this we will briefly

discuss the specific problems with which we will be preoccupied in the various chapter of

this thesis.

Background issues

The controversy between positivist and non-positivist interpreters of Marxism has a
pretty long history. This issue is so vast that any enquiry that aims to have a comprehen-
sive view of it is bound to be incomplete. As it has been remarked by the thinkers like
Gouldner ! the positivist - non positivist controversy lead Marxist thinkers to two entirely
different groups which can better be called as ‘two Marxisms’. One group considers Marx-

ism as a science which has no methodological link to the Hegelian rationalistic tradition.

1Alwin W. Gouldner, The Two Marzisms, contradictions and Anomahties in the Development of

theory, 1980



The other gronp interprets Marxism as a critical theory which is to be placed within the
Hegelian philosophical tradition. Hence, the controversy is between ‘scientific Marxism’
and ‘philosophical Marxism’. The foundation of the former is provided by empiricism; it
has a clear positivistic orientation. The foundation of the later is provided by the con-
cepts of Hegel’s critical rationalism; it has, therefore, a clear non-positivist orientation.

The issue, therefore, is between Hegelian Marxism and non-Hegelian Marxism.

The Hegelian and non-Hegelian Marxists differ not merely in their approach towards
the nature of Marx’s theory, but, more importantly, in their method of relating Marxism
to the various socio - economic, political and cultural problems. To have a comprehensive
view of these 1s beyond the scope of our project. But, some of the important points of
difference which provide the methodological ground for each group to take a distinct

stand point in different theoretical issues may be highlighted as follows.

While the non-Hegelian Marxists adopt the method of materialism, the Hegelian
Marxists base their scheme on the philosophy of praxis, that, while the former depends
on the method of (materialist /sociological) determinism, in their analysis of social phe-
nomena, the latter depends on the conception of the primacy of praxis. Non-Hegelian
Marxism involves the tendency of sociological relativism, especially in their view of cul-
ture, whereas Hegelian Marxism involves the space for the autonomy of culture. At the
epistemological level, positivist Marxism entails the passivity of the subject, whereas
non-positivist Marxism presupposes the concept of creative subjectivity. While the for-
mer is oriented towards the method of analysis i.e., the method of positive analysis of

the given facts, the latter is oriented towards the method of criticism, 1.e., the method

of criticising and of going beyond the given facts.



The central objective of this thesis i1s not to go into the details of the controversy be-
tween the positivist and non-positivist Marxists. But, we would assume this controversy
at a fundamental level of our enquiry or, in other words, our discussion would throw light
on the fundamental epistemological issues which provide the ground for this controversy.
It is true that the principal aim of this thesis is not to discuss this controversy, but it
is in the light of this controversy we will try to reformulate the epistemological concepts
of Marx in a non-positivist manner. This thesis is not an ‘impartial’ survey; we take a
Hegelian standpoint through out the thesis and thereby argue against the concepts of
non-Hegelian Marxism with the conviction that the real nature of Marxism is Hegelian.

With this conceptual clarification we shall now offer a brief review of the work.

Thematic content of the work

Our discussion in this dissertation consists of five chapters. First chapter is primarily
devoted into the enquiry of the Hegehan roots of Marx’s method. We start our enquiry
with an exposition of Hegelian dialectics. Dialectics, for Hegel, is primarily a method
by which he overcomes the contradiction between reason and reality. In opposition to
Kant, Hegel assumes that reason is the essence of reality or, in otherwords, reality is the
manifestation of the rational necessity. Every being is to be understood in terms of the
essence that underlies it. Every being has essence and existence. In Hegel’s observation,
being involves the contradiction between essence and existence which constitutes its neg-
ativity. For overcoming this contradiction, the being goes under the conceptual necessity
of becoming another. Every being involves negativity and its overcoming. Every being
is becoming, inherently dynamic. We derive from this that the whole of Hegelian logic

is constituted by the categories of essence, negativity and becoming.



We suggest, in this chapter, that Marx’s view of man as a being of praxis who creates
reality for himself is to be understood in the light of Hegelian dynamic conception of
reason. Marx’s view has two aspects. One, 1t advances the idea of the primacy of praxis.
Two, it implies the conception of reality as the manifestation of human essence. To put it
in more clear terms, the concept of man as a being of praxis implies two epistemological
negations: One is the negation of the concept of passive subjectivity and the other is
the negation of the autonomy of the objective domain. In both the aspects, philosophy
of praxis implies Hegelian esseutialist concepts, the concept of reason as the creative

principle on the one hand and, on the other, the concept of reality as the manifestation

of reason.

Again, Marx’s concept of alienation as a specific social reality which conflicts with the
essence of man, or, his concept of the contradiction between alienated labour and true
labour has its roots in Hegelian concept of negativity. The contradiction between labour
and alienated labour, essence and existence, is the basic contradiction of capitalism. For
resolving this contradiction, the system has to perish, to give way to a new system. This
transformation, for Marx, 1s a historical necessity. Obwviously, the notion of ‘historical

necessity’ presupposes the Hegelian idea of the ‘conceptual necessity of becoming’.

The concepts of praxis, alienation and historicity constitute the philosophical ground
of Marxism. We would realise at a later stage of our discussion that the whole of Marx’s
socio-economic theories especially his theories, of value, fetishism and historical devel-
opment are based on these philosophical concepts; and hence they all have the Hegelian
philosophical roots. We derive from our analysis that the true nature of Marxism is

Hegelian, and therefore, the epistemological concepts of Marx are to be understood in a

non-positivistic manner.



The Hegelian interpretation of Marx’s epistemological concepts has not been uni-
versally accepted by all the schools of Marxist tradition of thought. It can be shown
that sociological interpretation implies, at a deeper level, a mode of theorising which
contradicts with that of Hegelian Marxism. Althusser’s interpretation is explicitly non-
Hegelian, that, it is in conflict with the Hegelian interpretation. Thus, in second and third

chapters, the arguments have been given to show the untenability of both sociological

and Althusser’s positivist interpretations of Marxism.

Discussion in the second chapter focuses on the important conceptual differences
between the sociological and dialectical models of knowledge. Sociology of knowledge,
especially of Mannheim, is concerned with the problem of social determination of knowl-
edge. Every knowledge, according to Mannheim'’s theory of ideology, is biased towards
the interests of the group to which the knower belongs. This ‘biased’ knowledge is ideol-
ogy. Every knowledge is ideological, since everybody belongs to a social group and has
group-interests. The sole aim of Mannheim’s theory is to present the problem of 1deology

as a general epistemological problem.

This project, suggested by Mannheim, we argue, is an extension of the conventional
Marxist account of ideology as the distorted knowledge determined by the class-interests
of the knower. This account of ideology is grounded precisely on the materialistic interpre-
tation of culture. The two theses central to the materialist interpretation of culture are:
1) base (economy) determines superstructure 2) material conditions of man’s existence
determines the forms of his consciousness. These two theses are said to be interdepen-
dent. The material conditions of existence are conventionally understood as economic
conditions. Persons in a social whole are divided into different ‘classes’ which are having

different economic conditions. So, in the last analysis, class determines consciousness,



thatl, every knowledge 1s mediated by the class-interests of the knower. Every knwoledge
is biased, and ideology is precisely this biased knowledge. We argue in the light of our
discussion on these issues, sociological mode of interpreting ideology is largely dependent
on, or intimately related to, the procedure of the maternalistic interpretation of ideology.
Three tendencies can be plainly observed in the materialist-sociological mode of interpret-
ing ideology, that are 1) crude empiricist 2) materialist reductionist and 3) relativist. We
perceive the tendency of empiricisin at a very funda:nental level of materialist-sociological
theory, that at the level where it conceives knowledge as the ‘passive’ representation of
the reality. Reductionist tendency, but, is explicit in it, that it undoubtedly involves
the method of reducing ‘subjective’ into the ‘objective’. Relativism is the unavoidable
consequernce of every sociological procedure, that, the idea that all knowledge is mediated
by the class/group position of the knower necessarily implies the thesis that knowledge

is relative.

In the same section we try to argue that how the epistemological postulates of
Marx’s philosophy of praxis stand against the above mentioned tendencies of materialist-
sociological theory. That is, we try to show 1) how the conception of praxis which rejects
the ‘primacy’ of the objective domain goes against the method of materialist reduction-
ism, 2) how Marx’s rejection of the concept of autonumous reality results in the denial
of the reflection theory of knowledge and, thereby of the very ground of empiricism, and
3) how Marx’s concept of man as a being of praxis implies a methodological dismissal of

sociological relativism.

In addition to this, in the last part of this chapter, we explore the possibility for a
non-materialist approach to culture within the theoretical framework of Marxism. This

is done on the basis of our analysis of Marx’s ‘Theses on Feuerbach’, especially nineth



and tenth theses. These theses embody the essentialist epistemological principles and
thereby, a clear dismissal of the positivist paradigms which are exemplified in materialist-

sociological view of knowledge and ideology.

Third chapter is a critical study of Althusser’s conception of knowledge and ideology.
We brand Althusser’s scheme as neo-positivist in the light of our perception that it
embodies a revival of positivist paradigms in a relatively new theoretical form. The
whole of Althusser’s attempt in the course of his ‘scientific’ interpretation of Marxism is

to overcome the empiricist, deterministic and relativistic fallacies of sociological Marxism.

As a ground to this, Althusser propounds three theories which, he thinks, resolve
the riddles of sociological Marxismm. The theories are: 1) the theory of ideoclogy as the
representation of the ‘imaginary’ relationship of the individuals to their conditions of
existence, 2) the theory of over-determination, that, the 1dea that social totality is to be
viewed as a complex relation of structures, levels or instances which determines and are
determined by each other, and 3) the theory of the epistemological break between science

and 1deology.

We criticise Althusser’s neo-positivist scheme, not in a general perspective, but with
the specific aim of showing that its epistemological presuppositions are not fundamen-
tally different from those of conventional sociologism. More clearly, our aim is to make
the positivist orientation of Althusser’s theory explicit. \We argue, in this context, that
Althusser, by inserting the category of representation to designate the relationship be-
tween ideology and the individual’s relationship to their conditions of existence, favours
empiricism, that, he retains the subject/object structure of classical empiricism in his

theory of ideology, and this lead him to the positivist camp where ideology is treated as
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merely a form of representation.

Conceiving ‘subject’ as a ‘constituted’ category 1s a sociological procedure. The basic
conviction of every sociological approach is that society is an objective structure which
determines the role of the subject within it. Althusser’s claim that subjectivity is not
the source, but the effect of the social totality, we argue, not merely resembles but

presupposes the sociological procedure.

A close analysis of Althusser's theory of over-determination makes us realise that
it does not, in any way, alter ‘the base-superstructure model, but only complicates it.
Althusser’s is actually an attempt to provide autonomy to the superstructure at the
same time when it retains the primacy of the economic structure. By retaining the
idea of the primacy of economy Althusser’s theory falls back to the deterministic fallacy.
Certainly, we do not imply here that Althusser has nothing to say more than what the
base-superstructure model of orthodox Marxism implies. Althusser’s theory does provide
a new framework where the idea of simple determination completely dissappears. But we
say only that, at a very fundamental level, at the level where the ultimate primacy of the
economy is conceived, Althusser’s scheme involves the idea of determination, certainly of

the nature of a complex mechanism.

The solution that Althusser’s theory provides to the problem of relativism is defenitely
a positivistic solution. The science-ideology distinction, we argue, directly corresponds
to the fact-value or, science - non-science (metaphysics) distinction of classical as well as
of modern positivism. The procedure of assigning value-neutral status to science leads
invarioubly to scientism where science is considered to be the form of correct knowledge,

superior to other disciplines. In the light of the above findings we arrive at the conclusion
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that Althusser’s scientific Marxism is the result of a positivist reading of Marx’s theory,
the procedure involved in which is not fundamentally different from that of *sociological

Marxism’.

In the fourth chapter, we attempt to reveal the availability of a non-positivist paradigm
of knowledge within the theoretical framework of Marxism. We observe that ‘praxis’ and
‘historicity’ are the two fundamental concepts upon which such a paradigm can be con-
structed. Both the concepts imply the redefinition of the concept of objectivity, that,
they are grounded on the view that‘object’ is the property of praxis, not an autonomous
fact devoid of any content. Obviously, such a redefinition of the concept of objectivity
invalidates the methodology of empiricism which assume the autonomy of the objective
domain, and of formalistic enquiries which refuse to penetrate the objective domain into

the domain of its historical constitution.

We explain Marx’s procedure of the redefinition of objectivity and elaborate the
implications of the concept of praxis by going through some of the relevant observations
of Marx’s ‘Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts’. Similarly, our description of the
notion of historicity depends on Marx’s critique of the ‘analytic method’ of classical
political economy, especially of its treatment of ‘commodity’ as an ahistorical fact, devoid

of any ‘human content’.

In the course of our enquiry towards a non-positivist account of knowledge we seek
support from the theories of George Lukéacs and Herbert Marcuse who have tried to
develop the Hegelian presuppositions of Marx’s theory into a fulfledged critique of posi-
tivism. The theories are namely 1) theory of reification and 2) theory of one-dimensionality.

Theory of reification of Lukacs 1s actually an extension of Marx’s theory of commodity
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fetishism. Fetishism, in Marx’s formulation, is a phenomenon specific to a particular
system of production where the products of labour assume an objective value, a supra
historical power, and confront man by virtue of this power. It is a phenomenon specific to
a system where man is governed by the objects. This, Lukacs observes, results in a major
cultural crisis, in the reification of consciousness. Human rationality, in a system where
consciousness 1s governed by the objects, turns to be more and more abstract and formal.
On the one hand, it turns to be a form of recognition of the given facts as the ‘abstract’
categories totally detached from their human essence, and on the other, it turns to be
lost 1n the ‘immediacy’ of the facts, impotent to go beyond the appearance of the facts.
‘Reified consciousness’, in Lukécs sense, implies ‘formalised’ rationality. This formalism,

Lukdcs argues, is the basis of all the positivist paradigms of rationality.

Reified consciousness is false consciousness. The problem of ideology, of false knowl-
edge, is to be understood, in Lukacs’ Marxism, as the problem of reified consciousness,
that, ideology is to be viewed as a {orm of reified rationality. True knowledge, obviously,
implies the paradigm of critical rationality which penetrates the ‘givenness’ of the facts,
which understands the facts as the manifestation of human essence. The concept of
knowledge and 1deology implied in Lukacs’ theory of reification is not merely different

from, but also critical of both the sociological and the ‘neo-positivist’ conceptions.

Herbert Marcuse’s theory of ‘one dimensionality’ s a still more powerful eritique of
positivist paradigms of rationality. We, in the same chapter, attempt to have a brief
exposition of Marcuse’s theory mainly to show that how Marcuse develops Marxism into

a critical theory of positivism.

In Marcuse’s observation, the assimilation of the subject into the object provides the



13

conceptual ground for the one-dimensional technological world. This assimilation gives
birth to a pattern of one-dimensional thought, more clearly, to the paradigm of one-

dimensional rationality. This is the paradigm central to all the positivist projects such

as behaviourism, operationalism, etc.

The characteristic feature of all the behaviourist and operationalist methods is the
translation of the ‘subjective’ into the ‘objective’, either into the behavioural patterns or
to the set of operations which are objectively verifiable. This is precisely the method of
‘assimilation’. To assimilate subject into the object is to eliminate autonomous, creative
subjectivity. This is to establish a one-dimensional system which lacks the dimension
of criticism. The paradigm of one-dimensional rationality is actually the paradigm of

uncritical rationality.

It is expliait that true consciousness, in Marcuse’s observation, implies the paradigm of
bi-dimensional rationality, i.e., the mode of thought which has the dimension of criticism.
And, false consciousness implies the paradigm of one-dimensional rationality i.e., a mode
of thought which lacks the dimension of criticism. True knowledge, in Marcuse’s sense
is the critical knowledge which criticises and, thereby, goes beyond the immediacy of the
facts. False knowledge is uncritical; it is the uncritical acceptance of the given facts. The
problem of knowledge and ideology, thus, is to be understood as the problem of critical

and uncritical rationality.

In the concluding chapter, we attempt to have a close look into the epistemological
assumptions of both Lukacs’ and Marcuse’s Marxisms, and to show the fundamental sim-
ilarity between them. It is plain that the procedure of identifying truth with the critical

knowledge, i.e., the knowledge which presupposes critical rationality, and falsity with the
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tunentical” knowledge i.e.; the knowledge which presupposes uncritical rationality, 1s a
Hegelian procedure. The epistemological thrust involved in it is that of critical ratio-
nalism, that of the concept of reason as a creative, critical principle conceptually prior
to the world. Both Lukdcs’ and Marcuse's reading of I\'Iarx,rtherefore, is fundamentally
Hegelian; it is of the nature of a critical rationalist reconstruction of Marx’s conceptual
system. An epistemological synthesis of Lukacs’ and Marcuse’s systems provides us with

a platform where we can have a Hegelian Marxist account of knowledge and ideology.



this struggle is a conflict defined not by the indifference of
the two sides in their distinction, but by their being bound together
in one unity. I am not one of the fighters locked in battle, but both,

and I am the struggle itself. I am fire and water ..

G.W.F. Hegel

Chapter - 1

DIALECTICAL LOGIC:
THE HEGELIAN ROOTS OF MARX’S METHOD
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The method that is common to both Marx and Hegel usually goes by the name
of ‘dialectics’. It is true that a wide variety of interpretations has been given to the
notion of dialectical method and hence, it is not very easy to have an undisputable
account of it. But, atleast in Both Hegel’s and Marx’s sense, it can be safely maintained
that 1t is a notion that refers precisely to the idea of ‘overcoming the contradictions’.
The fundamental thrust of Hegelian method is to resolve the opposition between reason
and reality by establishing the supremacy of the former over the later. The antagonism
between the subject and the object, thought and reality, in Hegel’s account, gets dissolved
in the process 1.e., in the process of self development of reason. In the present chapter,
we shall attempt to view Marx’s philosophy of praxis as being rooted, in Hegel’s dynamic
conception of reason. Precisely, the aim of this chapter 1s to trace out the Hegelian roots

of Marx’s concept of man as a being of praxis, as a being who ‘shapes’ the reality.

To understand the Hegelian concept of reason it is necessary to have a close look
on Hegel’s critique of Kant. It has been commonly argued that the whole of Hegelian-
1sm is methodologically founded upon his critique of Kant’s formalism especially of his
noumena-phenomena distinction. We shall have a brief discussion on this critique and

then proceed to the details of Hegel’s non-formalistic logic as exposed mainly in Science

of logic
Critique of formalism and the foundations of dialectical logic

The basic thrust of Kant’s eritique of pure reason is a synthesis of empiricism and
rationalism. Kant openly admits the empiricism thesis that experience generates knowl-
edge. He agree also with the rationalist claim that human mind possesses certain universal

forms which are a priori. A synthesis of these two theses is possible, as Kant says, when
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we observe that the sense experience that generates knowledge itself is dependent on the
a priori forms possessed by human mind. Perception is not an isolated process. When we
perceive something we apply certain categories and organise the perceptual phenomena.
knowledge is not possible in the absence of this mehcanism of organisation. In other
words, knowledge involves the mechanisms of both sense experience and the ordering or

the arranging of the sense-data through the universal forms.

Knowledge is constructed by two factors: Sense experience (sensibility) and mecha-
nism of organisation (understanding). The objects are given to us by means of sensibility
and they are thought through the understanding. In other words, sensibility, (i.e., the
faculty of intuition) furnishes the minifold materials, the discrete particulars of the world,
while understanding, (i.e., the faculty concepts) organise and make them intelligible. But,
“understanding must directly or indirectly, relate to intuitions, and therefore, with us,

to sensibility because in no other way can an object be given to us”.%.

Empiricists commit the mistake of not taking into account the concept'a.s the nec-
essary factor of human knowledge. Empiricist enquiry, as Kant assumes, results in a
position where human reason 1s confined to the limits of the ‘given’. Rationalist, on the
other hand, fails to notice that the categories themselves cannot give us any knowledge,
but they can simply determine the objects which are given to us by means of sensibility.
Both empiricism and rationalism are wrong with respect of their partial perspectives of
knowledge, and what we need, according to Kant, is a synthesis, i.e, a holistic perspective

in which knowledge involves both the faculties of intuitions and concepts.

The forms of intuition (space and time) and the forms of understanding (categories)

Immanuel Kant, Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 65.



are the universals that human mind originally possesses. Human mind organise the
objects given to i1t through these forms. They are completely independent of the sense-
experiences. They are not derived from experience, but, rather experiences are ‘organised’
through them. They provide necessary conditions for all our experiences. They are

universal because they are common to all individuals; they constitute the basic structure

of human mind. In short they are a prior.

Mind, therefore, possesses certain universal forms through which the given obejcts
are ‘organised’. ‘Organisation’ 1s the a priori activity of human mind. Certainly, this a
priori activity depends wholly on the data received through the senses. It depends on
the ‘impressions’, on the objects as appeared or as presented to it. Mind cannot know
what constitutes the appearances. It cannot reach the ground of the impressions which
are presented to 1t. The ‘ground’, Kant observes, remains always outside the forms of
the mind, beyond our reach. In other words, mind can operate only on the things which
are given to it; it can never penetrate the givenness. It can never reach the ‘thing-in-

themselves’. Thing-in-itself is unknown and ‘unknowable’.
(=]

Mind can know only impressions. Human knowledge is confined to the ‘realm’ of
impressions. Reality that we know is that which appears to us. In other words, all the
reality we know 1s ‘appearance’ or, all the objects of knowledge are ‘appearances’. Kant
says that these appearances can exist independently of the categories of understanding
or they can be given in intuition independently of the function of understanding. But
they cannot exist independently of the way in which they are presented or related to
our sensibility. They can never be something other than appearances. They remain
‘phenomenal’. Thing-in-itself, on the other hand, is completely unknowledge; it remains

outside the realm of knowledge. In Kants terminology 1t is ‘noumenon’.
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This noumena-phenomena distinction has been the main target of attack for Hegel.
Such a distinction, as Hegel assumes, provides the methodological ground for dualism and
formalism 1.e., for the separation of thought from reality and also for conceiving thought
as a formal category which is incapable to penetrate into the thing-in-itself. Therefore,
Hegel's critique of appearance-reality (thing-in-itself) distinction amounts to the critique
of dualism and formalism. We shall sce how the Kantian programme has been criticised

in Hegel’s system.

Hegel's observation is that in Kant’s account reason becomes a passive, ‘subjective’
principle. “As long as thing-in-themeselves were beyond the capacity of reason, rea-
son remained a mere subjective principle without power over the objective structure of
reality. And thus the world fell into two separate parts, subjectivity and objectivity,
understanding and sense, thought and existence”.? It is plain that Kant’s basic intention
in rejecting the empiricist hypothesis that experience is the only source of knowledge is
to save the autonomy of reason. But, when he says that human knowledge 1s restricted
to the phenomenal realm, 1t amounts to denying the creative content of rationalism, that
it amounts to contradicting the concept of reason as a creative principle. In Kant’s hand,
reason becomes a subjective principle which possesses no power over reality. Reality
becomes an ‘alien being’ or in other words, 1t assumes an alienated pbjectivity. To put
it in Hegel’s own words, “thought, according to Kant although universal and necessary,
are only our thoughts - separated by an impassable gulf from the thing, as it exists apart
from our knowledge. But the true objectivity of thinking means that thoughts, far from

being ours, must at the same time, be the real essence of the things and of whatever is

an object for us”.?

2Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, p. 23.
3Hegel, Science of Logic, Vol. 1. p. 24.
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Obviously, what Hegel advances here is the thesis which overcomes the gulf between
thought and reality, that, reason is not a subjective principle, but is ‘objective’; its
objectivity means that thought must be the essence of the reality. To view thought as
the essence of reality is to assert the creative content of reason and also to refute the alien
status of the reality. More clearly, it is to reject both the ‘passivity’ of the subjective

domain and the autonomy of the objective domain.

Thought, viewed as the essence of reality, can never be a ‘formal’ category, obviously
because it cannot be confined within the limits of appearance. It is conceptually prior to
reality or, reality is the manifestation of reason. “The world which is supposedly beyond
thought is really posited by thought, that it is a manifestation of rational necessity”.*
Assigning conceptual priority to reason is equal to denying outrightly all kinds of formal-
1stic approaches or, to substituting the formalist logic with the essentialist logic. As a
matter of fact, what Hegel does in developing his system of dialectical logic 1s this sub-

stitution. We shall observe, in the next section, the essentialist undercurrents of Hegel's

dialectical logic.
The Central Themes of Dialectical Logic: An Exposition.

Formalisn has been challenged by Hegel through his doctrine of essence. Concept of
universality as the real being which makes the particular what it is most fundamental
to Hegel's doctrine of essence. A particular thing, Hegal explains, gets its unique indi-
viduality from its ‘membership’ in a specific class. The ‘class identify’ i.e., the universal,

makes the individual what it really is. An individual which belongs to the class ‘X’ 1s

4Charles Taylor, Hegel and Modern Society, p. 47. Taylor says that we overcome the dualism between
subject and object, between knowing man and the nature, in seeing the world as the necessary expression
of thought, or rational necessity, while we see ourselves as the necessary vehicles of this thought, as the
point where it becomes conscious”. Ibid - p. 47.
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distinguishable from another individual of another class only because of its ‘X-ness’. A
man is different from animals only because of his ‘manness’. Universality, therefore, is not
to be understood merely as a common feature shared by the individuals, but as the ‘real
essence’, conceptually prior to the individuality of the individuals. To put it in Hegel's
own words: “Every human individual, though infinitely unique, is so only because he
belongs to the class of man, every animal only because it belongs to the class of animal.

Being-man or being-animal is the prius of their individuality”.?

To say that ‘manness’ is a quality shared by every member of the human community
is to conceive essence as ‘mere abstraction’. Hegel evidently opposes this idea with the
claim that essence is ‘concretely’ real. It is not dependent on the reality of the particulars.
But, on the contrary, the particulars are dependent on the reality of the essence. It is
the ‘concrete universal’ that can never be conceived in terms of ‘abstraction’, rather,
it is to be understood as ‘something self specifying and self-particularising’. As Hegel

maintains, “it is of the greatest importance, both for knowledge and practice, that the

merely common should not be confused with what is truely universal”.®

Essence is the source without which a particular thing cannot appear as it 1s. It
is the necessity which underlies everything that appears. Essence therefore preceeds
appearance. But, as Charles Taylor observes, essence here is not a posited substrate;
“it 1s the necessity which underlies everything and posits the observed fact as something
external”.” The meaning of this observation is plain that the essence in Hegel's sense
must not be conceived as something posited by the facts, but as the primary reality

which posits everything as something external. The conception of essence as something

SHegel, Science of Logic, Vol. 1, p. 45.

Hegel, lesser Logic, Quoted in Hegel - A reeramination, by J .N. Findlay, p. 225.
“Charles Taylor, Hegel, p. 259.
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posited by the appearing facts presupposes the method of starting from appearance and
reaching the essence, that it follows the position that essence is to be understood in
terms of appearance. The conception of essence as the underlying necessity which posits
the observed facts as something external, on the other hand, involves a quite different
methodological position that appearance is to be understood in terms of essence. Essence,
for Hegel, is the starting point, the true being. Appearance is the manifestation of the
essence. Hegel derives from this the fundamental thesis of his dialectical system that the

world of appearances is the manifestation of the underlying rational necessity, i.e., the

essence.
Being and Nothingness.

Hegel’s essentialist enquiry does not stop-at the level of the primacy of essence.
Rather, it starts from this level and proceeds to the conception of the ‘first universal’, of
the first principle that determines everything. The conception that he arrives at is the
conception of pure Being. Hegel says: “Pure Being makes the beginning: because it 1s
on one hand pure thought, and on the other immediacy itself, simple and indeterminate;
and the first beginning cannot be mediated by anything or be further determined”.®

Explicitly, two ideas that are implied here are:
1. Being is the absolute beginning of everything.

2. Being is inderterminate.

Thought 1s possible only when we acknowledge ‘something’ which is simplest and
most fundamental than everything thought of. This something, in Hegel’s observation,

1s a logical category. Hegel calls it as ‘Pure Being’. “It is only when there has been such

8Hegel, Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences, Trans. as Hegel's Logic, p. 124.
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an acknowledgement that we can begin to say of what has been acknowledged that is so

and so determined, so and so related, numbered and so on”.?

Being is presupposed 1n every act of thinking. Without such a presupposition nothing
can be thought of or nothing can be determined. In other words, all determinations start
from the presupposition of the logical category of Being. Being therefore is the absolute
ground of every determination, the pure beginning of everything. Logically, the first thing
which determrines everything should be placed outside the realm of determination. The
first principle which explains everything cannot be explained by something else; it must
not be determined in terms of some other principle. Being therefore is indeterminate. It

determines everything but, itself is not determined. It is pure indeterminacy, absolute

immediacy.

Here we encounter with the difficulty of explaining the Pure Being. This difficulty is
of complex nature, since, Being in Hegel's sense, cannot be explained in terms anything
else, that it 1s absolutely indeterminate. The only possibility is to define Being as ‘1=1’,
as ‘Absolute indifference’ or Identity, and so on.’® To say ‘X is equal to X’ is to say
nothing in addition to that which is already known. What we do is only to reveal the
impossibility of an explanation. When we try to explain or, think pure Being, as Hegel
observes, we, in fact, explain or think nothing at all. All our ventures are left with an

empty space or, in Hegel's language, ‘nothingness’. Tt can be derived from this that pure

Being is just nothing.

But, does it mean that there is nothing called pure Being, that when we try to think

pure Being, we think aBsolutely nothing at all? Hegel’s answer would be in negative,

9] N. Findlay, Hegel - A reezamination, p. 153.
10Cf. Hegel, Encyclopaedia of the philosophical Sciences, Trans. as Hegel’s Logic, p. 125.



because an affirmative answer would definitely put him in trouble of defending the validity
of the introduction of the concept of pure Being. Hegel avoids this trouble by insisting
that when we try to think pure Being, it is not the case that we think nothing at all,
but we think the ‘impossibility of thinking’ the pure Being. In other words, we think the
‘dissappearance of the category of pure Being into mere Nothingness’. The character of

the indeterminacy of pure Being 1s revealed in this disappearance of the category of pure

Being into Nothingness.!!

This point needs to be elaborated. In Hegel's account, the impossibility of thinking
the pure Being 1s due to the fact the moment we try to think 1t, Being disappears into
Nothingness. Our thought, therefore will be left with this ‘disappearance’ of the pure
Being into Nothingness. When we try to think Being, we think the disappearance of Being
into Nothingness. Being does not have a determinate content. It always reveals in its
disappcarance into Nothingness, and also, for this reason, Being cannot be comprehended
in isolation from its diappearance into Nothingness. Hence, “the category of pure being
is revealed to be equivalent to the category of nothingness” (Ibid p. 132). Hegel draws
his fundamental logical claim from this, that being i1s both ‘is’ and ‘is not’. Being is
both ‘being’ and ‘nothing’. It constantly wavers between being and being nothing at
all. This logical tension between being and nothingness, as Hegel observes, is revealed to

constitute the logical character of pure Being itself; it is what pure Being is.!*

The significance of the doctrine of Being lies in two ideas upon which the whole of
Hegelian metaphysics is based. First one is the idea of negative totahty, which means

that reality is not a positive umnity, but a negative totality; a unity of opposites. Second

L1Cf. Stephen Houlgate, Hegel, Nietzsche and the Critiwcism of Metaphysics, p. 132.
12Cf. Ibid p. 132.
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one is the 1dea of change, that reality is not static or permanent, but inherently unstable,

because it involves ‘becoming’. We shall try to have a close look on these two.

We have seen that, the logical character of pure Being is constituted by the contra-
diction between being and nothingness. Being disappears onto Nothingness, and this
‘disappearance’ is the only ‘medium’ through which Being reveals. In other words, Be-
ing is identified with its disappearance into Nothingness. Being, therefore, is ‘Nothing’,
essentially negative. The two opposites, absolutely distinct, and yet unseparated and in-
separable, each disappearing immediately in its opposite, constitute the logical structure
of being. Hegel makes it plain by concluding that being is the negative totality, the unity

of opposites, that is, ‘becoming’.

“Pure Being and Pure Nothing are, then the same; the truth is, not either Being or
Nothing but that Being-not Passes - but has passed over into Nothing, and Nothing into
Being... . their truth is therefore this movement, this immediate disappearance of the one
into the other, in a word becoming; a movement wherein both are distinct, but in virtue

of a distinction which has equally immediately dissolved itself”.!3

With the conception of becoming, Hegel's logic assumes a dynamic form. The logic of
becomning leaves no space for ‘Positivity” and ‘Permanence’ in reality. On the one hand,
it refuses to accept a given fact as positive, precisely because, its reality is the unity
of opposites, 1s constituted by the logical tension between Being and Nothingness, and,
on the other, it discards the possibility of reality to be permanent, since the truth of
everything lies i “becoming’, in the movement wherein both Being and Nothing dissolve

themselves. A given fact is not a positive unit, a ‘dead objectivity’, since it involves

13Hegel, Science of Logic, Vol. 1, p. 94.



its own negation in its very essence. It is not fixed or permanent either, as its inherent
negativity transforms its being into a dynamic process - that is, becoming. Being is
essentially Becoming. Reality is inherently dynamic. Hegel’s rejection of empiricism is
based on this dynamic logic which conceives reality not as a ‘dead fact’, but as a process.

At the later part of this discussion we will show how Hegel uses this idea in formulating

his critique of empiricism.

Being Determinate

It is quite clear from above that there is a shift of attention in Hegel from Being
to becoming, or as Hegel explains, from indeterminate Being to Being determinate. “In
Becoming, the Being which is one with Nothing and the Nothing which is one with Being,
are only vanishing factors; they are and they are not. Thus by its inherent contradiction,
Becoming collapses into the unity in which the two elements are absorbed. This result 1s
accordingly Being determinate. (Being there and so)”.'* When we reach at Becoming,
we actually reach at Being determinate. It is determinate, because i1t has a determinate
content. It 1s a unity where Being and Nothingness are constituent elements. It has
both being and nothingness. It is both negative and positive. It is to be noted that,
negativity of pure Being is different from the negativity of determinate Being. Hegel is
very much emphatic on this point when he maintains that negativity is not a quality or
an attribution of Pure Being. Pure Being is same as ‘Nothing’. It is indistinguishable

from ‘Nothing’. But, in the case of Being determinate, nothingness becomes the negative

moment of it. This distinction can be better illustrated as follows:

"Hegel: Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences, Trans. as “Hegel’s Logqic”, p. 133.
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Pure Being Being determinate

Pure, without any quality, mediation, It is the unity in which the categories

determination. The moment we try to think [ of being and nothingness are absorbed

it, it dissappears into nothing. It is emptiness, | and become its constituent elements.

same as Nothingness. It is indistinguishable ‘Nothing’ Becomes the character, the

from Nothingness

negative moment in it.

Being is just ‘Nothing’. This sentense cannot be elaborated anymore, precisely because
nothing can be said about pure Being. But, Being determinate is not just ‘Nothing’. It
involves ‘nothingness’, since it is the unity of being and nothing. In other words, being
and nothingness are the constituent elements of the Being determinate. ‘Nothingness’
becomes the element of being, the negative moment of being. More clearly, ‘Nothing’

constitutes the negative character of Being determinate. The above idea can be expressed

more clearly as follows:

1. Pure Being 1s Just Nothing True statement
2. Pure Being has negative character False Statement
3. Being determinate has the negative character True Statement

4. Being determinate is just Nothing False Statement

First statemnent is true, because pure Being is indistinguishable from ‘Nothing’. Sec-
ond one is false, because pure Being does not have any character, as it is purely indeter-
minate. Third one is true, because ‘Nothing’ constitutes the negative character of Being

determinate. Fourth statement is false, because Being determinate is actually the unity

of being and nothingness.

Negativity of a being determinate according to Hegel is in its otherness. What is
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‘otherness’? To say that a particular thing called ‘X’ has certain qualities is to say that
X excludes certain other qualities. Precisely, this exclusion determines the nature of ‘X’
as distinct from that of Y or Z. X ‘is’ only when it is not Y or Z. A thing is what it is
by virtue of what it is not. In other words, a being is what it is only in relation to other
beings, and these relations determine the very nature of i1t. Hegel calls this as ‘otherness’.

“Negation is no longer an abstract thing, but, as a determinate being and somewhat, is

only a form of such being - It is as otherness”.!®

Obviously, ‘otherness’ 1s that which makes a thing what 1t is by determining what it
is not. A thing exists with the dimension of ‘otherness’, that it’s existence implies the
negation of other. Everything involves this negative moment in itself, by virtue of which
alone it can be determined. ‘Is’, imples ‘is not’. Existence implies negativity. Evidently,

Hegel’s assumption 1s that Negativity exists in every being in the form of its otherness.

Hegel derives from this analysis the thesis that every determinate being has two

dimensions. {1} being-for-other and (2) being-by-itsel.

1. A thing has ‘otherness’ - the negative moment in itself, by virtue of which alone it

exists as distinct from other. A thing, therefore, has a ‘being’ in relation to others.

(Being-for-other).

2. A thing has something which stands against the otherness, as what the thing is in

itself. A thing, therefore has a ‘being’ in relation to itself (Being-by-itself).

Hegel goes on by operating with this conceptual scheme composed of two elements,
namely, Being-by-itself and Being-for-itself, to show the dynamic nature of reality. We

have seen that, a particular thing can be determined or defined only with reference to

15Hegel, Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences, Trans. as Hegel’s Logic, p. 135.
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another. This ‘another’ is obviously that with which it is contrasted. A ‘straight line’
can be understood only by reference to a non-straight line with which it i1s contrasted.
Red colour, can be described only in relation to other colours, such as blue or green with
which red colour is contrasted. Certainly, red colour is the ‘negation’ of the blue colour;
but red is also essentially not-blue that it can be grasped as red only if 1t 1s grasped as
not blue.'® In the same way, a straight line is the negation of the non-straight line, but

it can be understood only if it is grasped as the negation of non-straight line. Three

possible derivations are as follows:

1. A thing can be defined only in relation to other, that a thing exists necessarily with

the dimension of otherness.

2. The dimension of otherness is the dimension of negativity, that negativity exists in

every being in the form of otherness.
3. Every thing, therefore, involves its own negation.

If X can be understood only in relation to Y, then ‘Y’ 1s the essential dimension of X. If
Y is that with which X is contrasted, that it is the negation of X, then it can be rightly
argued that X involves its own negation. In other words, X is in essential relation to its
own negation. Every determinate being, Hegel assumes, involves its own negation, and
hence, is contradictory. To be is to have a determinate nature, and to be determinate is
to be self contradictory. Whatever contains, its own negation obvisouly cannot survive.
It necessarily has to change or, to perish. Every being is finite and contains in itself the
seed of its own destruction. Everything is bound to perish, or to change into another

form. “Things are only in so far as they arise and pass away, or, being must be conceived

18Cf. Charles Taylor, Hegel, p. 234.



as becoming™.!”

Hegel derives the idea of finite being from the above idea that everything contains the
seed of 1ts own destruction and therefore necessarily finite. Let us have a close look on it.
Every being, as Hegel points out, involves its own negation and thus, subjects to change.
It is, rather, a conceptual necessity for every being to have its own negation, the seed of
its transformation into another form. A determinate being, therefore, is finite. Because
of its finite nature, it 1s said to be dynamic, or potential enough to change into other
form. This change, in Hegel’s view, does not lead to the disappearance of the being,
but on the other hand, 1t leads to another determinate form. Obviously, this process
continues as the new form which takes birth 1s also determinate and self contradictory.

A finite being 1s finite precisely because of its inner negativity. This negativity makes
the being dynamic, potent enough to go beyond its own finite nature. This ‘going beyond’
does not lead in any way to the disappearance of the being, but 1t opens up the possibility
for a new form of being - another determinate being. Strictly speaking, It is not
completely new, but the ‘expl.icit manifestation’ of that which was potentially contained
in the old. It takes birth from the death of the ‘first’ finite being. Here, 1t can be nightly
assumed that, one finite being is not ‘real’ in itself, because the ‘truth’ of which has to
be made explicit in 1ts other form, which 1s only possibility contained in it. Therefore, a
given form i.e., a determinate being, is equal to a ‘possibility’. One possibility gives rise
to another ‘possibility’, that 1s, another determinate being which again has to transform
into another. The second one contains the truth of the first, might be real in relation
to the first, but not absolutely real, because it resolves its inner contradictions only by

going under the conceptual necessity of becoming another. Each ‘fact’ is real in relation

17Hegel, Science of Logic, Vol. 1, p. 118.
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to the old, but only ‘potentially real’ in relation to the next. It is both real and unreal.

Hegel bases the whole of his metaphysics upon this dialectical scheme.

The above analysis certainly introduces the notion of ‘infinity’. But, we are reminded
by Hegel that the infinity we are forced to admit once we realise the fact that every finite
being has to transform into another, 1s not the same infinity which we are familiar with.
In what respect, Hegel’s infinity is different from the usual sense of the term? We shall
try Lo see it in a more clear manner. Hegel claims that every being is self contradictory, it
essentially collapses into another, which again passes over to another because of its inner
negativity. “What is passed into is quite the same as what passes over, since both have
one and the same attribute, viz., to be an other, it follows that something in its passage
into other only joins with itself”.'® Both the beings, i.e., what is passed into and what
passes over are ‘possibilities’. They are not real in themselves, since they are bound to
go under the conceptual necessity of becoming - a dialectical process through which their
truth gets actualised. This process, Hegel assumes, is to be found in the very nature of

beings. The very nature of being is becoming. Infinity is to be observed in finite thing

itself. It is, in Hegel’s termnology, genuine infimty.
1. Every finite being is a ‘possibility’.
2. Its ‘truth’ lies in the process in becoming another.
3. What is real 1s the process, genuine infinity.
4. Infinity is to be observed in the very nature of being themselves.

A is not real in itself, 1t 1s selfcontraditcotry and for resolving its contradiction it has

to pass into B. Again, B has to transform 1nto ‘C’ for transcending its inner negativity.

%Hegel Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences, Trans. as Hegel’s Logic, p. 139.
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This goes on as an infinite process. A, B and C are, therefore ‘possibilities’. Their
‘reality’ lies in the process, 1.e., in the process in which the truth of each gets actualised
in other. But, this process is not something beyond the realm of A, B and C, but, it is
the very nature of it. Precisely, ‘the process of becoming B’ is not something alien to A,
but it is the very structure of its being. A is both finite and infinite. Finitude contains
infinity, i.e., being 1s becoming. “--- the infinite and the finite are therefore one and that

the genuine unity, the truth, must be defined and enunciated as the unity of the finite

and infinite” (Ibid p. 140).

Becoming, in Hegel’s account, is a process purely of conceptual necessity. Nothing
explains it or makes it possible from outside. A finite being collapses only because of its
inner contradiction and a new being arises as the resolution of this contradiction. One
finite being gives rise to another that the death of one is the birth of another. There
1s no principle beyond the realm of finite beings, in terms of which we can explain the
death of one finite thing or the birth of another. Passing away of one finite thing is the
coming to be of another, and coming to be of the new is just the passing away of the
old. As Charles Taylor observes, “the predecessor goes under of conceptual necessity.
For its demise 1s the resolution of a contradiction. Hence the successor comes to be of
conceptual necessity. But all finite things are the successors of some others. So that not

only the passing away but also the coming to be of finite things happens of necessity.”*?

If the whole process of changing finite things is simply the unfolding of conceptual
necessity and there is no other principle outside the process which explains the trans-
formation of things, then it can be rightly assumed that the source of the process is

contained in the finite things themselves. The roots of ‘infinity’ are then to be found in

13Charles Taylor, Hegel, p. 243.
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the necessity which underlies every finite being. This is to say that infinity is present in

finitude.

The above idea can be expressed more clearly as follows. A given form, as we have
seen, is the manifestation of that which was contained in the past form, and, by the
same logic, it potentially contains its future form. Both past and future are present in
each form or that the whole process of ‘passing away’ and ‘coming to be’ of finite beings
is present in every being. Each finite being entails ‘infinity’ in itself; it can never be
conceived in isolation from its past and future, or to put it in a different terminology,

from its ‘historicity’. More clearly, infinity 1s strictly present in every given fact as its

historicity.

History, in Hegel’s account, is the process of becoming; it s the process of ‘passing
away’ and ‘coming to be’ of finite beings. This process, as we saw, is potentially present in
each finite being as the very life of it. A being cannot be conceived in abstraction from its
inherent process of becoming, that it is inconceivable as an ahistorical fact. To say that
being is becoming is to say that every finite being is infinite, that infinity is inherently
present in each finite form. This is actually to say that every being is historical, that,

history 1s the ‘necessity’ which underlies every thing; it 1s the essence, 1n 1solation from

which nothing can be conceived.

The principle of historicity embodies the epistemological assumptions of Hegelian
system, the major thrust of which 1s undoubtedly against empiricism. Hegel's observation
is that any system which does not accommodate historicity of the facts would definitely
fall under empiricism. Empiricist generally assume that whatever is true must be in the

actual world and present to sensation. To confine truth merely to the world given to the
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senses is equal to treating every fact as true-in-itsell. Hegel stands against this position
by claiming that what 1s given is only a possibility, not true-in-itself. It contains the
potentiality of becoming another, by which 1t goes beyond its own given form. Every
finite thing contains the power of leading beyond 1ts given limits. It is impossible for
Hegel to conceive a fact in isolation from this potentiality. Empiricism abstracts being
from its inherent potential nature, and thereby de-historicise it. Consequently, it reduces

reality into mere ‘observable’ facts, into ‘dead objectivity’. To put it in Hegel's own

words:

“Empiricism - being in its facts limited to the finite sphere - denies the supersensible
in general, or at least any knowledge of it which would define its nature, it leaves thought

no powers except abstraction and formal universality and identity”.%°

To detach a particular fact from its inherent process of becoming is to place it outside
of its essence, its ‘historicity’. That is to treat it as a life-less object which is impotent and
ahistorical. According to Hegel’s essentialist logic, the particular has to be understood in
terms of its essence which maintain itself behind the range of its manifestations, as the
process of its self realisation.?! That is, the particular is real only in so far as it exists as a
particular expression of the process of its self realisation or, as a form which contains the
possibility of becoming another. In empiricist scheme, Hegel observes, the given reality
gets divorced from its essence - the process of its self realisation, and is treated to be

static or fixed. When the ‘living spirit’ gets ehminated, the reality ceases to be dynamic

and becomes a ‘dead object’.

2%Hegel, Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences, Trans. as Hegel's Logic, Pp. 61-62.

21Cf. Hegel, Philosophy of Sparit, Trans. by M.J. Petry, in Hegel's Philosophy of Subjectrve Spinit,
Sect. 378, p. 13.
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Hegel strongly opposes the empiricist conception of universal as the common feature
shared by the individuals of a particular class. This conception, in Hegel’s observation, is
the outcome of the ahistoricist view of reality. Every particular thing, as Hegel perceives,
1s to be understood in terms of its universality; universality 1s the essence without which
an individual cannot appear as it is. Empiricists fall to perceive the essence of reality,
the true being, the real starting point of everything. They commit the fallacy of starting
from the observed facts and treating them as true-in-themselves. They arrive at the
wrong conclusion that essence is merely an abstraction. In other words, their enquiry
results in formalism, in treating thought as a formal category alien to, and dependent
on, the ‘reality’, which has no powers ‘except abstraction and formal universahty and
identity’. Hegel rejects this formalist hypothesis, with the claim that thought is the
essence of realitv. The points of difference between Hegel’s dialectical logic and the logic

of empiricism can be illustrated in the following way.

Logic of empiricism Hegel’s dielectical logic

1. Formalism, treating 1. Concept of thought
thought as a formal category as the essence of reality

2. Reality as discrete individual 2. Concept of essence as
facts devoid of essence the underlying necessity

‘which posits the observable

facts as something external’.

3. Particular facts as positive units, | 3. Reality as essentially

which are static, permanent negative, dynamic and hence

and ahistorical a ‘historical process’

To sum up, we may say that Hegel's metaphysics centers around the three fundamental

themes such as the principles of essence, negativity and historicity. These principles, as
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we found provide the epistemological foundation for the whole of Hegelianism. In the

next section, we shall see how the basic categories of Hegel’s logic have been absorbed in

the theoretical scheme of Marxism.

Marx’s framework: An Introduction

It has been argued by many, especially by the positivist Marxists that Marx’s theory
embodies a methodolbgica] reversal of Hegelian metaphysics. This view has been com-
monly accepted in conventional Marxist circles, particularly in those circles where Marx
has been treated strictly as a materialist. It is quite necessary for those who perceive
Marxism as an empiricist theory, to have a non-Hegelian view of Marx, since the major
thrust of Hegel's metaphysics, as we have seen, is against empiricism. But, in recent
times, the above interpretation has been challenged from different angles, mainly with
the claim that Marx's philosophy is basically an outcome of Hegelian metaphysical tradi-
tion. It has been pointed out by the exponents of this approach that even though Marx
is highly critical of the idealistic scheme of Hegel, the categorical structure developed by
Hegel on the basis of his essentialist ontology has been retained in Marxism as its very

methodological ground. This perspective becomes evident when we look deep into the

Hegelian orientation of Marx’s dialectics.

The difficulty we face here 1s of crucial importance, that both Hegel’s and Marx’s
systems differ from each other in terms of their respective orders of truth. Hegel's system
" is truely philosophical; its main concepts are logical and epistemological categories. Marx,
on the other hand, does not speak anything systematically about logic or epistemology;
his concepts are mainly socio-economic. Comparing philosophical categories with socio-

economic concepts does not seem to be worthwhile persued. Therefore, for an enquiry
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into the Hegelian roots of Marxism to be fruitfull, what is needed is not a comparison of

an ordinary type bul a reading of Marx’s concepts in the light of Hegelian scheme or, in

other words, a Hegelian reading of Marx.

In our search for finding out the Hegelian roots in Marx’s thought, we may specially
take note of the three fundamental concepts of Marx which undoubtedly have their roots
in the three basic principles of Hegel, namely, the principles of essence, negativity and
historicity. Before discussing these concepts let us explain, at a preliminary level, the
strong Hegelian resemblances which are found in these particular concepts embloyed by
Marx. To start with, the concept of praxis, on the one hand, is the concept of man as a
being who creates reality, and, on the other hand, is the concept of objective reality as
the product of man or, as the manifestation of human labour. This reminds us of Hegel’s
concept of reason, that, of the thesis that essence is conceptually prior to existence
or, the objective reality is the manifestation of reason. Undoubtedly, the conception of
alienation as ‘the negativity of capitalist system’ has its roots in Hegel’s idea of negativity,
that in the Hegelian thesis that every being contains its own negation. Similarly, Marx’s
concept of history as the dialectical process through which society develops has an obvious
influence of Hegels’ idea of becoming, of the 1dea that every being, for resolving its inner

contradictions, has to go under the conceptual necessity of becaming another.

In the light of these preliminary remarks showing the resemblance between the re-
spective concepts embloyed by Marx and Hegel, we shall now go into the detail discussion

of the three fundamental concepts as mentioned earlier. This discussion will substantiate

the claim which we made.

Let us start with praxis. As a prelude, we shall have a few words on how this concept
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is oriented towards the Hegelian non-formalist logic. We have seen that dialectical logic
is non-formalist, that to treat human thought or reason as the creative source is to
invalidate the methodology of formalism. Viewing thought as the essence of reality is
equal to viewing reality as a ‘human product’, or to perceiving man as the essence of
reality. Precisely, this is what the concept of praxis means. This conception, i.e., of man
as a being who shapes the reality can be suggested as the most simple evidence for proving
the non-formalist orientation of Marx’s theory. It has been well pointed out that this
conception is the philosophical ground upon which the whole of Marx’s socio-economic
theories (Theories of labour, value, alienation, fetishism etc.) is based. Marx’s critique of
classical political economy evidently presupposes such an essentialist conception of man,
that, at the epistemological le\_-'el, it embodies an essentialist critique of formalism. We
would come to these points at a later stage of our discussion. Here, we shall restrict our

enquiry to the essentialist presuppositions of the notion of praxis.

Praxis and Essence

The fundamental hypothesis upon which the whole of Marx’s philosophy is based
is that, man is a being of praxis. The expression ‘praxis’, in the sense in which it is
used in Marxist tradition, refers to the activity through which human beings produce
things and practically construct their lives. In a wider sense, it refers to the activity of
production. Meaning of the thesis ‘man is a being of praxis’ can therefore be expressed
in plain language as man is a creative being. Creativity here is not the quality, but the
very essence of man, that, to be a man is to be a creative being, engaged consciously in

the activity of production.

Man exists primarily by producing things. The activity of production is the activity
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of transforming nature into the means of human subsistence. To produce a wooden table
is to transform the natural object called wood into a ‘human object’. That is, to produce
is to humanise nature. Labour therefore is the humanisation of nature. Man is a being
who humanises nature. He is a being who creates reality for himself; that, reality is not
an objective category alien to his existence, but a product of his activity, a property of

praxis.

In ‘Economic and Philosophical manuscripts’ Marx observes the activity of production
as the hfe-activity of man. The whole character of human life, i.e., the species-character,
is contained in the activity of production. Man produces things, transforms nature
into the means of his subsistence, and in that process he realises his potentialities and
transforms himself according to them. Production therefore is a creative and self-creative
activity; productive life is life-begetting life.”” Human life goes on progressing through
this creative and self-creative activity. In other words, the whole development of human

life is the development of his productive life.

Man’s activity of production is a free, conscious activity. He makes his life activity
into an object of his will and of his consciousness. As a matter of fact, animals also
produce. They build nests; dwelling places etc. But, as Marx observes, they are imme-
diately one with their life activity. They are incapable of setting themselves mentally
free from their activity. In other words, they live according to the natural needs of their
physical existence, or, rather, they act as being completely subordinated to their imme-
diate physical needs. They have no awareness of themselves as acting entities.”> Human

beings, on the other hand, are conscious of the distinction between their life activities and

22Cf. Karl Marx, ‘Economic and Philosophical Manuseripts’, in The Portable Karl Marz, p. 139.
23CE. Bertell Ollman, Akenation; Marz’s conception of Man in Capitahst Society, p. 110.



39

thernselves as living beings. This sell consciousness enables them to be free from their
life activities, and thereby to mould their life according to their will. Obviously, Marx
comes to the conclusion that freedom and consciousness constitutes the very essense of

human life activity.

Praxis therefore 1s the free, conscious and creative activity of man. To say that man
1s a being of praxis is to say that man is a free, conscious and creative being. This is
to say that man is not a passive natural being, a being who merely co-exist with the
objective world, but a being who shapes the world. The activity of shaping the world
gets conceptual primacy over the world which 1s ‘shaped’. Human subjectivity, thus, is
prior to the objective domain, that it is to be viewed as the creative source of everything

‘objective’. In other words, reality is not an objective category alien to man, but human

reality, praxis being the essence of it.

This view 1s explicit 1n all the economic theories of Marx, especially in his labour
theory of value. Labour theory of value suggests that the value is nothing but the
labour-power expended to produce the object. The economic categories, in Marx’s view,
are the manifestations of labour, of human essence. The essence of Marx’s critique
of classical political economy lies in his observation that political economists detach
the products from praxis, the categories of economy from the historical substractum of
human praxis, and treat them as belonging to an autonomous domain. Value, thus,
becomes an objective character of the product; the product becomes an independent
object (commodity) devoid of any human content. Such a treatment necessarily implies
a fetishist mode of thought i.e., a mode of thought in which ‘forms’ are conceived to
be ‘objective’, real-in-themselves. Formalism of this variety, in Marx’s observation, is

fallacious, precisely because it denies the primacy of praxis, it refuses to view reality as
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the property of praxis.

Fetishism, for Marx, refers to a specific condition of capitalist system of production,
or of the system of alienation. The details of it will be discussed in the fourth chapter
of this dissertation. Now, in the next section, we shall make an attmept to explore the

Hegelian presuppositions of Marx’s concept of alienation.

Alienation and Negativity

Marx’s social theory is to be understood primarily as a critical theory of capitalist
system of production. The mode of production of capitalism, Marx observes, is invari-
oubly connected with the phenomenon of alienation. Alienation 1s a social reality which
seems to deny the essence of man, by separating man from his life activity, by breaking
up the essential connection between the product and the producer and by 1solating man

from his fellowmen.

In ‘Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts’ Marx analyses the various aspects of this
problematic and shows concretely how the phenomenon of alienation denies the essence
of man. The essence of man, as we have explained earlier, lies in his free, conscious
and creative activity, that it 1s expressed in his activity of shaping the objective world
and himself. System of alienation denies praxis in four ways: 1) It alienates object from
subject, the products of labour from the producer. 2) It alienates man from his hfe
activity. 3) It alienates man from himself, from his species-life 4) It alienates man from
othermen. These four aspects are interdependent. As Marx maintains, man's alienation
from the product as well as from the activity of production are mutually dependent and
they together lead to the alienation of man from his species-life. Man’s alienation from

his species-life implies his estrangement from his fellowmen.
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Capitalism, in Marx’s understanding, is a system of production where the worker has
to sell the product of his labour for money. That is, worker in a capitalist society produce
things to exchange them to others for money, that “he does not produce what he needs
but what will earn him sufficient money to buy what he wants”.?* Consequently, in such
a system, the product does not have ‘use value’ for the producer.?® Worker produces

things for selling them to others, and therefore, he produces use value for others.

Obviously, a product becomes useful for others, or, it gets use value only after it 1s
exchanged. ‘Exchange’ forms the basis of the usefulness of the product, that it determines
the value of the product. In other words, the exchange-value becomes the value of the
product. Needless to say that exchange-value is the direct consequence of the alienation
of the product from the producer, that, in order to be exchanged the product must be
alienated from the producer. Marx derives from this the basic theme of his critique of

capitalism that value in the capitalist mode of production is nothing but alienated labour.

According to Marx’s labour theory of value, what constitutes the value of a product
is the 1a50ur—p0wer expended to produce it. But, in the system of alienation, as we
found, the product gets alienated from the producer and appears to have a different
value which is determined by the process of exchange. That 1s, the product becomes an
object by assuming an existence alien to the worker. The activity of production, thus,
ceases to be the activity of humanising the objects; it turns to be an activity of producing
things which are alien to man, the non-human objects. In other words, 1t ceases to be
an activity of shaping the reality and turns to be an activity in which labour becomes

an object which stands opposed to man as an autonomous power. Instead of engaging

2Bertell Ollman, Alienation; Marz’s Conception of man in capitalist sociely, p. 183.
25A product has use value when it has the power to satisfy some human need.
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himself in the activity of humanising the objective nature, man in the capitalist society
engages in a relation where the objects alienate themselves from him by assuming a supra
human reality. In such a system, Marx asserts, subject and object, man and nature stand

opposed to each other, and thereby, the very existence of man turns to be unauthentic.

Alienation of the product from the producer is actually the alienation of the man from
the activity of production. Because, the product is only the embodiment of the activity
of production. If the product 1s alienated, then the activity of production itself must be
alienated. Capitalism separates product from the producer and thereby man from the
activity of labour. The activity of labour becomes external to the essential being of man;
that, “In his work he does not affirm himself but denies himself, does not feel well but
unhappy, does not freely develop his physical and mental energy but mortifies his body
and ruins his mind”.?® Labour becomes coerced; it is forced labour, not voluntary. It is

not a satisfaction of a need but only a means for satisfying needs external to it.?’

The activity of production is supposed to be the chief means through which man
express and develops his inherent powers, or, man creates himself. To be alienated from
the activity of production is to be enstranged from the self creative activity. Man, in the
capitalist system, is a being alien to the creative and the self creative activity; he is like

a passive natural being who lives strictly according to the laws external to him.

The products, in the system of alienation, as we found earlier, appear to be the objects
independent of the producer; they assume a non-human objectivity. They ceases to be the

properties of human praxis and turn to be the power superior to man. Man turns to be

“

a slave to the objects. “- .- the more powerful the alien world of objects which he creates

26Kar] Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, In Portable Karl Marz, p. 136.
27Ct. Ibid. p. 136.
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over an against himself becomes, the poorer he and his innerworld become, ---7.2% In

short, alienation denies praxis, that it makes man a being who is controled by the objects.

As Marx says, it turns the advantage of man over animals into a disadvantage.

Alienation of man from man is a direct consequence of man’s enstrangement from the
product of his labour, from his life activity. The species character of man, as we have
seen, lies in his free, conscious and creative life activity. If man is enstranged from his
life activity, then he must be enstranged from his species-being. Alienation, Marx says,
thus, makes man’s species-being an existence alien to him; it turns the free, conscious,
social existence of man into a passive individual existence. Alienated individual lives
not as a species-heing but as an ‘isolated monad’. Society ceases to be the essence of
man; it becomes something external to his ‘individual existence'. Naturally, 1t affects
the whole of man’s relationship with other men, that he recognises the other man not as
the part of his species-essence, but as an object lies completely outside the realm of his
individual being. To put it in Marx’s own words; “What is true of man’s relationship to
his work, to the product of his work, and to himself, is also true of man’s relationship
to the other man, and to that man’s labour and the object of his labour™.?®. Precisely,

man’s alienation from himself implies his enstrangement from other men.

Every social system 1s determined by a specific system of production, that, it is the
labour process which determines the basic pattern of every society. Capitalism is a
social system, the basic structure of which is determined by the system of commodity
production. Commodity is the product alienated from the producer; it is an alien object

which appears to have an independent reality. Capitalism therefore is rooted in alienation,

28[hid p. 134,
3Tbid pp. 140-141
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that the process of labour which determines the basic pattern of capitalist social system

is that of alienated labour.

Alienation as Marx illustrates is a ‘negative ordering of labour’, that in it the activ-
ity for production assumes a ‘non-human’ form. Capitalism therefore is negative; ‘it’s
negativity lies in its alienation of labour’. What seems to be negated in the system of
alienation is the human essence, the creative and the self creative activity of man. In
other words, what is contraditcted by the alienated labour is the ‘true labour’. The pic-
ture of capitalism is that of the contradiction between true labour and alienated labour.
The whole development of capitalism, as Marx assumes, is the development of the con-

tradiction, inherent in it. _

This concept of the contradiction between labour and alienated labour reminds us of
the Hegelian dialectics of essence and existence. Every being, in Hegel’s logic is a union
of its given form and the unactualised content, that is, of existence and essence. Essence
contra,flicts the existence, and for resolving this contradiction being goes under the con-
ceptual necessity of becoming another. Becoming is the resolving of the contradiction
inherent in every being; it is the negation of the given form of being. Capitalism, as Marx
observes, is the union of alienated labour and true labour. It is a union of contradiction.
For resolving its inherent contradiction it transforms itself into another system, that it
gives way to a new social order. This transformation obviously implies the distruction of

1ts present form, the abolition of alienated labour. It is the negation of the negativity of

capitalist system.

“Man’s social practice embodies the negativity as well as its overcoming. The nega-

tivity of capitalist society lies in its alienation of labour; the negation of this negativity
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come with the abolition of alienated labour™.®

Society’s transition from capitalism to socialism is actually a transition from the
negativity to the negation of negativity, from the system of alienation to the system of
unalienated labour. It 1s a tranéition from a system where the existence seems to deny
the essence to a system where the existence is recognised to be the realisation of the
essence, from a state of affairs where man is governed by the objects to a state of affairs

where man shapes the objective reality.

History and Becoming

Hegel's ‘becoming’ provides the conceptual ground for Marx’s theory of history. Ev-
ery being, in Hegel's logic, involve contradiction. It resolves its inherent contradiction
by becoming another. ‘Another’ is not something entirely new; it is the explicit manifes-
tation of that which is contained in the old. Every being potentially contains its future
form. ‘Becoming’ can be identified with the potential nature of being. Being can never be
understood in 1solation from 1ts potential nature, from its inherent process of becoming.

Being therefore is becoming.

Marx’s overall view of history 1s that it is a process of development of man through
particular social forms towards the highest form in which his inherent potentialities are
fully realised. To be precise, it is a process of realisation of human essence. A social
system 1s a definite stage in the process, that it is not an end in itself. For resolving its
inner contradiction it has to transform itself into another. It contains the seed of its own
destruction. Capitalism is a specific social reality which denotes a specific stage in the

process of history. It contains the contradiction between labour and alienated labour.

OHerbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, p. 282.
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Resolution of this contradiction comes with the abolition of alienation, the distruction
of capitalism itself. Distruction of the system of alienation is the establishment of the
system of unalienated labour. The ‘Passing away’ of the old is just the ‘coming to be’ of
the new. That is, to say that capitalism contains the seed of its own distruction is to say

that the germ of the new social order is potentially contained in it.

Every fact, in Marx’s view, is historical. It is to be understood in terms of its ‘his-
toricity’, that as a form which potentially contains its future form. To view something as
a form which potentially contains its future form is to view it as a form that contains its
own negation, as a negative form. To perceive a form as negative, in Marx’s sense, is to
recognise 1ts dialectical nature, to take note of the contradiction inherent in it. That is to
perceive the essence with which it is contradicted. Methodologically speaking, to assert

the historiaity of the facts is to penetrate into the essence of the fact, that, historicism

implies essentialism.

We shall make the above idea some more clear with the help of an examble. To say
that ‘commodity’ is a historical fact is to say that it is not an unalterable fact, that 1t
1s a form which potentially contains the seed of its own negation. Its negative character
gets realised only when we see the contradiction inherent in it, only when we perceive
the real essence i.e., the human praxis with which it is contradicted. Marx’s critique of
classical political economy is due to its inability to perceive the human essence behind the
commodity form, due to its ahistoricist treatment of commodity as a positive unalterable
fact.

By defining capitalism as a historical form of existence of human beings, Marx actually
implies two ideas: 1) capitalism comes into existence as the resolution of the contradiction

involved in the past form, i.e., in the feudal system 2) capitalism potentially contains
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the seed of its future form 1.e., of socialism, because it involves contradiction, and for
resolving 1t, it has to transform into a new social system. This is precisely to say that
capitalism is a definite stage in the process, that, in the strict Hegelian sense, the whole
process of ‘passing away’ and ‘coming to be’ of forms is inherently present in it. The
contradictions involved in each form get resolved in the process of histroy, i.e., in the
process of becoming. To speak in terms of theorising, the theory of history to which the
concepts of praxis and alienation get fused presupposes the Hegelian concept of becoming
in which the concepts of essence and negativity get integrated. In this sense, it may be
maintained that Marx’s method is the method of historicism just as the logic of Hegel is

dynamic, 1.e., the logic of becoming.

In the methodological sense, historicism is the antithesis of positivism. Because the
procedure involved in the former is that of essentialism, that of starting from essence,
where as the proced'ure of the later is that of empiricism, that of starting from the ap-
pearance. Marx's social theory presupposes the method of historicism, and therefore, its
epistemological thrust is against empiricism and positivism. The non-positivist episte-
mological dimension of Marx’s social theory will be discussed in detail later on in the
last two chapters. In the next chapter, we shall attempt to have a close look on one of
the dominant modes of interpretation of Marx’s epistemology that has been commonly
accepted in conventional Marxist circles, namely the sociological mode of interpretation,

and see how it contradicts the Hegelian content of Marx’s philosophy of praxis.



The identification of human consciousness with the practical pro-
cess of reality as shaped by man is Marx’s epistemological and his-
torisophical achivement. To Marx reality is always human reality not
in the sense that man exists with nature, but in the sense that man
shapes nature.

Shlomo Avineri

Chapter - 2

TWO CONTRASTING MODELS:
SOCIOLOGICAL AND DIALECTICAL
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Marx’s concept of man has often been interpreted in a deterministic manner. Deter-
ministic mode of 1nterpretation involves on the one hand materialism; consciousness is
reduced to maltter, or 1deas are reduced to material circumstances. On the other hand
1t involves sociologism, in that everything subjective is reducible to the objective social
circumstances. Man, according to sociologist approach is the product of society and
thercfore is causally determined by society. The reality of the product is wholly depen-
dent on the reality of what produces it. Man, therefore, is not independently real, but
determined by the ‘real’. Human subjectivity is a derivative category and all that is
subjective, namely i1deas, concepts, thoughts etc., are epiphenomenal. Undoubtedly, this
approach presupposes a causal paradigm of subject-object relation, and as a result, the

objectivistic epistemological thesis of the primacy of the objective domain.

Does Marx’s theory involve the claims of sociological determinism?. The main ob-
jective of this chapter is to find out an answer to this question. In the previous chapter
we have seen that Marx’s epistemology is grounded on the conceptual system of Hegel’s
dialectics. Here, we shall try to bring out the epistemological presuppositions of so-
ciologism and to compare them with those of Marx’s dialectical system. Naturally, the
focal attention would be on the epistemological foundation of sociclogical approach, more

clearly, on the sociological model of knowledge.

Onune practical difficulty we face here is the diversity of the approaches towards the con-
struction of a sociological model of knowledge. Discussions in this direction have been
carried out by many thinkers, most of them are sociologists rather than philosophers.
Their approaches have generally been brought together under the label of ‘sociology of
knowledge’. Karl Mannheim is the systematic expounder of this school of thought. We

shall confine our study to the observations of Karl Mannheim, Particularly to his theory
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of ideology, for two reasons. (1) Mannheim’s theory of ideology clearly presupposes an
epistemological position which provides the methodological ground for the whole of soci-
ologism. (2) Mannheimian model of knowledge is based on Marx’s conception of ideology,
or, atleast on a particular interpretation of ideology. In the first section we shall have
a brief sketch of Mannheimian theory of ideclogy. In the second section we shall try to
see how Mannheimian model depends on Marx’s model {on a special.interpretation of
Marx’s model). Third section would atternpt to highlight the epistemological assump-
tions of Mannheim’s theory and to compare them with those of Marx’s philosophy of
praxis. In the final section we would see how Marx’s theory involves the space for a
non-materialist paradigm of knowledge which 1s ‘critical’ of the positivist paradigm in-
vo};'ed in the sociological method. A colse view of the epistemological assumptions of
Mannheim’s theory would enable us to perceive how positivism is exemplified in soci-
ological mode of analysis and also, how Marx's non-positivist method differs from the
method of seciologism. Subsequently, we would come to the point that dialectical method

1s not merely different from the sociological method, but also critical of it.

Mannheim’s Theory of Ideology: An exposition

Central to Mannheim’s sociological enterprise is the theory of the social determination
of knowledge. This theory precisely says that every knowledge is socially determined,
a person’s thought is socially located, or is a function of the social position. Mental
activities such as knowing, thinking, conceiving etc. do not have an autonomous realm
of their own as they are fundamentally dependent on the practical, social life situations of
the knowing (thinking, conceiving) subject. The process of knowledge does not develop in

accordance with the immanent laws; it does not follow from the pure logical possibilities.

1Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p.240.
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In other words, the activity of knowing does not take place in an abstract plane depending
on i1ts own internal laws, but 1n a concrete realm, i.e, the realm of the practical life process

of the knowing subject.

The practical, social, life situations, according to Mannheim are ‘the existential fac-
tors’, which not only influence but “determine the scope and the intensity of our experi-
ence and observation...”? Man can never be a pure, isolated being. His very subjectivity
is embedded in a life situation in a particular social structure. This life situation pene-
trates into his mental world and determines the very mode of mental activities, the mode
of perception or the mode of thought. So, all mental activities of human subject are de-
termined by the factors external to the realm of thought, i.e, in Mannheim’s terminology,

the extra theoretical factors.

An individual can think only in a certain way in which he is ‘compelled’ to think by
his life situations in a particular social structure. This is to say that the life situations
generate a thought model which determines the modality of one’s thinking process. Ev-
ery one has this implicit ‘thought model’ before he proceeds to think or to understand
something. He can not go beyond this ‘thought model’. In other words, he is bound to
think in accordance with it. This lead Mannheim to the rejection of the claim of abso-
lutism in theory of knowledge, or positively, to the relativist thesis that every knowledge

1s necessarily relative.

Individual ‘A’ understands something in accordance with the ‘thought model’ which
is implicit in him. ‘B’ understands the samething in a different way from that of *A’,

precisely because his ‘thought model’ is different {from B's, or, to put it in the plain

?Ibid P. 240.
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language, the life situations which determines A’s mode of perception is different from
that which determines B’s. Both A’s and B’s understanding is necessarily partial and

relative. Every knowledge is relative, in so far as the social factors determine the mode

of perception of every knower.

Mannheim locates the ‘thought model’ within the system of beliefs of the social groups
to which the individuals belong. An individual who belongs to a specific social group
will have a particular ‘thought model’, a particular mode of perception, which represents
the belief-system of the group. Social groups differ from one another in terms of their
respective belief systems. Consequently, individuals differ in their perspectives depending
on their respective memberships in various social groups. Every perspective is relative,

since everybody belongs to a social group and has a thought model which reflects the

belief system of his group.

What is a ‘social group’?. Mannheim’s answer would be that it is a social category
whose unity is constituted by a similarity of location of a number of individuals within
a social whole.®> Mannheim seems to believe that individuals appear to be assuming
different ‘places’ in the social structure. Those who are located 1n the same place or
the individuals who assume the same position in the social whole, belong to a particular
social group. This concept of of social group resembles Marx’s concept of ‘class’. By class
Marx means the economic group, the similarity of location of a number of individuals
in the economic structure or, in the system of production. But, Mannheim goes further
by arguing that social group refers not merely to classes, but also to generations, status

groups, sects, occupational groups, schools etc.*

3Cf. Nicholas Abercrombie, class, structure and knowledge, P. 38.
“Cf, Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, PP. 247-8.
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Ideas, modes of thought and behaviours of the individuals who belong to the same
group are moulded by their common social location. The crucial feature of common lo-
cation is that it limits the range of experience open to an individual. It excludes certain
possibilities, and also encourages the formation of certain defenite modes of behaviour
and thought.” For example, certain individuals who belong to the social group of cap-
italists believe in justice as long as it is not detrimental to their economic interests,
Their common location ‘compels’ them to exclude some of the aspects of the concept
of justice and to follow a mode of approach and behaviour which suit their interests.
Labourer’s mode of approach regarding the concept of justice would be different from
that of the capitalist, precisely because their ‘place’ in the social whole 1s different from
that of the capitalist. Both the capitalist’s and the labourer’s mode of thought is biased
towards the interest of their respective social positions. They perceive the reality in
different angles, from different perspectives. They cannot go beyond these perspectives,
and therefore, their knowledge is limited to these perspectives. There 1s nothing called
absolute knowledge otherthan different perspectives, since everybody in a social whole

assumes a particualr ‘position’, belongs to a particular social group.
P P 1 g P E p

Mannheim illustrates this point with the example of the concept of ‘freedom’. In the
early years of the nineteenth century, when a German conservative spoke of freedom, he
meant thereby the right of each estates to live according to 1ts previleges. If the same
concept was used by some other man who belonged to the protestant movement of the
same century, he would have understood it as ‘inner freedom’, that is the right of each
individual to live according to his own individual personality. “Both of these groups

thought in terms of the ‘qualitative conception of freedom’; because they understood

Scf, Nicholas Abercrombie, Class, Structxre and knouledge, P. 38.
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freedom to mean the right to maintain either their historical or their inner individual

distinctiveness™.®

We have seen that, in Mannheim’s account, thought is located within the belief-system
of the social group in which the thinking subject is a member. A question still remains,
namely, what kind of relation exists between belief and social group? The theory of
the sociological relationship of thought and social group would be inadequate if it does
not attempt to provide a sufficient account of the mechanism involved in such a relation.
Mannheim is not explict in providing such a theoretical account, but his theory implicitly
contains the assumption of an interest-mechanism, i.e, the interest-relation between the

‘belief-system and the social group. The question, namely why a social group should
adopt one set of beliefs rather than another can be answered from a Mannheimian point
of view by arguing that there is an interest-mechanism involved in a group’s adoption
of a particular belief-system. Every social group has certain interests which determine
the conditions of its existence. These interests compel the members of the group to
adopt a particular belief-system suitable to them. For example, the capitalist class has
the interest of extracting profit from the production process, the profit-motive, without
which it can not exist as a social group. The profit motive compels the members of the
capitalist social group to adopt a particular mode of thought which serves and justifies the
conditions of existence of their group. Therefore, what is expressed at the fundamental
level of all the perspectives of a capitalist is his group-interest. A mode of thought,
Mannheim assumes, consis‘s of a basic interest which represents the basic assumptions
shared by all who belong to a specific social group. In other words, all modes of thought

consist of a group-interest. Every knowledge is biased towards the group-interest of the

SKarl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, p. 245.
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knower.

The question that why an individual should have a particular set of interests rather
than another is an absurd question, because, in Mannheim’s account, interests are de-
termined by the social position, not by the ‘free will’ of the individual. Social position,
obviously, 1s not the matter of individual’'s choice, since it 1s objectively structured or,
determined by the social structure. The basic conviction of every sociological approach
is that society is not a collection of individuals, rather it should be understood as an
objective structure which determines the ‘places’ of the individuals. The position of the
individual in the whole, thus, i1s predetermined by the social structure. Mannheim, like
all other sociologists, assumes that one’s social position is distinguished by specific con-
ditions of existence, a specific set of social relations. For example, to be a teacher is to be
related to other teachers, the students and also, to have a definite relation to the entire
society. These relations constitute the position of the teacher and form his conditions
of existence. Obviously, his relations are objectively or socially structured, and so are
his conditions of existence. Since his social position is constituted by his conditions of
existence and 1s objectively structured, his interests are also structured. His forms of
thought, the categories in which he perceives the reality are also, Mannheim assumes, so-
cially structured. Knowledge, which 1s biased towards the interests of the social position

of the knower, therefore, is socially determined. 7

[declogy, in Mannheim’s system, refers to the partial, relative knowledge. Every
knowledge is partial and relative and therefore, 1s ideological. Subject perceives the
‘object’ through the categories which are biased towards the interests of its social position;

1ts mode of perception is conditioned by its group-interests. Every knowledge presupposes

7Cf Bhikhu Parekh, Marz’s theory of Ideology, PP.18-19.
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a ‘partial’ mode of perception and therefore, is ideological. There is no knowledge which
is free from ideology, since there can not be a subject detached from social existence.
The extreme relativist thesis which obviously follows from this poition is that there
can never be an absolute criteria for determining the truth and falsity of knowledge.
The self-refutative nature of this thesis is well discussed in philosophy, that to hold the
claim that no knowledge is absolutely valid is to deny the validity of the claim itself.
The only way to escape this fallacy is to take a positivist stand by arguing that there
are some knowledges which are free from the social determination, autonomous and
therefore, non-ideological. In the next chapter of this thesis, we would be discussing
Althusser’s celebrated distinction between science and ideology. Mannheim does not
provide a theory of such a distinction, but it is quite obvious from his assertion that
science and mathematics are above social determination and free from ideology, that
he also moves towards the positivist camp, towards the positivist theory of scientific

knowledge as the true, objective knowledge.

We shall not deal with the above problem here, as the aim of this chapter is restricted
to the understanding of Mannheim’s concept of ideology and its methodological links to
a particular interpretation of Marx’s theory. We have seen that, in Mannheims account,
every knowledge presupposes a thought-model which is constituted by the social position
of the knower. Knowledge contains ideclogy, or in other words, 1declogy 1s the struc-
tural element of every knowledge; 1t lies in the perceptual structure of every individual.
This conception, Mannheimn believes, is a positive advancement over Marx’s ‘particular’
concept of ideology in which certain of the ‘opponents’ assertions alone are viewed as
ideological. Marx’s concepts of ideology, according to Mannheim, refers to the modes of

thought of certain individuals who belong to a particular social group, i.e, of bourgeoise.
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It fails to take into account the total mental structure of the asserting subject. ‘The total
concept of ideology’, on the other hand, as Mannheim says, takes into account the mental
structure in its totality and presents the problem of ideology as a general epistemological
problem. By the expansion of the particular concept of ideology, Mannheim claims, a new
mode of understanding has core into existence in which every knowledge, the form, the
content and the conceptual framework of every mode of thought are necessarily bound up

with the concrete life situations in the society, and therefore, are unavoidably ideological.
Sociologism and the Materialist Interpretation of Culture

We shall argue, in this section, that the above discussed view of ideology is closely
associated with, or even based on a particular interpretation of Marx’s view of culture. It
has been commonly accepted in the conventional schools of Marxism that Marx’s theory
of culture involves the method of materialist reductionism. Materialism is the view that
matter is the primary reality and everything ‘non-material’ is absolutely dependent on it,
or ultimately reducible to it, that the material conditions of men constitute the objective
domain which determines the consciousness, 1deas, thoughts, in short, the subjective do-
main. ]deas do not have independent existence, as they are determined by the material
conditions of man’s existence. They do not cause changes in the objective conditions of
men, on the contrary, the objective conditions of men cause changes in ideas. Method-
ologically speaking, materialism is the view which asserts the primacy and the autonomy
of the objective domain and the relativity of the subjective domain. Marx’s theory, as it
is viewed in the perspective of conventional schools, presupposes the materialist method-
ology, 1n so far as it contains the idea that culture belongs to the superstructure which is
determined by the economic base-structure, or the thesis that all forms of consciousness

are ‘super structural’ as they are determined by the ‘real structure’, i.e, the economic
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structure which comprises the material conditions of man's existence.

Materialist interpretion of culture, obviously, bases on the two above mentioned
claims, viz, (1) base determines superstructure {2) Material conditions of man’s exis-
tence determines the forms of consciousness. Both these claims are interdependent, and
even complementary to each other since base refers to the economic structure which
comprises the material conditions of man’s existence, and superstructure to the totality
of the non-economic activities of man, i.e, legal, political etc, and the forms of con-
sciousness corresponding to them. But, for the sake of convenience, we shall deal them
separately, and see how they have been understood and developed conventionally into a
rigid materiahistic theory of culture. Naturally, what immediately follows here would be
an exposition of the conventional account of base-superstructure model. The difficulties
with this conventional account particularly that how the conventional account contra-
dicts the non-materialist presuppositions of Marx’s theory would be discussed in the last

part of this chapter.

Every attempt towards a materialistic reading of Marx’s theory of culture starts with
the formula from the preface to A contribution to the enitigue of political economy: *It
1s not the consciousness of men determines their being, but on the contrary, their social
being that determines their consciousness™.® It is often suggested that the termn ‘social
being’ refers to the conditions of existence of man in the society, 1.e, the social conditions
of man’s existence. Again, the term "conditions of existence’ refers to the basic features
of the mode in which men exist or the way in which people earn their living. The mode

of existence or, the conditions of existence of men is embedded in a specific type of social

BKarl Marx, A contribution to the critigue of political economy, (in K. Marx and F. Engels Selected
works, Lawrence and Wishart, London, 1970) P. 117.
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relation. In other words to be engaged in a specific form of economic activity is to be
involved 1n a specific type of social relation. An agricultural labourer earns his living
through a specific form of activity; the fundamental characteristics of this specific form
of activity form his social conditions of existence. By this he is also involved in a specific
type of social relation, that he 1s related to his fellow labourers, to his masters and to
the wider society in a specific manner. To be a labourer is to be related to others in a
specific, socially determined manner. This is to say that the conditions of existence of a

labourer is defined by a specific type of social relationship.

Every man in a social totality is engaged in a specific form of activity by which he earns
a living; he is involved in a specific type of social relation. This involvement determines
the quality and the content of his life. In other words, the manner in which man earns his
livelihood determines his all other activities, his mode of hfe in general. The activities
such as thinking, knowing, conceiving etc. are conditioned by his involvement in the
economic process, in the ‘mode of production of material life’. Consciousness in general,

therefore, is determined by the material conditions of man’s existence.

Men, engaged in a common manner of earning a hiving, involved commonly in a par-
ticular type of relationship, have common interests, belief-systems and ways of thinking.
They share in common their conditions of existence, and are related to and affected by
the rest of society in a similar manner. Their common interests and experiences tend to
generate a shared sense of identity, i.e., the class identity.® For example, men engaged in
the specific activity of producing food in a feudal system belong to a social class, because

they have a common manner of earning a living, a common type of social relationship,

S(Cf. Bhikhu Parekh, Marz’s theory of ideology, p. 25).
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and therefore a common way of living and thinking. They share in common their mate-
rial conditions of existence, and thus their modes of life in general. Their consciousness

is determined by their membership in the class, i.e., by their common location in the

economic structure of the society.

The relationship between the class and consciousness, assumed here, is explicitly a
causal one. To say that social class determines consciousness is to say that there is a
kind of causal relationship between social class and consciousness, that, consciousness
is causally determined by social class. This is precisely to say that consciousness is an
‘effect’, social class being the source, that given the cause one can assume the effect. The
effect does not have either primacy or autonomy. It is not ‘real in itself’, but determined
by the ‘real’. Consciouness belongs to a secondary realm; it does not have autonomy
in so far as it is determined by social class. Ideas do not have any ‘original’ content;
they are mere reflections of the interests of the social class. They are passive and do not
cause changes in the material conditions of man’s existence, the material conditions cause
changes in ideas. This lead the conventional Marxists to believe that ideas do not have
any active role in history, since they are mere by-products of material, social conditions,
and also to hold the materialist view that the non-economic activities of man and the
forms of consciousness corresponding to them, in short culture, is absolutely determined

by the economic base-structure of the society.

When 1t 1s assumed that men who share in common their conditions of existence
have common interests and belief-systems, it is also assumed that consciousness of those
men is shaped, conditioned, or determined by their common interests, 1.e, the class-
interests. The notion of class-interest is central to the deterministic interpretations of

Marxism. Consciousness shaped by the class-interests is necessarily ‘partial’; it is ‘false
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consciousness’ It cannot be true in the sense that its scope of representation is limited,
that it cannot represent reality impartially. It i1s always a representation in a specific
perspective 1.e, the perspective of a particular class. Every perspective is limited in
scope. “Since it i1s already commited and predisposed to certain assumptions, the validity

of which it takes for granted, its perception of the whole is filtered through them, and is

inherently biased” ™

Consciousness 1s biased towards the class-interests and 1s necessanly ‘false’. The term
‘false consciousness’ refers to the partial representation of the whole. Biased represen-
tation, as it 1s often suggested, involves distortion, i.e, to represent reality in a biased
point of view is to distort reality. Distortion has often been interpreted as a mechanism
of misperception. Distorting something, in this sense, is misperceiving certain aspects of
1t which are against or irrelevent to the class-interests of the perceiver. Marx’s discussion
on the liberal ideology of the capitalist social class is often suggested as the example.
Capitalists believe in liberal ideology, in the idea of freedom, because the bourgeoise
mode of production required that man should be free to sell their labour and to by the
goods, and therefore, they should be defined as ‘free citizens’. The meaning of freedom,
for them, is restricted to this aspect; it does not go beyond to the other aspect of free-
dom in which men should also be free from exploitation, that they have the right to earn
sufficient money out of the labour they sell. Capitalist concept of freedom, therefore, is

a distorted concept, that it misperceives certain aspects of the reality that do not serve

their class-interests.

Ideology, in the conventional Marxist sense, refers to the biased perspective, the

distorted representation of the reality. It 1s knowledge biased towards the class-interests

ihid, p. 27.



61

of the knower. Every knowledge is ideological, since everybody belongs to a particular
social class and has class-interests. Needless to say that this position comes close to
the sociologist view that every knowledge presupposes a specific thought-model which is
biased towards the group-interests of the knower. The concept of class- determination of
materialist Marxism gets replaced by the concept of group-determination in Mannheim’s
scheme. Obviously, by this replacement, Mannheim does not deny the class-factor in
the determination of knowledge. All that he does i1s to consider class as one among
the social groups, to introduce a general term which comprehends all the social factors
including the class-factor in the determination of knowledge and thereby to provide a
wider framework for the theory of social determination of knowledge. Evidently, the
idea of class-determination is included in the theory of social determination as one of
the aspects of 1t. Marx’s theory of knowledge, thus, 1s conceived to be a part of the
sociology of knowledge. Even, it has been claimed by some sociologists that the theory

of class-determination of knowledge provides the methodological ground for sociologism.

The other of the two ideas upon which the materialist interpretation of Marx’s theory
of culture is based is the one that ‘base determines superstructure’, or precisely ‘economy
determines culture’. It is often said that such a deterministic thesis is clearly implied
in the following passage from the preface of A contribution to the critique of political

economy.

“In the social production of their life, men enter into definite relations that are in-
dispensable 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 a legal and political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms



of social consciousness™. 1!

Society, here is said to be divided into two structures, namely economic structure
and superstructure. Economic structure comprises the relations of production; it is the
sum total of the relations of production. Superstructure stands for the pon-economic
institutions such as legal, political etc, and the forms of consciousness corresponding to
them. Economic structure is the base, because it is the real ground on which the entire
superstructure is based. It 1s ‘objective’ in the sense that it is independent of the subject;
it is not to be understood as a structure determined by the subject, but as a structure
which determines the position of the subject within it. Individuals enter into definite
relations that are indispensable and independent of their will. They occupy different
positions in the economic structure, the positions being determined by the structure

itself. More clearly, they are not the source of the structure, but the ‘elements’ of it.

The non-economic institutions are superstructural, because they are grounded on the
base structure. Superstructure does not have autonomy, as it is fundamentally depen-
dent on the economic base. The non-economic features, legal, political, religious, artistic,
educational etc, and the definite forms of consciousness corresponding to them, such as
law, political-ideologies, moral concepts, ethical values, aesthetic perspectives, literary
theories etc, therefore, do not constitute an independent domain of their own. They are
the reflections, or the expressions of the deep structure of the society. A ‘reflection’ is
determined by what 1s reflected; it changes in accordance with the changes in the object

reflected. The relation of the superstructure and the base structure is concevied to be

1K arl Marx, preface to A contribution to the critique of political economy, in K. Marx and F.Engels
selected works, P. 181.
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that of reflection and real, effect and cause. Culture as the totality of the superstruc-
tural forms, therefore, is conceived to be the effect, or the by-product of the economic
substructure of the society. The view that culture is the ‘effect’ of the base structure
exphatly entails the assumption that the forms of consciousness are causally determined
by an independent reality. In the strict epistemological sense, it entails the ‘reflection’
theory of knowledge in which knowledge appears as a simple reflection of an indepen-
dently existing reality. In short, it entails the materialist presupposition of the passivity

of the subjective and the primacy and the autonomy of the objective domains.

We had noted that the thesis ‘base determines the superstructure’ is complimentary
to the thesis of the class-determination of knowledge. It is, as we saw, because of the
fact that base refers to the relations of production which constitutes the class-position of
every knowing subject. Also, we had noted that Mannheim’s theory of social determina-
tion of knowledge or theory of ideology is an expansion of the idea of class-determination
of materialist Marxism. In the next seciton, we shall try to explore the central episte-
mological presuppositions of the Materialist-Sociologist theory of ideology and see how

they basically contradict the Hegelian dialectical thrust of Marx's method.

Dialectical Model Vs Sociologist Model

The materialist-sociologist theory of ideclogy (here after MSTI) clearly implies the

following epistemological claims
1. Knowledge is subject’s represention of reality.
2. Every knowledge is mediated by the social position of the subject.

3. Knowledge, mediated by the social position of the knower can never be the true
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representation; 1t must be hiased, distorted and therefore, is ideological.

Representation is a category which necessanly entails the epistemological duality
between the knower and the known, one who represents and the thing represented. The
knower experiences the world outside through his senses. He pictures the world through
the senses. This process of picturing is the process of knowing. Experience is the primary
mode of knowledge. But, as the second of the above mentioned claims suggests, the
experience is not a direct, unmediated encounter between the subject and the object.
By assuming a slightly different epistemological position from that of empiricism, MSTI
advances the 1dea that the perceiver imposes certain categories upon the external world,
the categories which are implicit in him before he proceeds to perceive. What generates
these categories 1s the social position of the perceiver. Knowledge, therefore, is the

experience mediated by the social position of the knower.

When it is assumed that knowledge is mediated by the social position, class/group
position of the knower, then the ‘objective truth’ is an impossibility. All knowledge is
perspectival. There are only relative truths, no absolute truth. Perspectival thought is
ideology. Theory of knowledge can not be distinguished from theory of ideclogy, since

every knowledge is perspectival and thus ideological.

The social position of the subject is determined by the social structure. Society, in
MSTI, is to be conceived as an objective structure, which determines the ‘positions’ of
the subjects, a svstem of ‘places’. In conventional Marxism, we have seen that economic
structure is an objective structure which consists of certain specific relations. These
relations create the ‘places’, the different class-positions. The class-positions determine
the mode of perception of the subject. More clearly, the structure generates the places,

the points of perception and thereby determines the mode of perception of every knower.



Precisely, structure determines the content of ideology. Ideology is a function of the
structure of reality itself; the places that are created by social relations generate the

ideologies that follow, from them, through the mechanism of experience’?

Three tendencies can be plainly observed in the above mode of analysis; 1. crude

empiricist, 2. Materialist reductionist and 3. relativist.

1. It is perhaps slighly unfair to say that certain empiricist tendencies can be observed
in a system which is claimed to be oriented towards rationalismm. Sociologism, es-
pecially of Mannheim, as we have seen earlier, takes the rationalistic turn with the
assumption that there is a thought-model implicit in every individual before he
proceeds to perceive the world. But the tendency of a naive variety of empiricism
that we perceive is at a more fundamental level of the sociologist system, i.e., at
the level where it conceives knowledge as belonging to the realm of passive rep-
resentation, where it devalues the importance of thought by considering it as the
passive reflection. The thought-model which determines the content of perception,
or the categories that the subject imposes upon the object of perception, according
to MSTI, are not the properties of the autonomous realm of mind; they are gener-
ated by the objective social structure. In short, the objective structure determines
the mode of perception, the content of knowledge of every knower. In conventional
Marxism it is the economic structure which determines the class-position, the point
of perception and thus the content of knowledge of the subject. Knowledge, there-
fore is always the representation determined by an independent structure, a pre-
existing reality. It can not have either primacy or autonomy. Thought can never be

active, in so far as it belongs to the realm of reflection determined by the real. It is

12.f. Paul Hirst, On Law and ldeclogy, p. 24.
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the ‘effect’ of the objective social structure.a “constituted’ category, and can never
be constitutive or ‘creative’. The obvious outcome of this is the crude materialist

thesis that man is merely the product of the social structure, by no means the

producer of it.

2. Reductionist tendency is explicit in the sociologistic mode of analysis of ideology.
Ideology, in MSTI, as we have discussed earlier is a form of ‘false’ experience,
distorted representation. False, because it is determined by the position of the
subject 1n the reality. ‘Position’ is the creation of the objective structure of the
reality. More clearly, reality creates the position from which the experience (false)
is generated. Reality, therefore, is the primary determinant of experience and,
therefore, of ideology. It is the ‘truth’ of ideclogy, because it determines ideology **
Going to the truth is looking at the reality. The form of experience of the capitalist,
for example, is shaped by his social position, the capitalist social structure which
defines his ‘place’ in it. To go to the truth of his ideology is to look at his social
position, to reduce it to the objective social conditions which generate 1t. The mode
of analysis, here is undoubtedely reductionist; 1t consists in reducing the subjective

into the objective, 1deas into the material ground.

3. It 1s beyond dispute that the theory of social determination of knowledge involves
relativism, that the idea that all knowledge is mediated by the social position of
the knower and is necessarily partial, imples the thesis that every knowledge is
relative. This is to say that there are no objective criteria which would enable us
to determine the truth and falsity of different knowledge. To reject the claim of

absolution is to accept the relativist claim. Again, to accept the relativist claim

13Cf Ibid p. 24.
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that every knowledge is relative is to refute the absolute validity of the claim 1tself;

therefore, relativisin is self-refutative.

The self-refutative nature of sociologism is well illustrated by Walter Benjamin in his
celebrated paper ‘The sociology of knowledge and the problem of objectivity’.!* Ben-
jarmin’s criticism starts with the analysis of two statements, the first of which refers to
the cardinal principle of Mannheim’s sociologism, the second one precisely shows the ‘se-
mantic riddle’ involved in the first statement and illustrates the paradox of socinlogism

in general.

Statement: 1: All empirical propositions about social life are perspectively conditioned

and therefore lack objectivity.

Statement: 2: Statement:1 is an empirical proposition about the social life.

Obviously what is meant by the statement:1 is the central epistemological principle
of sociologism. Once it is accepted, then there 1s nothing called objective knowledge,
no proposition can claim the absolute validity. Benjamin argues that statement:1 1s not
analytic; no self-contradiction 1s forced by asserting that propositions about social life
are not perspectively conditioned, nor it is tautologous since it can not claim any logical
warrent for its certainity. It must, therefore, be synthetic, in more concrete terms, an
empirical generalisation. But, if, as statement: 2 suggests, statement:1 is a proposition

about social life, it must be perspectival and can not claim the objective validity.

The way out of this paradox is to say that statement:2 is wrong, that the statement:1

‘all empirical propositions about social life are perspectively conditioned and therefore

MWalter Benjamin, “The sociology of knowledge and the problem of objectivity’, in Soctological theory:
ingquiries and paradigms, 1973,
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lack objectivity’ 1s not an empincal proposition about social life. To say this is to say
that statement:1 possesses a different cognitive status. To explain this cogmtive status
by arguing that the statements refering to the social determination of knowledge are

themselves not socially determined, is to dilute the content of the sociologist theory

itself.

A sociologist of knowledge, we can say, has to either dilute his theory by taking
an Althusserian stand that there are some branches of krowledge that lie outside the
realm of social determination, which are value-free and non-ideological and his theory
1s one among them, or to end up with a hopeless self-contradictory position. Althusser
gives a positivistic solution to the paradox of sociologism (that we would discuss in
the next chapter) by suggesting that there is a radical distinction between science and
ideology, and Marxist theory is to be placed in the realm of science. Mannheim does
not go to such an extent, but the orientation towards a positivist solution to the riddle
of relativism i1s exphicit in his assertion that there are certain categories of knowledge,

scientific, mathematical etc. that are exempted from social causation.

Now, we shall attempt to highlight some of the crucial epistemclogical presuppositions
of Marx’s concepts which have been already dealt in the course of our discussion on the
Hegelian content of Marx’s thought and to show that how they fundamentally contradict
the above discussed tendencies of sociologism. We have seen that the epistemnological
thrust of Hegelianism is against empinicism. Also, it is explicit and no way disputable
that Hegel’s system does not involve the tendency of materialist reductionism, because
1deas for Hegel do not belong to a secondary realm reducible to a ‘primary objective’
realm. Ideas are conceived to be more real than the objects in the sense that they make

the objects what they are. The question of relativism, therefore, does not arise at all in
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the Hegelian epistemological framework. We have also found in the first chapter that the
dialectical thrust of Hegelianism has been absorbed in Marx’s social theory, especially in
Marx’s concept of praxis. Here, we see how the epistemological postulates of philosophy of
praxis stand against the empiricist, materialist reductionist and the relativist tendencies

of sociologism.

Let us start with three claims which would be substantiated in the following discus-

sion:

1. Philosophy of praxis rejects the primacy of the objective domain and thereby goes

against the methodology of materialist reductionism.

2. It refuses to accept the ‘reflection’ theory of knowledge and thereby discards the

possibility of empiricism.

3. It perceives man as a being of praxis and thereby attacks the methodological ground

of sociological relativism.

1. The essence of Marx’s conception of praxis is the idea that man is a creative being;
he is not a passive natural being, but a being who shapes the reality, a being of
praxis. Reality, viewed from the perspective of the philosophy of praxis, is not an
objective category; it is human reality “not in the sense that man exists with nature
but in the sense that man shapes nature” !> This idea, obviously, has two aspects:
a) The so called objective reality is the product of man, the property of human
praxis. b) Man is not a being determined or produced by a pre-existing objective

reality. Presently, we shall restrict ourselves to the discussion of the first aspect,

15Shlomo Avineri, soctal and pohiical thought, P. 71.



because the second aspect would be taken up in the next part, in our discussion of

Marx’s methodological rejection of empiricism.

The whole of Marx’s critique of the materialist idea of the primacy of the objective
domain is implied in ‘Theses on Feuerbach’. The very first theses of this essay says
that the cheif defect of materialism is “that the object, reality, what we apprehend
through our senses, is understood only in the form of object or contemplation; but
not as sensuous human activity as practice; not subjectively”.!® To conceive reality
in the form of ‘object’ 1s to assert that there is something independent of man or the
human sensuous activity, objectivelv real which can only be reflected or represented
in human mind through a passive process. This is precisely to say that reality is
an autonomous category. What Marx suggests in opposition to the materialist
approach is that reality is to be understood as ‘practice’, to put it in more clear
terms, the property of human praxis. To understand reality as the property of
praxis, not as the object ‘out there’ is to destruct, on the one hand, the autonomy
and, on the other, the primacy of the so called objective reality. Man, Marx views,
is a being who transforms and constitutes the reality. Reality is something which is
shaped or constituted through the historical praxis of man. It is not ready-made.

It can not be the constitutive ground to which everything else can be reduced.

It is quite evident here, that Marx’s alternative to the materialist approach suggests
a redefinition of the concept of objectivity. The methodological ground for such a
redefinition has been provided by him in ‘Economic and Philosophical Mannscripts’
(here after EPM). The central concern of this work, as it has been commonly de-
scribed is the construction of a philosophical theory of labour basing on a ‘histori-

cist’ view of nature, i.e., the view that nature for man is not the objective reality,

16K arl Marx, ‘Theses on Feuerbach’, in porfable Karl Marz, p. 155.
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but essentially the human reality. Labour, as it is conceived in EPM is not merely
an economic activity; it is the existential activity of man. Man exists primarily by
producing things. The activity of production is the activity of transforming nature
into the means of man’s subsistence; it is the humanisation of the nature. Nature,
therefore cannot be conceived as an objective category unaffected by the historical
praxis of man. On the contrary, it is to be understood essentially as ‘historical’, the
property of human praxis. (This view would be discussed in detail in our fourth
chapter). Explicitly, this historicist conception of reality fundamentally rejects the
materialist hypothesis of an objective domain, the reductionist claim that every-
thing subjective can be ultimately reduced to an objective ground. Marx’s method,

therefore, is basically different from that of materialist reductionism.

. The theory that reduces all thought to the level of a manifestation of social sub-

stractumn which is objectively real implies the classical empiricist distinction be-
tween the ‘receptive’ subjectivity and the autonomous objectivity. We have seen
that the idea of the autonomy of the objective domain clearly disappears in Marx’s
redefined scheme. We shall argue here that to reject the autonomy of the objec-
tive domain is to attack the reflection theory of knowledge. Marx's redefinition of
objectivity, as we saw, establishes the conceptual primacy of the human agency,
that it establishes the view that human praxis is the source of the social ‘substrac-
tum’, of the so called objective domain. When it is assumed that human praxis is
conceptually prior to the objective reality, then it is also assumend that all that is
humane are not to be conceived as belonging to a secondary realm; they constitute
the primary realm. Consciousness viewed as the essential aspect of human praxis,

then does not belong to the epiphenomenal realm, to the realm of reflection.



The view that consciousness is an essential aspect of human praxis needs to be
elaborated. It is clearly implied in Marx’s economic and philosophical writings,
especially in his conception of human labour as exposed mainly in EPM, the idea
that consciousness is not to be understood in 1solation from praxis, the actual
life process of man. “Consciousness can never be anything else than conscious
existence”!” To understand the actual life process of man apart from consciousness,
Marx assumes, is to reduce human existence to the level of a passive natural being.
What distinguishes man from a mere natural being, according to Marx, 1s the
activity of production, i.e., the conscious activity of transforming the objective
nature into the means of his subsistence. It is the fundamental life activity of
man. Animals, Marx says, do not involve in the activity of production consciously.
Their life-activity is just mechanical. They are immediately one with their life
activity. They do not distinguish themselves from it. Man, on the other hand,
as we discussed earlier, makes his life activity itself into an object of his will and
of his consciousness; he has conscious life activity. This conscious life activity

distinguishes man directely from the life activity of the animal.

The thesis follows from the above is that consciousness is an inseparable aspect of
human praxis. It becomes clear here that the statement, ‘social being determines
consciousness’, understood in a crude deterministic sense, stands against this the-
sis. The term ‘social being’, viewed as an objective ground, does not involve the
meaning of the conscious life activity of man; 1t refers to a category of being which
is conceptually separated from, prior to the category of consciousness. Such a dual-

1stic 1dea clearly disappears in Marx’s formulation. The category of consciousness,

1"Marx and Engles, German Ideology, in Porteble Karl Mearz, P. 169.



as we saw, in Marx’s account can never be different from the category of social be-
ing. Man, for Marx, is a conscious, creative being, a being of praxis. Consciousness
separated from praxis is necessarily passive; it can never be creative. Human con-
sciousness presupposes creativity, and creativity presupposes consciousness. Man
produces consciousely. “His creation, in practice of an objective world.... is the

proof that man is a conscious species-being™®

Marx’s concept of consciousness, therefore, has to be viewed in a fundamentally
different way from that of sociologism. Thought, in Marx’s scheme, is not merely
the passive reflection of a pre existing reality; it is an inseparable aspect of praxis,
a fundamental aspect of the activity of shaping the reality. Knowing is not to
be understood as merely the activity of representing the reality, but the part of
the activity of shaping the reality. In other words, the activity of knowing can
not be divorced from the activity of transforming the reality. Reflection theory of
knowledge is inadequate, if not false; it totally fails to account the creative content

of thought and to perceive man as a creative being.

3. The sociological relativist thesis that every knowledge is mediated by the social
position of the knower and therefore relative is methodologically founded upon the
materialist conviction that the human subject is the product of the objective social
reality, that everything subjective is causally determined by the outer reality. The
supposition here is that soclety is an objective circurnstance, the determinant base;
when the circumstances change the subject changes in accordance with it. Marx
attacks the very basis of this supposition by arguing that the change in the social

circumstances is not to be understood in terms of an objective process unaffected by

18K arl Marx, ‘Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts’, Ibid, P. 139.



man, it is man who causes changes in the circumstances “The materialist doctrine
concerning the changing of (men’s) circumstances and education forgets that cir-
cumstances are changed by men and that the educator himself must be educated”.!®
The suggestion here is that materialism fails to grasp the human essence behind
the social changes; it denies the fact that human praxis is the source of history.
This denial leads the materialists to the reductionist thesis that man is merely the

product of an objective process called history.

[t is to be noted here that Marx’s assertion that human praxis is the source of the
historical process does not in any way imply that subject is unaffected by the process. It
is true that the basic thrust of Marx’s argument is against the reduction of subjectivity
to the level of an effect, the relativisation of thought. But, it does not go to the extreme
of assigning an ahistorical status to the subjective domain. Marx clearly maintains that
praxis implies the shaping of both the objective and the subj.ective domains, that in
the process of production man ‘produces’ himself. The act of shaping reality shapes
man himself. In the process of changing the circumstances man changes himself. Man
creates history and history creates man. Marx says: The coincidence of the changing of
circumstances and of human activity or self change can be comprehended and rationally

understood only as revolutionary practice”.*®

Marx stresses the necessity for a new approach, a revolutionary approach which ac-
counts the creative and the self-creative aspects of human praxis, and thereby conceives
reality as a total process implying a constant interaction between subject and object.
Explicitly, the relation between subject and object according to such an approach is not

that of a one-sided determination in which the former is always determined by the latter,

19K arl Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, in Portable Karl Marz, P. 156.
20bid, P. 156.




but that of a dialectical interaction where neither of them has a separate existence apart

from the process, a ahistorical status,

But, man is an effect of a process which 1s initiated by himself. He recognises himself
in a world that he has created.” It can very well be argued here that there is a space
for the autonomy of the subjective domain within the theoretical framework of Marxism.
Subject is autonomous in so far as it is not an effect of something other than its own
activity. Human activity 1s free in the sense in which 1t 1s not caused by anything outside
the process. Precisely, this is what Marx means when he describes man as a free being,
human life activity as a free conscious activity.?? Marx’s concept of praxis, in this sense,

signifies the essence of man implying Freedom, consciousness and creativity.

Essentialism of Marx stands obviously against the deterministic concept of man; it
offers a non-materialist approach to culture in which cultural domain 1s not merely a
product of ‘structure’, it has an autonomy of its own. The rejection of determinism
provides the methodological ground for the rejection of positivism in general. In the next
section we shall see how Marx's non-materialist theory of culture involves the space for

a critique of positivism,
Non-materialist approach to culture and the critique of positivism

We shall begin with the crucial observation of Marx emmbodied in the nineth thesis of
‘Theses on Feuerbach' which clearly exposes the methodological link between the repre-
sentational concept of knowledge and the mode of approach of positivisin. Marx says:

“The highest point attained by contemplative materialism, i.e., by that materialism which

2¢f Marx, ‘Economic and Philosophical Manuseripts’, in Portable Karl Marz p. 140,
22Cf. Ibid, P] 139.



does not comprehend sensuousness as practical activity, is the contemplation of separate
individuals and of civil society”.2? The theory which presupposes a representational con-
cept of knowledge, which perceives knowledge as a passive process of representation, not
as an aspect of human praxis, is ‘contemplative’. It understands reality only in the form
of an ‘independent object’; it fails to comprehend the constitutive essence of the reality,
i.e., the human praxis. In other words, it conceives reality only as an ‘object’ devoid
of any human content, as a form. Methodologically speaking, such a conception implies
a mode of approach which refuses to penetrate the form into the essence. This mode
of approach can be characterised as formalistic. To refute the essence behind the facts
is to refute the universality, and thereby to accept the absolute reality of the particu-
lars. A formalist theory which does not attempt to go beyond the appearance or which
perceives the observable forms as the facts devoid of any content, therefore, implies the
empiricist-positivist paradigm of knowledge i.e., the paradigm which restricts knowledge
to the representation of the discrete particulars (or which conceives knowledge as the

‘contemplation of separate individuals’).

The term ‘civil society” in the sense in which it is used in the thesis mentioned above,
refers to a society where men are divided into separate individuals alien to each other;
it refers to a system of alienation. We had seen in our first chapter that, in Marx’s
account, in a system of alienation men get alienated from their species-life, from their
social essence, and turn to be divided into separate, isolated individuals. The picture of
civil society, therefore, is the picture of separate individuals. Marx’s observation here is

that the spirit of positivism is exemplified in the form of life of the civil society.

One can easily follow the meaning of this observation if he goes through the discussion

23Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, in Portable Karl Marz, P. 157.
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in ‘On Jewish Question’ where Marx brings out the formalistic character of the funda-
mental concepts which form the basis of civil society. Individual in a civil society, Marx
observes is a self-sufficient monad withdrawn to himself and separated from the commu-
nity. All the basic concepts of civil society such as liberty. equality etc. are defined in
such a way that they provide the secure ground for the separation of man from man. For
example, the concept of liberty as it is used in a civil society, denotes the right to do
anything which does not harm others. The limits within which each individual can move
without harming others are determined by law. Therefore, liberty, in a cvil society is
that of man as isolated monad withdrawn into himself. Concept of liberty, Marx says,
thus is based not on the association of man and man but rather, on the separation of man
from man. Similarly, the concept of equality refers to the right to be equally considered
in front of law., Marx observes that it simply means equal access to liberty, that each
man 1s equally considered to be a self sufficient monad. Again, Man's right to private
property is the right to enjoy one’s property, to dispose over it arbitrarily according to
one’s will, without considering other men, independent of society.?® Obviously, it is a
right of self interest. It 1s the right of every individual to be an isolated monad. Thus,
all the concepts which form the basis of civil society are the concepts of individualism,
Individualism, in its most usual sense, is a mode of approach which presupposes the idea
of separate individuals. In other words, the paradigm that implies in every individualist

approach is positivism, that of ‘the contemplation of separate individuals'.

The idea of civil society is the idea of separate individuals. The highest point attained
by materialism is the idea of separate individuals. The standpoint of materialism there-

fore, as Marx says, is civil society. Non-materialist theory of culture which accounts the

2ef, Karl Marx, ‘On Jewish Question’, in Portable Kar! Marz, P. 108.



creativity of the subjective domain evidently discards formalism. It replaces formalism
with essentialism. The standpoint of essentialism is not civil society, but a society where
individuals are not alienated from each other, a ‘human society’. Marx makes this whole
idea explicit in the following thesis. “The standpoint of the old type of materialism is

civil society, the standpoint of the new materialism is human society or social humanity.??

To accept essentialism is to reject formalism. The idea of a society where the essence
of man—freedom, consciousness and creativity is fully realised, implies the negation of tLe
idea of civil society, the system of alienation. The establishment of the ‘human society’,
in this concrete sense, implies the positive abolition of alienation, the destruction of the
systemn of alienation. This essentialist-critical thrust of Marx’s theory has been carried
out and developed by later Marxists especially by George Lukacs and Herbert Marcuse,
into a full-fledged critical theory. We would be discussing the major features of the
‘critical Marxism of Lukacs, and Marcuse later on, in the last two chapters. Presently, in
the next chapter, we shall have a critical view of the revival of the positivist paradigms

in a relatively new theoretical form in Althusser’s ‘scientific Marxism’.

25Karl Marx, Theses on Feuerbach, in Portable Karl Marz, P. 158. We do not use the term ‘new
materialism’ to designate Marx’s mode of approach, for the practical reason that such a term might be
misleading, especially in a discussion that focuses on a critique of materialism.



.++» we must begin by stating the first premise of all human exis-
tence, and therefore of all history, the premise namely that men must

be 1n a position to live in order to be able to “make history™.
Karl Marx

Chapter - 3

ALTHUSSER’S ‘NEO-POSITIVISM':
SCIENCE AND IDEOLOGY



In this chapter we deal with the ‘neo-positivist’ conception of knowledge and ide-
ology by considering some of the major aspects of Louis Althusser’s reading of Marx.
Sociological-materialist theory of culture, as we have seen in the previous chapter, de-
pends wholly on a positivist understanding of Marx’s theory or, in other words, on a
reductionist interpretation of Marx’s notion of ideology. Method of reductionism re-
sults invarioubly in relativism, in the relativisation of human thought. Relativism, as we
saw, contradicts itself with the non-positivist epistemological presuppositions of Marx's

philosophy of praxis.

Althusser’s major thrust in the course of his ‘scientific’ interpretation of Marxism
is to provide a secure foundation for positivism by resolving the errors of relativism
and reductionism of the conventional sociologism. In this precise sense, Althusser’s is
an attempt to revive positivism on a more secure ground — a ground which is not
provided by the concepts of conventional sociologism, but by the ‘new’ concepts of a new
‘sociological’ theory. The aim of this chapter is to show that the fundamental concepts
of Althusser’s new scheme are not basically diflerent from the concepts which form the
basis of conventional sociologism. In the first section we will try to explore the conceptual
scheme of Althusser’s neo-positivism and to bring out its epistemological presuppostions.
In the second section we shall attempt to analyse them critically and to show how they
stand parallel to the concepts of conventional sociologism. The finding that the concepts
of Althusser’s new scheme are not fundamentally different from those of conventional
sociologism would substantiate our claim that Althusser’s reading of Marx 13 of the
nature of a positivist reinterpretation of Marx’s theory, especially of Marx's concepts of

knowledge and ideology.
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Three doctrines by means of which Althusser tries to resolve the ‘errors’ of conven-
tional Marxism are, 1) The doctrine of ideology as the representation of the imaginary
relationship of the individuals to their conditions of existence, 2) the doctrine of over-
determination and 3) the doctrine of the epistemological distinction between science and

ideology.
Althusser’s conception of ideology

In sociologism, ideology is the false (distorted) representation of the reality. Human
subject, as being determined by the material/social circumstances, thinks or involves
in the knowing process from a specific point of view, as Mannheim claims, from the
perspective of his social group. Social group determines belief systems, ideas and all
other mental activities. Every knowledge is biased towards the interests of the social
group to which the knower belongs. Biased knowledge cannot be the true picture of the

reality; it is a distorted picture, a false representation of the reality.

The thesis that ideology is the false representation of reality implies the representa-
tional concept of knowledge, i.e., the idea that knowledge 1s the representation of reality.
The concept of false representation is possible only when it is assumed that the process
of knowing is the process of representation. In order to defend the thesis that ideology
1s a distorted recognition of reality, it must be argued that the process of knowledge

described by empiricism is a real proess.!

Therefore, to accept the sociologist thesis of i1deology is to accept empiricism. The
construction of a theoretical scheme which is methodologically free from empiricdsm and

sociologism must, therefore, be based on the rejection of the representational theory of

1Cf. Paul Hirst, On Law end Ideology. p. 23
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knowledge. Precisely, this is the task which Althusser undertakes before proceeding to

his constructive enterprise.

In his celebrated essay ‘Ideclogy and Ideological State Apparatuses’ Althusser ad-
vances the thesis of the ‘materiality of ideology’ which clearly implies the refusal of
representational theory. Ideology, according to this thesis, is not to be understood in
terms of the category of representaiton; it is not ‘ideal’ or ‘spiritual’ but ‘material’. Ide-
ologv does not consist of ideas as opposed to matter, precisely because, ideas arz not
something which belong to a spiritual realm seperated from the material realm. They
are material in the sense that they are fully expressed in the objective social forms; they

are to be understood as the concrete forms of social practices and social relations.

To put it in Althusser’s own words, “......‘1decas’ or ‘representations’, etc., which seem
to make up ideology do not have an ideal {ideale or ideelle) or spiritual existence, but a
material existence”.? The two expressions ‘ideal existence’ and ‘material existence’ need
to be elaborated. Althusser seems to believe that ‘ideal’ is of the nature of something
pure, isolated from the social practices and social relations. In other words, it is of
the nature of ‘representation’ which ‘exists’ as an abstract realm. The term ‘material’
obviously refers to the objective social practices and social relations, in other words, to
the concrete social phenomena. The thesis of the materiality of ideology, i.e., the view
that ideology has the material existence, discards the possibility of a radical seperation
between ideal and material; it advances the idea that the so called ‘ideal’ is fully expressed

in the concrete social practices and has a kind of materiality.

Althusser explains this thesis with the help of some examples. An individual who

2Louis Althusser, Essays on Ideology, p. 39.
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believes in God behaves in certain ways, adopts certain corresponding practical attitudes;
he goes to church to attend Mass, kneels, prays etc., and does follow certain conventions.
Similarly, an individual who believes in justice, Althusser observes, will submit himself
unconditionally to the rules of law and acts according to them. In both the cases,
individual’s belief 1s expressed ‘objectively’ in certain practices. The practical attitude
an individual adopts is not a matter of his voluntary choice but is the necessary condition
of his belief. Believing in God is following certain conventions practically. To believe in
justice 1s to act ‘according to the idea of justice’. If one does not act according to the
idea he has, 1t is because he has other ideas in his head as well as those he proclaim,
and that he acts according to these other ideas, as a man who is either ‘inconsistent’ or

cynical, or perverse.’

Ideas exist in actions. What is an action?. Althusser insists that an action is not
to be understood 1 individualistic terms. It i1s not to be viewed 1n isolation from the
social totality. An action is determined by the behavioral patterns, conventions of the
given society. In short, it is to be conceived as being inserted into social practices. An
individual’s belief in God is expressed in his actions which are conventional in the sense
that they are followed collectively by a group of people as their social practices. They
are determined by the behavioural patterns of the society. In Althusser’s language they

are to be understood as material social practices.

Althusser further argues that these practices are ‘governed by rituals’. What does he

mean by ‘ritual’?.

The expression ‘ritual’ commonly refers to a pattern of behaviours, the forms of

3C1. Ibid. p. 42.



83

thought and actlions conventionally followed by a given community. The same meaning
is expressed here when Althusser maintains that practices are governed by rituals. A
practice is conventional in the sense that there are some conventional rules to be followed
for performing that practice. A defenite form of life 1s associated with every practice.
Therefore, every practice is inscribed into a ritual and also governed by it. The same
example of the believer can be pointed out here. A believer who belongs to a particular
religion performs the actions according to the conventions followed by other members
of his religion. In other words, he acts according to the rules and conventions of his
religious life. Religion, here, is the form of life, the ritual which governs his actions. All

the actions which are inserted into practices are, therefore, governed by the rituals.

The practices inscribed into rituals are objective social forms. They are no way
abstract, but concrete. They have ‘materiality’. Althusser maintains that they are to be
conceived as the instances of the ‘ideological apparatuses’; their existence is to be viewed
in terms of the ‘material existence of an ideological appparatus’. To quote Althusser’s
own words: “....practices are governed by rituals..., within the material eristence of an
ideological apparatus, be it only a small part of that apparatus: a small mass in a small
church, a funeral, a minor match at a sports club, school day, a political party meeting,

etc.”.4

What is an ideological apparatus?. To answer this question we have to go a little deep
into Althusser’s theory of state appartuses. In line with Marx’s analysis of social forma-
tions, Althusser argues that the process of production of every social system presupposes
the process of the reproduction of the conditions of production. To put it in more clear

terms, every social system, for its existence, has to reproduce its conditions of production

‘Ibid, p. 42.
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at the same time as it produces. What are the conditiones to be reproduced?. Althusser
answers: One is the forces of production and the other is the relations of production.
‘Forces of production’ refers to the combination of three elements namely, labour, the
material which is worked by the labourer and the tools which are used for the labour. In
the other words, the reproduction of the forces of production means 1) the reproduction
of the labour power 2) the reproduction of the materials and 3) the reproduction of the
tools. We shall confine our study to the ‘reproduction of the labour power’, precisely for
the reason that the other two are out of our concern especially when we discuss about
ideclogical apparatus. What does the ‘reproduction of the labour power’ mean? Al-
thusser would say that it primanly means the reproduction of the skills of the labour
power, i.e., keeping labour power ‘skilled’ in oder to be suitable enough for the process of
production. The development of every system (of production) depends primarily on the
development of the capacity of the laboures to work or, rather, on the efficiancy of the
available labour power. Every system, therefore, necessarily reproduces its conditions of
production; 1t keeps the available labour power competent enough or, in other words, it
reproduces the skills of the labour power. Althusser’s observation is that this process of
reproduction of the skills is internally related to another process 1.e., the reproduction of

the relation of the labourers to the existing system of production.

This 1s to say that the reproduction of labour power requires not only a reproduction
of 1ts skills but also, at the same time, reproduction of its relation to the established
order. The relation that the labour power requirs to have with the existing order is the
relation of submission; the labour power should be submissive to the established order,
(laboures should be ready to work according to the rules of the established order). So,

a reproduction of the relation of the labour power to the established order means, in



Althusser’s language, “a reproduction of its submission to the rules of the established
order”.> Submission to the rules of the established order is the submission to ruling ide-
ology. Every system reproduces this submission; it ensures through different institutions
such as schools, church, army etc., the submission of the individuals to the ruling ideol-
ogy. All the individuals must be ‘steeped’ in the ruling ideology; to put it in Althusser’s
own words, “all the agents of production, exploitation and repression....must in one way
or another be steeped in this ideology in order to perform their tasks ‘conscientiously’
— the tasks of the exploited (the proletarians), of the exploiters (the capitalists), of
the expliters, auxiliaries (the managers), or the high priests of the ruling ideology (its

‘functionaries’), etc.,”®

The institutions, through which the reproduction of the submission of the individuals
to the rules of the established order is carried out are state apparatuses. For a better
understanding of Althusser’s theory of state apparatuses we shall illustrate the whole

idea discussed above as follows:

SIbid, p. 6.
¢Ibid, p. 7.
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A

State apparatuses ——
C

Reproduction of the submission of the

B

Reproduction of the skills of

the labour power individuals to the rules of the established order

/

D E F
Reproduction of the Reproduction of materials Reproduction of tools
labour power

G H

Reproduction of the forces of Reproduction of the relations of

production production

I
Reproduction of the conditions of production

J

Process of production

[‘A’ refers to the institutions through which ‘B” and ‘C’ take place. ‘B’ plus ‘C’ is equal
to <D’ ‘D’ along with ‘E’ and ‘F’ constitutes ‘G’. ‘I’ follows from *G" and ‘H’. ‘1" is the
ultjmate condition of every ‘J'.]



87

Althusser argues further that there are two kinds of apparatuses: Repressive State
Apparatuses (RSA) and Ideological State Apparatuses (ISA). RSA contains the insti-
tutions such as Government, administration, army, police, courts, prisons etc., which
function by force to guarantee the submission of the individuals to the rules of the estab-
lished social order. ISA contains different religious, legal, political, educational, cultural

institutions which function not by force but by ‘ideology’.”

What does Althusser mean by saying that ISA’s function by ideology?. Let us follow
his example: children at schoo! learn different techniques and knowledges. In learning
them they also learn the ‘rules’ of good behaviour, i.e., the attitude that should be ob-
served by every agent in the division of labour, according to the job he ‘destined’ for:
rules of morality, civic and professional conscience which actually means the rules of
respect for the socio-technical division of labour and vltimately the rules of the order
established by the class domination.® In short, the Educational ISA moulds the individ-
uals as the good citizens of the established social oder. Thereby, as Althusser assumes, 1t
reproduces the submission of the individuals to the rules of the established order, to the
ruling ideology. As different from other State apparatuses which use ‘voilence’ to ensure
the subjection of people to the ruling ideology, educational ISA functions by *ideclogy’,
1.e., it imposes the rules of the established order upon the individuals and make them

assimilated into the system.

We shall not go into the empirical details of the functioning of different 1SAs, as it

T Althusser lists the following institutions as Ideclogical State Apparatuses: The religious 1SA (the
system of the different churches), the educational ISA (the system of the different public and private
schools), the family 1SA, the legal ISA, the political ISA {the political system, including the different
parties), the trade union 1SA, the communication 1SA (Press, Radio and Television, etc ), the culiural
ISA (Literature, the Arts, Sports, ete.,) Ibid. p. 17.

8Cf. Ibid. p. 6.



is not our concern. What concerns us is the clarification of Althusser’s claim that the
existence of an idea which is inscribed into, or governed by a ritual is to be conceived
in terms of the material existence of an ideological apparatus. In the light of the above

discussion, we shall explore the connection between ideas and ideological state apparatus.

We have seen that ideas exist in actions. Actions are inserted into social practices.
Practices are governed by rituals within the material existence of an ideological state
apparatus. Precisely, this is to say that an idea is to be understood as the instance of an
ideological apparatus. For example an individual’s belief in God is inscribed into certain
practices which are governed by a ‘form of life’, i.e., a religion. Religion, in Althusser’s
account is an 1SA; it functions as an ideological instrument of the state to ensure the
subjection of the individuals to the established order. An individual's belief in God
therefore is to be understood as an instance of religious ISA. It ceases to be subjective
and turns to be an objective practice, a concrete instance of an ideological apparatus. It
becomes ‘material’. The whole content of Althusser’s thesis of the ‘materiality of ideas’

can be illustrated as follows:

A Ideas ‘ideal’ ‘Subjective’

Practices

N%
Rituals

J v \Z
B Ideological ‘Material’ ‘Objective’

Apparatus
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Ideas are inscribed into rituals which are defined by the material ideological apparatus.
‘A’ therefore is ultimately defined by ‘B’. To put it in Althusser’s own words: “......Where
only a single subject (such and such an individual) is concerned, the existence of the ideas
of his belief is material in that his ideas are his material actions inserted into material
practices governed by material rituals which are themselves defined by the material ideo-
logical apparatus from which derive the ideas of that subject”.® Obviously, the rejection
of the subjectivity of ideas, in Althusser’s sense aims at the dismissal of the empiricist
hypothesis that knowledge 1s the subjective representation of the reality. In other words,
this rejection provides the methodological foundation for a non-representational view of
knowledge in which ideas are not to be understood in terms of the category of represen-

tation, but as the concrete instances of different material ideological apparatuses,

To accept such a non-representational conception 1s to reject the sociologist mode
of interpretation of ideclogy. That is, if ‘idea’ i1s not the representation of the reality,
then ideclogy can never be the ‘distorted representation of the reality’. Then, what is
ideology?. Althusser answers by putting forth a new theory according to which ideology
1s a representation of the imaginary relationship of the individuals to their conditions
of existence.’® This theory, in its depth, is highly complex and thus, the assumptions

implied in it need to be analysed thoroughly.

For the sake of convenience we shall break the above thesis into two premisses. 1) Ide-
ology represents the relationship of the individuals to their conditions of existence. 2)
The relationship of the individuals to their conditions of existnece is *imaginary’. In con-

sidering the first, we would have to face the fundamental question, namely, what makes

9Ibid, p. 43.
10Cf, Ibid, p. 36.
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the differnece between 1)‘the representation of the reality”’ and 2) ‘the representation of
the relationship of individuals to their conditions of existence’? Perhaps, Althusser’s
conclusive break with sociologism lies in its answer. Because the theory of ideology that
Althusser propounds advances the second idea as opposed to the first one. The first one,
Althusser seems to assume, implies the sociologist hypothesis i.e., idea is the reflection of
the reality, whereas, the second one presupposes the ‘materiality of ideas’, i.e., the thesis
that ideas are to be understood as being inscribed into the social practices governed by

the material existence of the ideological apparatus.

This becomes more clear when Althusser refutes the sociologist interpretation by
arguing that ideology represents not the existing relations of production (and the other
relations that derive from them) but above all the (imaginary) relationship of individuals
to the relations of production and the relations that are derieved from them, that it
represents not the system of the real relations which govern the existence of individuals,

but individual’s relation to the real relations in which they live.!!

Ideology, thus, is a form of relationship of the individuals to the real relations of
production. This relationship is not ‘representational’. Individuals are related to the
relations of production, not in an abstract maunner, but in the concrete realm of their
practical life process. To borrow the term from Paul Hirst, it is a ‘lived relationship’.1?
To proceed from here on it is necessary for us to have a distinct view of this *lived

relationship’.

1. Lived relationship is not in the mode of ‘reflection of the real’; it is a real relation-

ship.

NCE. Ibid, pp. 38-39.
12Cf. Paul Hirst, On law and Jdeology, p. 32.
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2. It 1s not false or distorted, since it 1s a concrete form of individual’s existence in a

society.

We shall reflect upon each of the above. The first one precisely says that ‘lived
relationship’ is the real relationship. Obviously, the expression ‘real’, here, refers to
that which excludes the abstract ‘reflection of the real’. Individuals’ relationship to the
relations of production is not a representational one. It is a relationship in which they live.
Individuals do not merely represent the reality; they ‘live’ the reality. Individuals and the
relations of production are mediated through life in a concrete manner. Consequently,
the question of falsity or distortion does not arise at all in such a relationship. X can be
false or distorted in relation to Y, only when there exists a possibility for X to represent
Y. In other words, the question of distortion arises only in a relation where X is the
representation of Y. The relationship of the individuals to the relations of production
is not that of an abstract form in which the former represents the latter, but that of a
concrete necessity. For example, in a society where capitalist relations of production exist,
an individual can live only by involving himself in it. More clearly, living in a capitalist
society without being involved in wage-labour {which is the real relation) is virtually
impossible. It is a concrete necessity for each individual to have a ‘lived relationship’
with the existing relations of production. Ideology, for Althusser, is this lived relationship

of the individuals to their conditions of existence.

A question naturally arises, namely, why should the relationship of the individuals to
their conditions of existence be called as ideology?, or why is the ‘relationship’ necessarily
ideological?. Althusser has not tackled this question convincingly. He has introduced the
concept of ‘imaginariness’, according to which the relationship of the individuals 1o their

conditions of existence is necessarily ‘imaginary’. Althusser is not very precise on this
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point and therefore the doctrine of ‘imaginariness’ remains a little obscure. We shall try

to have a close look on it and see the implications behind this concept.

We have already seen that, in Althusser’s account, ideology is the real, lived rela-
tionship of the individuals to their conditions of existence. This relationship, Althusser
further argues, is necessarily in an imaginary mode. How can a real relationship be
imaginary?. Althusser answers that the notion of ‘imaginariness’ does not in any way
imply the ‘unreality’ of ideology. The relationship of the individuals t» their conditions
of existnce is real in the concrete sense of the term but, at the same time, it is imaginary
because it does not reveal the most fundamental nature of that relation. In other words,
it does not make explicit the real conditions of existence, but does reveal the relation
of the individuals to their conditions of existence. “What is represented in ideology is
therefore, not the system of the real relations which govern the existence of individuals,
but the imaginary relation of those individuals, to the real relations in which they live™.!3
Ideology is imaginary, precisely because, the real nature of the realtions which govern the

existence of individuals is blurred and only the relation of individuals to their conditions

of existence is represented.

We shall make this point clear with the help of an example which has been given by
Althusser himself. For workers in a capitalist society freedom is a lived relation. They
have to believe in freedom because it is a necessary condition for their existence as free
labourers. Their existence under capitalist mode of production is dependent on their
formal ability to sell their labour power to whoever they choose. Freedomn, therefore, is
not an ‘ideal’, but the lived relationship of the waorker to his conditions of existence. But

this relationship is in an ‘imaginary’ mode, because it conceals the fact that the labourer

131 ouis Althusser, Essays on Ideology, p. 39.
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has been exploited by the very act of selling his labour-power; or, in other words, it does
not reveal the real relations of production. It is clear here that freedom is both real and
imaginary. It is real because, it is the lived relationship of the worker to his conditions of
existence. It is imaginary because the worker lives in relation to his conditions of existence

in such a way (imaginary mode) that he can never simply recognise these conditions.!

For a better understanding, we shall make use of Paul Hirst’s interpretation regarding
the imaginaryness of the individual’s relationship to their conditions of existence. Paul
Hirst introduces the notion of ‘as if’, in order to make the implications of Althusser’s
concept of imaginaryness explicit. Individuals ‘live’ their relation to the conditions of
existence ‘as if’ they were true. It is not the case that the subject simply thinks that his
conditions of existence are true. It is not a matter of reflection on the part of individuals
of their conditions of existence, but it is their relation to them. “The imaginary does not
represent anything other than what it is, and it can not be false since it is not an idea
or conception of things, but it is a part of social relations which has a definite effect. In
living ‘as if’, subjects do not live in illusion, this ‘as if' is the reality of their existence as

m 15

subjects”.

The following points can be derived from the above discussion.
1. Ideology is the relationship of the individuals to their conditions of existence.

2. The relationship of the individuals to their conditions of existence is an ‘imaginary’

mode.

3. It 1s ‘imaginary’ because, individuals live the relation to their conditions of existence

in such a way that they can not simply recognize the real nature of these conditions.

14Gee Louis Althuseer, For Marx, p. 234.
15Paul Hirst, ‘On Law end ldeology’, p. 34-35.
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4. The ‘imaginary’ does not mean ‘falsity’ or illusion, since it is the reality of individ-

uals’ existence as subjects.

It is clear that Althusser’s position of ideology is different from the conventional
sociologist position. In sociological approach, ideology is the (distorted) representation
of the ‘real’, which exists independently, outside the realm of representation. According
to Althusser, ideology does not represent anything outside its realm, precisely because ‘it
has no outside’.’® It is not something apart from real, which consists simply in reflecting
it, but real in itself, as it is the lived relationship of the individuals to the ‘real’ (conditions
of existence). The so called ‘real’ is not somethiﬁg isolated from individual’s recognition
structure, since individuals are always in their relation to it. Reality for them is their
relationship to their conditions of existence. There is no end to this relationship. As
ideology 1s the form in which men relate to their world, there is no end to ideology.
‘Human societies secrete ideology as the very element and atmosphere indespensable to

their historical respiration and life’.!”

Ideology is the necessary form, in which individuals ‘live’ their relation to the condi-
tions of existence. It is not the case that individuals ‘represent’ something in an imagi-
nary mode, since individuals are already in the imaginary relation (ideological) to their
conditions of existence. Therefore, in Althusser’s analysis, ideology does not represent
anything outside itself. Or, in other words, ideology represents nothing but itself. To
say that ‘A’ represents nothing but itself is to say that A does not represent at all. Ide-
ology, therefore, is not a representation. Therefore, the question of truth and falsity, or
of distortion and reality does not arise at all. Thus, it can be very well said that the

conventional sociological position of ideology as the distorted representation of the real

18Cf. Louis Althusser, Essays on ideology, p- 49.
Y"Louis Althusser, For Marz, p. 232.
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clearly dissapears in Althusser's analysis.

The relationship of the individuals to their conditions of existence is not determined
by the individuals; they are necessarily in the relation in such a mode that they can never
recognize 1t. It amounts to saying that the place they occupy in the social totality, or
the relationship they have to the totality of their social conditions of existence is outside
their choice. Then, what does determine their relation to their conditions of existence?.
Althusser’s answer is the ‘process’ i.e., the totality which provides their conditions of
existence. Subject is not an ‘essential’ category in the totality, but a constituted category.
He is recruited or assigned by ‘process’ to have a ‘space’, a specific relationship. But,
1t 1s quite clear that Althusser does not mean, when he argues that the relationship of
the subject to the totality is determined by the totality, that social totality is something
independent of the subject. What he implies is that subject is not the essence, but the
effect. It is not the origin or the author of the process but only a support to the process.
As a support of the process the subject becomes a part of the totality. “......Social totality
is not a process constituted by a subject, and that subjects occupy a place in it other
than origin or author”,1® Precisely, this is the underlying meaning of Althusser’s concept

of social totality as a ‘process without a subject’.
Concept of over-determination

Does the above 1dea correspond to the deterministic thesis of the conventional Marx-
1sm, that the forms of subjectivity are determined by the objective social conditions?.
Althusser’s answer would be undoubtedely in the negative, because, as a critic of soci-

ological model, he wishes to avoid the idea of a deteminant base. He is quite concious

18paul Hirst, On Law and Ideology, p. 33.
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of the fact that, to agree with the determination thesis is to argue in favour of the
base/superstructure model i.e., the superstructure is determined by the economic base
structure of the society, (which would amount to denying his own theory of ideology).
For resolving this difficulty, Althusser develops the theory of over-determination, which
precisely says that social totality is the unity of a structured whole containing what can
be called levels or instances which are distinct and “relatively autonomous”, and co-exist
within this complex structural unity, articulated with one another according specific

determination, fixed in the last instance by the level of instance of the economy”.!®

The three points implied in the above passage can be stated separately, for a distinct

view of Althusser’s theory of over-determination.

1. Social totality cannot be simply described as a whole which is composed of two
structures, superstructure and basestructure, — in which the former is determined

by the latter, but it is a complex relation of structures, levels or instances.

2. The different structures which constitute the complex social whole are neither to-
tally independent nor totally ‘determined’, but they are levels or instances which

.
are ‘relatively’ autonomous, yet co-exist within the complex structural unity.

3. Different levels or instances of the social whole are ‘over-determined’, or they are
articulated with one another according to specific determination, fixed in the last

instance by the level or instance of the economy.

In the sociological model of Marxism, we have seen that society is the totality of
relations which can be divided into realms. One is the realm of ideological relations,

i.e., legal, political, cultural etc., and the other is the realm of economic relation i.e., the

19Louis Althusser and E. Balibar, Reading capital, p. 97.
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relations of production. Economic relations constitute the base structure of the society
which determines or conditions the ideological superstructure. All forms of ideological
relations, forms of social consciousness, i.e., legal, political, cultural jn a social system
are, therefore, ultimately determined by the economic infrastructure of the society. The
whole system can be explained in terms of the relations of production which form the
real foundation of the society. Althusser tries to reject this position by arguing that
social totality can never be explained as a system composed of two structures which
are related in terms of fixed determination. The relation between different structures
in a social whole is not that of simple correspondance, but of a complex nature. Each
structure — each set of social relations, determines and is determined by other relations.
It 15 not the case that one is always determined by the other. The idea of determination
can be replaced by the idea of ‘over-determination’, according to which different social
relations co-exist in a social totality in the way in which they both determine and are
determined by each other. The position which regards one set of relations as the real
foundation and the other as superstructural is untenable, precisely because, in a social
totality, everything which forms the inseperable part of the whole is real, ideology is as

real as economy, and nothing can be thought of by abstracting it from other forms, levels

or instances.

The above argument entails that the social totality can never be divided into different
water-tight compartments. Different sets of social relations are inseparable parts of the
social whole. They are not different structures, but levels or instances of the complex
structural unity or of the social totality. Ideology, therefore, is an instance of the social
totality. What is an instance?. Surely it stands for a ‘level’ of social totality where a

specific practice is involoved. For example, the legal system of every social set-up forms a
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Jevel of social totality in which a specific practice is involved. The law of property and the
law of contract,® constitute the legal system of capitalist mode of production, and forms
the level or the instance of that particular social totality. Legal system is inconceivable
without other instances, i.e., political, economic instances of the social totality. It is
articulated in social totality in association with other instances. This ‘association’ is not
in the form of ‘determination’, but in the form of ‘over-determination’, that each instance
is being detemined by, and determines, the other instances in the social totality. The
form of this relation differs in each society, according to the way in which the different
practices are articulated in each social totality. Feudal social relations are different from
capitalist relations, precisely because the way in which different practices, i.e., legal,
political, economic, are articulated in the feudal social set-up is different from that of
capitalism. Therefore, ‘instance’ can be defined as “the way in which a specific practice

5 articulated into the social totality” %!

Ideology is the instance of the social totality. An instance is related to other instances
in the totality, in the way in which it is both determined by, and determines the other
instances. This idea, that an element in a social whole is both ‘determined’ and deter-
minant is what Althusser mean by the concept of over-determination. We shall see more

clearly, how different elements are related in a social totality, with the help of concrete

examples.

Every mode of production necessarily presupposes the existence of a legal system,
which not merely justifies the established social set-up, but provides its conditions of

existence. Economy of any social formation can not exist without presupposing the

20See Louis Althusser, Reading capital, - p. 230.
2paul Hirst, On Law and Ideology, p. 28.
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existence of a legal system. As Althusser points out, the capitalist economy is founded
upon a specific legal system; the basic elements of which are the law of property and the
law of contracl. The idea of a capitalist mode of production 1s just impossible without
presupposing the two above mentioned laws, precisely because they provide its conditions
of existence. They cannot be condidered as the expressions of the economic infrastructure,
or as the superstructural phenomena determined by the base structure. They are as real
as the economy itself. They play the fundamental role in the capitalist social system,

that the economic practice is impossible without presupposing them.

Let us again take the concept of freedom as an example. The liberal ideas like free-
dom and equality are most fundamental to the moral, political and legal value system
which provide the ideological conditions of existence of capitalist economy. As Althusser
points out, it is a concrete necessity for a capitalist to have a ‘living faith’ in liberal
ideology, precisely because the whole economic structure of the capitalist mode of pro-
duction depends on the freedom of the labourer to sell his labour power to whoever he
chooses. In a society where the workers are constrained by feudal ties, the capitalist
mode of production is just impossible. Freedom, therefore is not merely an ‘ideal’; or
an expression of the capitalist economy, but the ideological presupposition of its very

existence. Capitalism presupposes liberal ideology as its condition of existence.

So, different practices, i.e., legal, political, ideological, economic, and the instances
through which they are articulated in the social totality are mutually dependent, and
necessarily related in the way in which each presupposes the existence of others as its con-
ditions of existence. The whole supersturcture of ideological and political relations is nec-
essarily required for any mode of production in order to exist as a specific social system,

as a social totality. Economy can never be ‘pure’, abstracted from its superstructural —
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legal ideological, political — conditions of existence. Conventional sociological approach
therefore 1s inadequate because it fails to notice the phenomenon of over-determination
of all the elements in a social totality by all others, and it divids the social totality into
two abstract ‘realms’ — superstructure and base structure. Althusser argues that the
dualistic theory of sociological model presupposes the philosophical materialist or empiri-
cist hypothesis that everything mental (ideology) can be ultimately reduced to material
(economy). Determinism implies reductionism and the only way to get rid off the fallacy

of determinism in social theory is to accetp the doctrine of over-determination.

It may be rightly pointed out that the whole of Althusser’s break from conventional
Marxism lies at this point, i.e., in his theory of over-determination. But from a deeper
perspective, it will become clear that the theory of overdetermination neither denies the
primacy of the economy nor 1t asserts the autonomy of the superstructure. Althusser re-
tains the primacy of the economy by arguing that social totality is a complex relationship
of levels, or instances, i.e., political, ideological etc., fixed in the last instance by the level
or instance of the economy. Obviousely, any theoretical position which establishes the
determinatory primacy of one element over other elements in a totality, is incapable of
advancing the idea of the the autonomy of different elements. But, Althusser’s theory is
not sociological reductionism. The vital significance that Althusser gives to the political
and ideclogical superstructure, should not be overlooked. As Abercrombie comments,
“Althusser’s concept of mode of production is a systematic attempt to establish both
the independent significance of the superstructure and the primacy of the economy™.?
Althusser’s concept of social totality will be critically examined in the last part of this sec-

tion. Now we shall move to the next important contribution of Althusser’s neo-positivist

#2Nicholas Abercrombie, Class, structure and knowledge, p. 99.
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scheme, i.e., the doctrine of the epistemological distinction between science and ideology.
Ideological knowledge and scientific knowledge

We have seen that, in Althusser’s view, individual’s relation to their conditions of
existence is in an imaginary mode. Ideology represents this imaginary relationship. We
have also seen that the nature of their relationship with their conditions of existence, or
the imaginary modality of their very life process, is not determined by the individuals,
but by the social totality. Subject is not the origin of the process, but a part of it, or
an element in the totality. He is not prior to the process. He is already in the process.
In other words, subjectivity is inconceivable apart from the process. Subject becomes
the subject only in terms of his concrete existence as an element in the social totality.
So ‘imaginariness’ of his relationship to the conditions of existence is not dependent on
‘subject’, but rather “the subject exists through the imaginary relation — in recognition it
becomes a subject”.?® To conceive the subjectivity as something prior to the ‘imaginary’,
according to Althusser, is to agree with the classical philosophical category of ‘pure

subject’, as the essence, or as the author and origin of social process.

So, the very concept of subject implies the imaginary modality in which an individual
lives. A subject is the subject who exists through the imaginary relation. The impos-
sibility of conceiving the pure subject necessarily follows that every knowledge, form of
recognition by the subject, is imaginary and therefore ideological. Pure knowledge by
the subject is a mere abstraction, because subject can never be outside the ‘imaginary’.
Ideology is the very nature of the life process of the subject. Since the imaginary relation

of individuals to their conditions of existence is the foundation of ideology, there is no

23paul Hirst, On Law and Ideology, - p. 57.
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end to ideology. All knowledge, forms of reflection or of recognition by the subject are

ideological. Precisely, this is the idea behind Althusser’s notion of ideological knowledge.

One may question Althusser’s thesis of ideological knowledge by pointing out that
it is not fundamentally different from the sociological relativistic position of knowledge,
according to which all knowledge is biased towards the class interest of the knower, and
therefore is ideological and relative. Relativism, as we had discussed earlier, unavoidably
involves the self-negatory conclusion that there can be no absolute criteria for determining
truth and falsity of any knowledge or systems of belief. Althusser was well aware of these
theoretical difficulties, and therefore he tried to reject relativism outrightly by introducing
the doctrine of the epistemological distinction between science and ideology. Althusser’s
answer to the above objection would be that such an objection can be levelled only when
we presuppose that every knowledge is ideological. The notion of ideological knowledge,
in Althusser’s sense, does not imply that all knowledge is ideological, or there can be no
knowledge which is free from the imaginary mode. It only implies that all knowledge
by the subject is ideological or, there can be no knowledge by the subject which is free
from the imaginary mode. So, knowledge which is not essentially by the subject, can be
free from ‘imaginary’ and also from ‘ideclogy’. Such knowledge is ‘scientific knowledge’.
Scientific knowledge is radically different from ideological knowledge, because the former
is ‘autonomous’, whereas latter is relative. Ideological knowledge presupposes a subject,
whereas scientific knowledge does not presuppose a subject but a ‘process without a
subject’. More clearly, knowledge in the {former category is always by the subject, while

in the latter, it is by the process — i.e., by science which is a process without a subject.

The above idea can be expressed in the following way:
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Subject, in Althusser’s sense, is inconceivable without the imaginary relation, as it exists
necessarily in the ‘imaginary’. Every thing by the subject is in the ‘imaginary’. Ideo-
logical knowledges are nothing but the forms of recognition that the subject has in the
imaginary relation. They can not just go beyond the ‘imaginary’ precisely because of
their inability to transcend the realm of subjectivity. They are necessarily closed, and
“are condemned to repeat the closure which constitutes the recognition structure. They
are condemned to repeat the forms of the imaginary in which the subject exists and lives
as a subject”.?* The feature of ideology, therefore, is its closed structure which does not
permit any development beyond its structure. The way in which questions are asked in
a closed system of ideology is simply to confirm the assumptions of the system. The
problems which are tackled in the system are condemned to be inside the system, as
they are not permitted to transcend the system. Science, on the other hand, Althusser
argues, has an open structure, because it does not represent the forms of recognition

which constitute the imaginary relation in which the subject lives. The system which

2bid. p. 37.
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does not represent the forms of the imaginary, in Althusser’s sense, lies outside the realm
of subjectivity, or in other words, it goes beyond subjectivity. Science transcends the

imaginary, and therefore it goes beyond subjectivity. Thus, Althusser calls science as a

process without a subject.

We shall have a close and distinct view of Althusser’s conception of science as the
process without a subjcet, as it 1s crucial to his doctrine of the epistmological distinction
between science and ideology. The notion of ‘process’ corresponds to the notion of ‘social
totality” where the subjects are not ‘essential’ categories. Subjects are not the authors
of the social totality; they act as agents of the different social practices in the historical
process of production and reproduction. Social totality can not be reduced to the inter-
subjective relations.?®>. Because it is not constituted by the subjects. Subjects occupy
a place in the totality, or act in the totality as the agents of different social practices.
Subject becomes the part of the social totality (process) not as the author of it, but

as a support of this process. In short, subjects are not constitutive, but they are to be

considered as agents. They are not the essences, but the support of the process.

‘Constitutive subject’ is primarily a philosophical category, which, according to Al-
thusser, has been used in the idealistic schemes for denoting the abstract concepts like,
pure spirit, pure consciousness etc. ‘Subject’ in idealist philosophy is essentially ‘pure’,
and free from all the determinations of the external world. It exists primarily as a pure
internal substance, or as the transcendental ground of all experiences. In other words,
idealism conceives subject as “Origin, Essence, and Cause; and responsible in its inter-
nality for all the determinations of the external ‘object’, of which it is said to be the

internal subject”.? Althusser rejects this conception by arguing that individuals are not

CE. 1bid - p. 33.
261 0uis Althusser, ‘Remark on the category: process without a subject or goal (8)’, Essays on Ideology,




constitutive subjects; they do not constitute the social totality, but rather, they work
in the social totality not freely, but as the agents of different social practices. They are
not ‘free”, because the role which they occupy in the social whole is not determined by
them, but by the totality. They act in the social process, and as a support of this process
they become a part of the totality. So, the notion of ‘constitutive subject’, according to

Althusser, is a philosophical myth.

Althusser broadens his attack on the idealist conception of subject as the pure essence
by arguing that ‘subject-form’ is actually the form of historical existence of every indi-

vidual of every agent of social practices.?’

An individual, in a particular social system
has a specific subject-form which has been imposed on him by the system. For example
the imposed subject-form of the individuals in a slave-owning system 1s different from
the subject-form of the proletariate in a capitalist system. In other words, the subject-
form which has been imposed on the individuals in a slave-owning system is different
from the subject-form which capitalist system imposes on each of its individuals. ‘The
agent-individuals thus always act in the subject-form, as subjects.® Subjectivity is not
something above, or beyond the system, or something unaffected by the system. On
the other hand, it is formed by the system. Individuals act in a system, in a specific
‘subject-form’ which has been imposed by the system. This subject-form enables each
individual to occupy a specific role in the process, and to support the process. As the
support of the process they become the part of the process. Therefore, ‘subject’ 1s not

the essence but the support of the process.

Now we shall come back to our discussion on science and scientific knowledge. What

p. 135.
3CH. Ibid. p. 134.
BIbid. p. 134-135.
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does it mean when Althusser says that science is a process without a subject?. We have
seen that, Althusser’s notion of the ‘process without a subject’ positively implies the
conception of ‘subjects’ as the supports of the process. This conception explicitly implies
the ndgation of the ‘constitutive subject’. Althusser’s view of science is founded on this
non-idealistic theory of subject, two fundamental themes of which are: one, -subject is
an agent and the support of the process, two, reality (totality) is a process where no
essential or constitutive subjects are involved. It is quite natural when we claim that
no essential subjects are involved in the field of science, that one may raise some doubts
basing on common sense, like ‘what is the status of a scientist?, and ‘what is the nature

of scientific discoveries?’ etc.

Althusser’s answer to these possible doubts would be as follows 1) Scientist is the
support of the process called science, not the author of it. 2) Scientific discoveries do not
belong to a ‘subject’, since there are no essential subjects involved in the process, but
they belong to the process. The scientists are related to the process called science in such
a way that the former acts in the latter, and as supporters of the process scientists become
the part of the process. It naturally follows that, if ‘subject’ in the field of science is not
the auther of the process, then the scientific discoveries do not belong to the ‘subject’,
but they belong to the totality - the process, of which subject is an element. Again, if
it is admitted that subjects are the support of the process, and as support they become
the inseperable part of the process, we have to agree that the category of subject has
meaning only in the process. It has no meaning outside the proess, because it exists as
the element of the process, or it has reality only as the support of the process. To be a
subject is to be a support of the process. So, the discoveries in the field of science belong

only to the process, because there is no subject outside or beyond the process.



107

Scientific knowledge presupposes the process, rather than a subject. Ideological
knowledge, as we have found, presupposes a subject who lives necessarily in an imagi-
nary mode. Imaginariness is the foundation of ideology. All forms of recognition, forms
of thought or of reflection by the subject, therefore are necessarily ideological. They
can not transcend the imaginariness, as they can never go beyond subjectivity. Ideolog-
ical knowledge, as Althusser argues is necessarily ‘closed’. Scientific knowledge, on the
other hand, is open, because i1t does not presuppose a subject, and therefore, 1t does
not represent the forms of recognition by the subject. In other words, it lies completely
outside the realm of subjectivity. Precisely, this is what Althusser implies when he says
that there is an epistemological break between ideclogy and science. Science comes into
existence, Althusser observes, through the epistemological break, 1.e., by breaking the
space of recognition, the imaginary, or the realm of subjectivity. “This process (science)
begins with a critique of the forms of recognition, and goes beyond subjectivity and the
imaginary, so that, because it is a process without a subject, it transcends the imaginary

relation and therefore transcends closure”.??

It is quite clear that, by introducing the doctrine of the epistemological distinction
between science and ideology Althusser offers a theoretical solution to the problem of
relativism. We have observed that, in the conventional sociological version of Marxism
where the doctrine of the class determination of knowledge has been accepted as the
methodological ground for analysing ideology, relativism is an unavoidable consequence,
that, to argue that knowledge is determined by the class interest of the knower, is to
argue that every knowledge is relative, since everybody belongs to a class and has class-

interests. Relativism involves the self negatory conclusion that there are no criteria for

29paul Hirst, On Law and Ideology, p. 37.
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determining truth and falsity of any piece of knowledge, including those of the propo-
sitions of the theory which advocates the relativity of knowledge. Althusser offers a

solution to overcome this theoretical difficulty.

For him there is a branch of knowledge which is not relative, i.e., scientific knowledge.
Science, 1n direct contrast to ideology, is an autonomous practice. It is a process where
no essential subjects are involved. Scientific knowledge does not represent the forms of
recognition. It, on the other hand, breaks that. It comes into existence through the
radical break, from the space of recognition or from the realm of subjectivity. It is
completely outside the realm of subjectivity, or rather it is free from the imaginary. It is

this break makes science an autonomous practice.

The science - 1deology distinction is crucial not only in assessing Althusser’s contri-
butions to Marxist epistemology, but also to have a factual understanding of the peculiar
nature of Althusser’s reading of Marxism. What makes Althusser’s reading peculiar, or
characteristically different from that of conventional Marxist’s?. The answer 1s simple.
Althusser’s reading is not merely interpretative, but reconstructive. The programme of
reconstruction is supposed to be consisting in rejecting the sociologistic and reductionist
mode of analysis of social phenomena dominant in classical Marxist theories. Positively
speaking, Althusser introduces a new Marxism which consists, not in providing new so-
lutions to the classic problems, but in introducing a new set of problems and, also in
providing a new mode of analysis (scientific) to these problems. For example, Althusser’s
conception of ideology as the structure of social relations, in contrast to the classic so-
ciological theory of ideology, raises a new set of problems, i.e., “the problems of the

investigation of a definite area of social relations which is relatively autonomous from the
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other social relations and which has significant political consequences™.>® Althusser calls
his method, or his version of Marxism as ‘scientific’. The doctrine of ‘scientific Marxism’,
as he claims, presupposes a radical distinction between the two phases of Marx’s thought,
early and latter. The ‘early’ Marx is Hegelian, that is, the works written by young Marx
are thoroughly under the influence of Hegelian metaphysics and therefore, they can be
called as ‘ideological’. The latter Marx is scientific in the sense that the later stage of
Marx’s thought can be brought out as the result of a methodological transition, or of
an ‘epistemological break’ from Hegelian essentialist tradition. This transition is episte-
mological, because it breaks the space of recognition, the realm of ideology, and creats
the possibility of openness, i.e., the science. Understanding the true nature of Marxism
is impossible without taking into account the epistemological break in the thought of
Marx. The Hegelian interpreters of Marxism, according to Althusser, fail to perceive this
break, and they confuse the essentialist notions of negativity, human essence, alienation
etc., with the scientific notions of later Marxism. The wrong synthesis of Hegelian and

Marxist categories, Althusser observes, is due to these confusions.

There are lot of theoretical difficulties with this position which would become clear
when we trace out the developments of the Hegelian interpretations of Marxism. Such
interpretations are fundamentally based on the Hegelian categorical structure that Marx
retains through out his intellectual life. We have discussed the logical structure of Marx’s
thought in the first chapter which we found as very much Hegelian in character. The
discussion in the next chapter would be a re-assertion of the Hegelian foundation of
Marxism, which would obviously be critical of Althusser’s doctrine of ‘discontinuity’ or

break in Marx’s thought. Before that, we shall critically evaluate Althusser’s claims,

e, Ibid. p. 39.
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particularly his major claim that he has developed a new Marxist theory which escapes
the fallacies of sociological reductionism. A critical study would enable us to perceive

the true nature of Althusser’s neo-positivist enterprise.
Critique of Althusser

In this section, we do not attempt to criticise Althusser’s theoretical scheme in a
general perspective, as it is out of our concern. What matters to our interest here,
is Althusser’s claim that the methodology which has been accepted in his neo-Marxist
scheme 1s anti-empiricist and anti-sociologist. As we have seen earlier, Althusser’s major
attempt 1s to overcome the deterministic - reductionistic fallacies of classical Marxism.
This has been made possible by him through the introduction of the three fundamental
doctrines, namely 1) Doctrine of ideology as the representation of the ‘lived’ relationship
of the individuals to their conditions of existence. 2) Doctrine of over-determination i.e.,
the different structures in the social totality are ‘overdetermined’ by each other. 3) Doc-
trine of the ‘epistemological break’, i.e., the epistemological distinction between science
and ideology. Here, in this section, we shall critically evaluate these doctrines, and try to
bring out their fundamental presuppostions, which are epistemologically oriented towards
empiricism. Precisely, the objective of this critical study is to place Althusser within the
empiricist tradition of Marxism. But it will be too simple to argue that Althusser fol-
lows the same mode of analysis which has been followed by sociological Marxist’s Like
Manneheim, by overlooking the revolutionary implications of his theoretical scheme and
the new dimentions he gave to the theory of ideology, which turned Marxism away from
the simple deterministic modes of handlying ideology. What we intend to argue is that
Althusser’s scheme is revolutionary in the sense that it rejected the simple determination

theories of classical Marxism, and it developed Marxism into a more complex theory,
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but still it is not something unconventional, precisely because, the very methodological
ground upon which his new scheme has been built is empiricist. So, Althusser’s theory
can be rightly placed within the tradition of positivist Marxism, and also with respect of
the dynamic contributions that Althusser made to overcome the reductionistic fallacies

of positivistic Marxism, it can be named as neo-positivism.
Ideology and representation

We shall begin with the two theses which have been introduced by Althusser to
refute the empiricist concept of ideology as the false representation of the reality, namely
1) ideology is not reflection in some realm of ‘ideas’; it is a social practice. 2} What
is represented in ideology is not the real relations, but individuals relation to the real
relations. The first thesis involves the idea of the materiality of ideology, according
to which, ideas are not spiritual entities which consist merely in reflecting the real,
but they are real in themselves, as they exist concretely in the form of objective social
practices. The second thesis embodies Althusser’s rejection of the empiricist notion
reflection /real or subject/object duality which, according to him, necessarily follows the
deterministic thesis i.e., ideology is determined by the objective reality. Apparantly, these
two theseses provide a characteristically different mode of analysis which would enable
us to perceive 1deas, not as isolated entities but as part of social practices, as objective
social factors, and by this, to go against the compartmentalisation of reality into two
structures, subjective and objective, (idea and Matter). But, do they really alter the
whole problematic of matter/idea or object/subject dualism of the classical empiricism?.
Do they really indicate the meaning that ideology (idea) is concretely real in the sense
in which the material relations (Matter) are real, that the former is not epi-phenomenal

or something always determined by the latter?. An affirmative answer to these questions
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would undoubtedly enable us to agree with Althusser’s claim that his scheme is anti-
empiricist in the strict sense of the term. But, that is not the case here, when we analyse
Althusser’s concepts logically and get realised that they also retain certain empiricist
caterogies which entail the classical subject /object structure of knowledge. This retention
is apparantely visible in Althusser’s defenition of ideology itseif. Ideology, Althusser
argues, is the representation of individual’s relationship to their conditions of existence.
In other words ideology represents the relationship of the individuals to their conditions of
existence. Obviously there is a seperation between the process of representation/reflection
and the thing represented or reflected. In the epistemological sense, ideology which

‘represents’, and the relationship which is represented belong to two different realms.

Also, in Althusser’s observation, the nature of ideology is dependent on the nature of
the ‘relationship’. The individuals, fiving in fedual relationships differin their ideological
‘practices’ from the individuals of capitalist system of relations. Evidently, the process
of representation is determined by the objects represented. More concretely, the ideology
which represents individual’s relationship, is determined by what is represented, 1.e., the
relationships. Ideology, in this sense, becomes the epi-phenomenal reality, which exists
as a realm of images and expressions of something more fundamental than itself, of

something which is the source of these reflections and images, i,e., the determinant base.

We shall explain the above point some more clearly in the following way. Suppose
‘A’ is the representational mode, and ‘B’ is the ‘reality’. From the statement “what is
represented in ‘A’ is always ‘B’, it logically follows that ‘A’ is nothing but the representa-
tion of ‘B’ and changes in the forms of ‘A’ (A', A%, A%) correspond to the changes in the
forms of ‘B’ (B!, B?, B3). (To say that ideology always represents the ‘relationships’ is

to say that different forms of ideology correspond to the different forms of relationships).
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If this necessary and universal relationship of correspondance is admitted, then there is
nothing wrong in assuming that A is determined by ‘B’. The only way to avoid the idea
of determination is either to deny the universality and necessity of the relationship of
correspondance or to argue that both A and B are identical. Rejecting the necessity and
the universality of the relationship between A and B amounts to the denail of the first
premiss itself, i.e., what is represented in A is always B. The only possibility left for Al-
thusserian’s to save their theory from the charges of determinisimn, is to argue that A and
B are identical. Again, the problem arises that if they are dicentical, then why should the
category of representation be inserted to signify the relationship between A and B?. If A
and B are identical, and A represents nothing outside itself, then it amounts to say that
‘A’does not ‘represent’ at all. By inserting the category of ‘representation’,! to signify
the relationship between ideology and the individual’s relationship to their conditions
of existence, Althusser retains the subject/object structure of empiricist epistemological
tradition. “The subject (whether through experience or esoteric knowledge) recognises
the represented in or through its representations. The representation becomes an tm-

age of the represented, a reflection of the object (mativated by or measured against the

object)”.3?

The consequence of admitting the category of representation is to throw overboard Al-
thusser’s concept of the materiality of ideology. The thesis of the materiality of ideology is
originally meant to distroy the classical conception of ideology, i.e., as the superstructural
phenomenon composed of ideas, images, mental reflections of something ‘objectively’ real.

The so called ideas, according to this thesis, are necessarily inscribed into the objective

318ee Paul Hirst, On Law and Ideology, p. 69.
321bid. p. 69.
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social practices, and they exist ‘within the material existence of an ideological appara-

tus’.

They do not belong to a spiritual realm, a realm of abstract mental reflections;
rather, they are to be understood as concrete social practices. Ideology, in this sense,
is not the representation of the real, but real in itself, as the Matter/idea distinction is
‘untenable’ in describing different instances of the social totality. It is not the abstract
reflection of the concrete social reality, but itself a reality - a concrete social practice, as
the abstract/concrete distinction is out of question. But the concept of representation,
as it entails the possibility that the ‘represented’ determines the process of representa-
tion and, therefore, that the representaiton becomes the ‘image’ or the reflection of the
represented, practically denies the essence of the concept of the materiality of ideology.
Obviously, the reflection is that which is necessarily dependent on the object reflected.
Ideology, being placed under the category of representation, becomes identical with the
realm of reflections or images which is not real in the sense in which the object reflected
or represented is real. In short, ideology ‘ceases to be’ a social practice or a concrete form

of social relationship, and becomes an image whose form is externally given, or merely a

form of recognition.*

Althusser’s argument that ideology is not the representation of the reality - i.e., the
material conditions of existence of the individuals, but the representation of individu-
als relationship to their conditions of existence, do not, in any way, alter the classical
subject fobject structure of knowledge. Certainly, it provides a new dimention to the
problem, by shifting the attention from the simple idea/reality structure to a more com-
plicated representation/relationship structure. Obviously, what has been altered here

is not the subject/object structure (representation/represented structure) of knowledge,

301, Ibid. p. 71.



115

but the structure of the ‘represented’. In the simple theory of classical empiricism, what
is represented in ideology 13 the material conditions of existence, whereas, in Althusser’s
scheme it is ‘individual’s relationship to their conditions of existence’. In the former case,
the ‘represented’ is a bare, dead object, while in the latter, it is ‘dynamic’. But, as far as
the manner in which this ‘object’ is related to ‘ideology’ is concerned, both the former
and latter do not differ, as both of them share the empiricist concept that knowledge
presupposses the subject fobject, or representation/represented structure, in other words,

the ‘recognition structure’.

The theory which entails the ‘recognition structure’ of knwoledge, i.e., the concept
that knowledge is the experience of the subject of the object through ‘recognition’, leads
to the sociologist mode of analysis in which the forms of subjectivity can be ultimately
reduced to the objective social conditions. If knowledge is the experience of the sub-
ject, and the experience pesupposes the representation/represented structure, then, as
we found, the represented, the ‘object’, gets an autonomous status, in terms of which
all the forms of its ‘representations’ can be explained. Obwviously, in such a framework,
knowledge becomes epi-phenomenal, that it becomes absolutely dependent on, or de-
termined by the ‘object’ which exist independently, as merely an entity knowable to the
subject through ‘recognition’. In conventional sociologism, the reductionist mode of anal-
ysis can be plainly observed, not as the remote consequense of its procedure, but as the
very methodological ground of the whole procedure, because, the epistemological foun-
dation of sciologism has been provided by the empiricist theory. We have seen, when we
discussed the methodology of the sociology of knowledge, especially of Mannheim's, that
1deology according to sociologist Marxists is the distorted representation of the reality

and that every knowledge is ideological in so far as knowledge is the experience of the
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subject and all ‘subjects’are biased towards their respective ‘class’ positions. Society, as
they conceived, is the objective reality which determines the place of the subject within
it. The experience of the subject is conditioned by its place, i.e., the class position in the
society, and consequently every knowledge is biased towards the class positions of the
subjects and therefore is necessarily ideological.* This reductionist mode of analysis has
been challenged by Althusser in a through going manner by introducing a relatively new
mode of analysis of social relations which has provided the foundation for a new brand
of Marxism 1.e., ‘structural Marxism’. The central aspect of his structural Marxism is

the substitution of the ‘essential subjects’ with the “constituted subjects”.
‘Constituted subject’ and sociologism

Althusser argues, that the idea of ‘subject’ as the ‘given’ category is a philosophical
myth. Subjects do not exist prior to the social relations as the authors or the origin
of any reality. The concept of human subject as the ‘pure ego’ endoved with an expe-
rience of the real, involves two absurd presuppositions, namely 1} Reality 1s something
‘out there’, existing objectively outside the ‘subject’and 2} knowledge is the experience
of the ‘subject’, of the real {object). Althusser's rejection of empiricist and sociologist
mode of analysis consists in eliminating the two above mentioned presuppositions from
the Marxist scheme. This elimination is made possible primarily by assuming two con-
trary positions, namely 1) subject is not the essential category, but constituted. 2) The
reality (subject’s conditions of existence) is not presented directly to experience, as the
individuals are related to their conditions of existence (reality) in an imaginary mode. In
short, the two doctrines, i.e., the doctrine of the ‘constituted’ subject and the doctrine

of imaginariness provide the ground for Althusser’s break from empiricist and sociologist

#Gee the discussion on Mannheim’s Theory, Chapter 11, p. 56-63.
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mode of analysis and for the construction of his new scheme, which is called structural
Marxism. But in a deep perspective, it can be pointed out that these two doctrines
themselves involve certain assumptions which are, in a demonstrable way, empiricist and
also sociologist. 1t can be shown clearly that Althusser’s position also 1s methodologically
oriented towards the reductionist mode of analysis, and thus, in a broad sense, can not

be claimed as anti-empiricist or anti-sociologist.

In contrast to the idealistic conception, Althusser argues that subject is not an ‘es-
sential’ category but a ‘constituted’ category. All the idealistic theories, according to
him, presuppose the category of subject as the starting point, the pure origin from which
the social categories can be derived. Subject, thus, is said to be the author of social
relationships, and these social relationships are constitutive of the social system, 1.e., the
totality. In other words, social totality, according to idealistic theories, can be reduced to
inter subjective relationships. Althusser reverses the whole procedure by giving primacy
to the social totality i.e., the process without a subject, and placing all the categories
within it as the elaments which are over-determined by each other. Thus, subject be-
comes a derivative category constituted by the social relationships; these relationships
being constituted by the totality. The category of constitutive subject gets dissolved
and the category of constituted subject takes its place. The conception of the subject as
the author gets replaced with the conception of the subject as the element in the social
totality. The whole idea involved in Althusser’s methodological reversal of the idealistic

procedure can be illustrated more clearly in the following way
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A B
Idealism Althusser’s theory
Subject (constitutive) subject (constituted)
! I
Social relationships Social rff}f.tionships
Social totality Social totality

Social totality constitute a defenite form of life, i.e., a form of relationship, through which
alone the subject exists. This ‘form of life’ as we found, is in an imaginary modality be-
cause it does not reveal the real conditions of existence, but individual’s relation to their
conditions of existence. This is to say that what is represented in the form of life is indi-
vidual’s relationship to their conditions of existence. As the individuals are necessarily
in the relationship to their condition of existence, they can not just stay away from the
imaginary modality of living. They exist through it, act in it and become part of the
totality. The very ‘subject-form’ of the individua! is constituted by the form of life, i.e.,
the imaginary modality of relationship throuth which alone the individuals exist. Or,
rather, the ‘subject-form’ is imposed on each individual by the social relation in such a
way that by assuming that form the individual becomes the part of the system, and as the
part of the system it becomes the support of it. “Ideological social relations.....impose
the subject-form on each agent- indivudual. The agent-individuals always act in the
subject-form, as subjects.®® According to Althusser, the social totality constitutes sub-

jects through the process called interpellation. Ideology interpellates concrete individuals

3Louis Althusser, Essays on Ideology, - p. 135.
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as subjects. The subject-form therefore is that which is imposed on the individual by the
totality through the ideological relations. Subjects necessarily act in the subject-form,

and become the supporting element of the totality.?®

The agent-individual, therefore, is always within the ‘subject-form’ which has been
imposed on it by the system. Obviously, the role of action of the individual in the totality
is completely outside the choice of the individual; it is determined by the social totality.
Just as an element in a system has no meaning outside the system or apart from the role
it occupies in the system, the subject is what it 1s only in the totality. It is a meaningless
category outside the totality. Subject therefore is constituted subject. It can be identified
with its role i.e., the role of a supporting element in the totality, which is determined
by the factors outside the realm of his subjectivity. Precisely, Althusser wishes to say
that it is the totalilty which forms subjects or, in other words, the forms of subjectivity
can be ultimately reduced to the totality. It is quite clear here that the dissolution of
the category constitive Subject presupposes the method of reductionism, certainly, not
in the simplistic manner as with the case of sociological Marxists like Mannheim, but in

a more subtle, and hence complex manner.

In conventional sociological mode of analysis, it is plain that the forms of subjectivity
are the effects of the ground reality, i.e., the society. Society is conceived as a system of
places or class positions. It is the primary determinant of the subjectivity or, the concrete
base of all the forms of subjectivity. Because it creates the place, the social position from
which experience is generated. Knowledge, in sociologist account, can be identified with
subject’s experience of the real. As the experience is conditioned by the class positions

of the subject, all the forms of knowledge, viz., ideas, concepts, patterns of thought and

3See Ibid - pp. 44-45.
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theories are ‘biased’ and therefore are false or distorted. This distorted representation,
i.e., the false knowledge of the real determined by the position of the subject in the
real, is called ideology. All the forms of subjectivity then are ideological and therefore
are reducible to the class positions of the subjects, which are determined by the society.
Althusser modifies this version by arguing that subjectivity is not a pure form, but it is
to be understood in terms of the subject-form which i1s imposed on each individual by
the idelogical social relations. It is to be understood in terms of the subject-form which
is ‘constituted’ by the social structure — the ground reality. There is nothing wrong in
arguing that the ground which constitutes has a primacy over the effects constituted.
This primacy is, certainly a determinatory primacy, because the role of action of subject
is absolutely determined by the ‘ground’. So, the determined/determinant structure can
be very well observed in Althusser’s scheme. certainly, not in the conventional sense in
which the former 1s abstract and the later 1s concrete, but atleast in the sense that former

is the effect of something more concrete than itself.

The view of human subject as a constituted category does not, in any way, alter
the sociological mode of analysis, but on the other hand it reasserts it. The central
presupposition of sociological approach 1s that the social relations can never be reduced
to the realm of intra personal relations, but instead they are to be viewed as objective
structures independent of the human subject. The role of subject in the social formation,
according to the sociological analysis in general, is not of the nature of the origin of
structures, but, precisely, of the nature of the product of the structures. That is to say
that subject is the ‘effect’| and the ground or the structure which constitutes this effect
has the causal priority; it has the status of a determinant base. In Althusser’s account,

the constitutive ground is the mode of production, the social totality. The structure
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of the mode of production produces a system of relationships which imposes a defenite
subject-form on each agent-individual, and, thereby constitute the ‘subject’. Thus, it can
be rightly maintained that Althusser’s theory does not alter sociclogism; it fundamentally
presupposes the methodology of the sociological approach. It presents it in a relatively

novel form, which we brand as neo-positivism.

‘Over-determination’ and determinism

The aim of Althusser’s neo-positivist scheme is to revive the sociological model of
Marxism on a more secure ground. Central to this project is an opposition to any form
of philosophical analysis which assumes the subject as its starting point. Social totality is
not a system constituted by the subject, but is an objective reality — a process without
a subject. Instead of considering the way in which social reality is constructed out of
the actions of individuals, we should look at the manner in which subjects are consti-
tuted by society. Such a programme, as we found, necessarily involves the effect/cause
structure, or the base/supersturcture model which more or less defines the sociological
Marxism, the central theme of which is that the supersturcture is determined by the eco-
nomic base structure of the society. It is true that Althusser does not favour the simple
determination theory of conventional Marxism as his introduction of the doctrine of over-
determination is intended to replace it. But, in a deep perspective, it can be pointed out
that Althusser’s thesis of over-determination does not alter the principle of economic de-
terminism, but it makes it more sophisticated. The concept of over-determination makes
the base/superstructure relationship complex, by providing autonomy to the superstruc-
ture and, at the same time, retaining the primacy of the economy. The primacy of the
economy is established by the concept of ‘determination in the last instance’, and the

autonomy of the superstructure by the concept of ideology as the condition of existence
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of the base,

Althusser argues that the suerstructure is not merely the reflection of the base-
structure, but, rather, it is the condition of its existence. Economic relations, in every
social totality, presuppose certain ideological relations as the conditions of their peculiar
existence. For example, in the capitalist mode of production, the elements of the economy,
viz., the labourer, the means of production, and the non-labourer, are combined in such
a way that the “non-labourer is the owner either of the means of production or labour
power, or both, and is thus enabled to appropriate the surplus product”.®” Althusser
calls this particular relation of elements, as ‘relation of property’. What enables the non-
laboures in the relation of property to appropriate the product is the ‘legal system’ which
is implied in the economic structure itself. In other words, the relation of property, or the
economic relations in the capitalist mode of production, presupposes certain kind of legal
relations, through which alone they can exist. It is not the case that legal system reflects
the economy, or the superstructure merely represents the base structure. Superstructure
serves as the condition of existence of the economy. The conception of a pure economy
is impossible, as every economic relations are always associated with certain legal, po-
litical and ideological structures. “....The relations of production cannot therefore be

thought in their concept while abstracting frog their specific super-structural conditions

of existence™. ¥

Precisely, this is the central idea of Althusser’s conception of over-determination.

Different relations, viz., economic, political, ideological, do not form different water-tight

37Nicholas Abercrombie, Class, structure and knowledge, p. 96.
*¥Louis Althusser and E. Balibar, Reading capital, p. 177.
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compartments, but they constitute various instances in the social totality, which are over-
determined by each other. Ideology is not the ‘reflection” which is always determined by
what is reflected. It has a concrete effect on the economy, as it provides the conditions
of existence of the economy. As an instance in the social whole, it has an autonomous
status but, as Althusser insists, this autonomy is a relative autonomy, because it cannot

exist in absolute independence from the economy. It is fixed in the last instance by the

level or instance of the economy.

The thesis that the ideology is the condition of existence of the economy does not in
any way mean that ideology is primary, because that would defenitely result in a position
where the whole conception of the base — superstructure model would be upside down.
Obviously, Althusser does not want to say that the legal system can be claimed as having
causal primacy over the economy. Legal system, in a specific social totality serves as the
condition of existence of the economy but, ultimately, the economy specifies what form
the conditions take. For example, a particular legal system which enables the labourer
to possess the product of his labour power does not serve the purpose of the economy of
capitalism. Capitalist economy needs a legal system which involves the relation (property
relation) where the non-labourer owns the product of the labour power. So, the form of
its ‘condition of existence’, i.e., the nature of the ideological relations, is determined by
the economy itself. Therefore, the ideological conditions are ‘fixed’ in the last instance
by the level or the instance of the economy. It is clear that, in stressing the idea of the
determination in the last instance by the economy, Althusser is at risk of disposing of a

principle which more or less defines the sociological model of Marxism 1.e., the principle

of the primacy of the economy.

The whole idea of Althusser’s principle of over-determination can be summarised
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as follows: Every economy must have superstructural forms. Superstructural forms,
viz., ideological, political instances, are not merely the ‘reflections’ of the economy, but,
they have a concrete effect on the economy. The economy can not be thought of in
abstiraction from its superstructural forms. Ultimately, the economy is primary, because,
all other instances in the social totality are fixed in the last instance by the level of
the economy. Certainly, this conception modifies the simple-determination theory of
conventional Marxism where ideology has been treated merely as a passive reflection of
the economic-base. Althusser assigns a kind of autonomy to the ideclogy by treating
it as a relatively free instance in the social totality, and thereby, a concrete form, in
which it can be claimed to have a specific effectivity on the economy. So, Althusser’s
theory can be considered as the modiﬁedg version of the sociological Marxism. Surely,
his theory does not alter the basic presuppositions of the sociclogical Marxism such as
the ideas of base-superstructural model, and the primacy of the economy, but retains
them. Therefore, 1t can be very well maintained that Althusser is not an anti-sociologist

thinker; his scheme is not against sociologism, but 1t 1s a new brand of sociologism.

Science-ideology distinction: A positivist mode of theorising

Relativism is one of the unavoidable consequences of any kind of sociological method.
The theory of social determination of knowledge inevitably results in treating ideology
either as a body of ideas systematically biased towards the interests of a particular social
class, or as an imaginary relationship of the individuals to their conditions of existence
(where what is represented is not the reality, but individual’s relationship to the reality).
In both the views, knowledge is something determined by the position of the subject
in the society, and therefore, is necessarily relative. To argue that every knowledge is

determined by the class position of the knower, or by the relationship of the knower to
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his conditions of existence is to argue that every knowledge is relative, since everybody
belongs to a class and has class position or, since every subject lives necessarily in a
‘relationship’ — relationship to his conditions of existence. As we had seen earlier, the
relativistic theory logically follows the self-negatory conclusion that there are no criteria
for determining truth and falsity of any proposition including those of the propositions

of the theory which advocates the relativity of knowledge.

If every knowledge is ideological and relative, then what would be the nature of
Marxist theory?. This has been a troubling problem for all sociologist interpreters of
Marxism. Althusser offers a solution to this problem by introducing the doctrine of the
epistemological break between science and ideology, and thereby, establishing Marxism

as a science free from 1deology. The basic tenet of Althusser’s position is that scientific

knowledge 1s produced by the totality — the process without a constitutive subject. It
lies outside the realm of subjectivity, completely beyond the ‘recognition-structure’ of
the subject whereas ideology is knowledge by the subject. Scientific knowledge is free

from ideology.

If it is admitted that science lies outside the realm of ideology, then it follows that
scientific knowledge is not supersturctural or, is free from the determination of any other
practice than itself. Science does not presuppose a subject, and therefore, knowledge
in science 1s not by the subject; it is not produced through the process of recognition.
So, scientific knowledge is not of the nature of ‘perceptual knowledge’, in which the
subject recognises the external object and that the validity of the knowledge can be
tested against the outside world. An alternative way of putting this is to say ‘knowledge
of the external world’, presupposes a perceiving subject and a perceivable object, and

thereby, a verifying procedure — i.e., testing the knowledge against the object. But,
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since scientific knowledge does not presuppose a knowing subject, and an object known,
it does not involve the procedure of testing the knowledge against the object which lies
outside the system of knowledge. It has no outside in the sense in which the perceptual
knowledge has an outside (object of perception). Science, therefore, as Althusser assumes,
has a ‘radical inwardness’ in which the security of knowledge is defined by the internal

procedures of vigour and systematicity, not by efficacy in dealing with the real world.®

Althusser derives from this that there is a radical distinction, an epistemological
break between scientific knowledge and ideological knowledge. Ideological knowledge,
as it is of the nature of representation presupposes the subject/object structure; its
constructions are based on social and practical experience in the real world. Science
has nothing to do with practical observation, precisely because, it has no subject/object
structure; it is a process without a subject. Science is autonomous and its concepts do
not have any connection with those based on observation. In other words, science works
on concepts, not on facts or objects. These concepts form the system — the objective
internal reference system — through which alone the scientific theories can be viewed. It
1s purely an objective system, where there is no subject involved, as the author or origin
of any concept or theory. Science, in this sense, 1s not a human practice; but it is to
be understood as an objective structure of concepts where human-beings are only agents

“who act out the role that is set for them by the concepts”.*

Althusser’s concept of science as the process without a subject is to be understood
on the basis of what we have already noted of the sociological idea of how the subject

in society 1s to be viewed. Human beings, in Althusser’s observation, do not have any

39Nicholas Abercrombie, Class, sturcture and knowledge, p. 91.
40Jack Lindsay, The crisis tn Marzism, p. 93.
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‘creative’ role i1n history; they do not make history. They act in history according to
the roles assigned to them by the sturcture of relations in the social formation. The
category of subject has no ‘meaning’ apart from its role in the total system. So there
1s no constitutive subject, but only constituted subject remains. There is no producing
subject, but only the product of the process of social formation. In the field of science,
subject does not exist as the creative source, but it remains as the effect of the process.
Therefore, 1t can be very well maintained that, in Althusser’s analysis, only the creative
subject 1s removed, but the created subject remains. What has been altered by Althusser
1s not the subject-object analysis, but the rationalist mode of analysis in which subject
1s prior to the object. He has adopted an empiricist and sociologistic mode of analysis in

which subject 1s an ‘effect’, not the source.

Althusser’s analysis is epistemologically empinicistic, precisely because, it conceives
‘subject’ as a derivative category, an effect constituted of the objective ground. The
‘effect’ is seperated from the ground in such a manner that the latter gets the epistemo-
logical primacy over the former. This distinction corresposds to the classical empiricist
problem of subject-object duality, also to the crude materialist thesis, 1.e., all that is sub-
jective — ideas, consciousness etc., can be ultimately reduced to matter, to the material
social circumstances. So, it can be very well argued that Althusser’s refutation of sub-
jectivism 1s pregnent with the empiricist-materialist theoretical presuppositions, which
have been rejectea by Marx himself through the introduction of the concept of praxis.
Althusser’s theory fails to grasp the praxis element, the active interpenetration of the
‘subjective’ and the ‘objective’, and thereby, it results in treating them as two discrete,

ahistorical categories.
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Althusser’s claim that the social structure has to be understood as an objective sys-
tem independent of subject, shares the methodological presuppostions of sociologicism.
Every sociological approach, as we discussed earlier, starts with the basic assumption
that the social reality can never be reduced to the realm of inter-subjective relationship,
but it is to be understood as an objective structure independent of the human subject.
Empiricism provides the epistemological ground for sociologicism, because, the concep-
tion of ‘subject’ as the product of social circumstances is the methodological necessity for
the consturction of every sociological theory. Without presupposing the ground/effect
duality, which necessarily corresponds to the object/subject duality of classic empiri-
cism, the construction of a sociological theory (in the positivist sense) is just impossible.
Althusser’s construction of social theory depends primarily on the sociologist notion of
subject, as the effect, not as the essence. His project of eliminating subject from the
analysis of social structure therefore is not radically different from the sociologist’s pro-

gramme of reducing subjectivity to the objective social reality.

So, Althusser’s conception of science as the system which is radically independent of
all the subjective variables presupposes an ‘alienated mode of theorising’.4! ‘Alienated
mode’ is nothing but the ahistorical manner of looking things, i.e., the manner in which
the subject and object are treated as separate and independent of each other. As it has
been pointed out by many, especially by the non-positivist critics, the alienated mode of
theorising leads Althusser to a kind of objectivism which necessarily results in treating
the ‘structure’ as purely an objective entity, alien to the subject. This criticism has been
developed primarily from Marx’s conception of human praxis — the constitutive human

activity, of how human beings practically construct their lives and thereby produce the

“1Roslyn Wallach Bologh, Dielectical Phenomenology, p. 253.
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so called ‘structures’. Althusser fails to see the importance of the praxis element, and
this really, as non-positivist critics argue, leads him to the positivist camp where subject

and object are treated as alien, ahistorical categories.

The positivistic orientation of Althusser’s scheme becomes more clear when we look
deep into his idea of the distinction between science and ideology. By separating sci-
ence from ideology, as we saw, Althusser draws a strong epistemological line between
perception and knowledge. Ideology depends wholely on the mechanism of peception,
whereas true knowledge i.e., scientific knowledge, comes into existence through the epis-
temological break from ideology. This is to say not only that knowledge is distinct from
1deology, but, more importantly, that knowledge is possible only when there is a ‘break’
from ideology. Obviously, it results in a scientistic position where science is treated as

superior to any other disciplines, viz., ideclogy, metaphysics, religion etc.

Scientism is a positivist doctrine according to which science is ‘the’ form of human
knowledge. True knowledge is necessarily scientific knowledge and that which is non-
scientific i1s non-sensical. This is precisely to say that truth is identical with science. As
Habermas says, the fundamental conviction involved in the scientistic approach is that
“we can no longer understand science as one form of possible knowledge, but rather must

identify knowledge with science”.®?

Obviously, such an identification follows that the
non-scientific disciplines such as metaphysics, religion, ideology etc., do not represent
knowledge in the true sense of the term. Therefore, necessarily they are to be considered

as inferior to science which alone embodies the truth.

Positivism, as a science-oriented mode of philosophizing, is methodologically founded

2] lirgen Habermas, Knowledge and Axman iatereats, p. 4.
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upon the idea that science must be kept radically free from non-science. Certainly, the
scientistic notion of science as the only genuine form of human knowledge underlies this
conception. Positivist’s critique of theological and metaphysical doctrines, as it is ob-
vious from the history of western positivism especially of Saint-Simon, August Comte,
Mill and Spencer, fundamentally shares the scientistic assumption that there is a radical
distinction between the science and non-science. This assumption is more explicit in
modern positivist’s treatment of metaphysics, particularly in logical positivist’s project
of the elimination of metaphysics.** Althusser’s science/ideology distinction runs paral-
lel to the science/metaphysics distinction of both classical and modern positivism, not
merely in the sense that he draws a dividing line between two levles discourse but, more
importantly, in the respect that he assigns a kind of supreme status to science, an ‘au-
tonomy’ within which it develops independently of the subjective variables, as ‘the’ form

of true knowledge.

By giving an autonomous status to science, Althusser is forced to be sharing most of
the fundamental assumptions of the positivist theory of science, especially the assump-
tions regarding the ‘value-freedom’ of scientific practice. Positivists in general, view
science as value-free. The criteria of validity for scientific theories, according to them,
involve no reference to the acceptance or rejection of particular moral or political com-
mitments: whether a theory is true or false can be determined independently of such

normative stand points.** The reason is plain. That the problem of values comes only

43Gaint Simon, Comte and the positivist movement in general advocated the development of a new,
positive outlook, founded upon the conviction that there must be a demarcation between scientific
and non-scientific statements. Spencer also tried to develop a systemn basing on the distinction between
common-sense and scientific knowledge. It can be very well argued that it is this distinction that provided
the ground for the logical positivist’s demarcation between meaningfull and meaningless sentences. The
logical outcome of this scientistic procedure is a kind of reductionism, the tendencies of which can be
plainly observed in Neurath’s ‘Physicalism’ and in Carnap’s ‘unity of science’.

“Cf. Russell Keat, The politics of social theory, p. 18.
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when we establish a direct connection between science and the human subject (who lives
in certain systems of value) or when we refer to a relation between the structure of sci-
ence and the recognition structure of the human subject. Positivists clearly denies such
a relation, and declares that the statements; of scientific theories do not refer to what
is directly observable; they are independent of the ‘subject’ and therefore, value-free.
Althusser also, in the same vein, assumes that the scientific knowledge is non-ideological,
because science is value-free. Scientific practice excludes ideology, because, while the lat-
ter depends on the values, perspectives and interests of any social group or social class,
the former is independent of ‘subject’ and therefore its validity is not derived from hu-
man practice, but it is determined by its own structure, ‘the objective internal reference

system’.

The conception of science as a self-subsistent world of facts, radically separated from
the human subject, or from the human praxis, lead Althusser to an objectivistic position.
Objectivism, as we mentioned earlier, is an alien mode of theorising in which subject and
object are viewed as two descrete, unmediated categories. To conceive the object as
independent of the subject is to conceive it as a positive unit, or as a ‘given unalterable
fact. Such a conception, as Habermas puts, results in ‘concealing the aprior constitution
of the fact’.*> Practically, it amounts to the denial of praxis — the practical life activity
through which human beings shape the objective reality. The denial of ‘praxis’ leads
Althusser to the denial of the dialectical content of Marx’s method. The result, as we
found, is a ‘positivist’ reading of Marxism, a deterministic mode of interpretation in

which Marx’s theory is nothing more than a materialist — sociological theory.

43Cf, Jirgen Habermas, Knowledge and Hyman interests.



Communism .... is the ‘definitive’ resolution of the antagonism
between man and man. It is the true solution of the conflict between
existence and essence, between objectification and self-affirmation,
between freedom and necessity, between individual and species. It is

the solution of the riddle of history....
Karl Marx

Chapter - 4

AGAINST POSITIVISM:
KNOWLEDGE AND IDEOLOGY



This chapter is an attempt, primarily, to understand Marx’s epistemology in a non-
positivist perspective. In the previous chapters we have tried to critically examine the
various positivist Marxist theories of knowledge and ideology and, to prove that how
they basically contradict the Hegelian content of Marx’s thought. In our discussion, in
the second chapter, we have shown how the spirit of positivism is exemplified in the
sociological schools of Marxism, especially in the field of sociology of knowledge. We
have noticed, in Althusser’s scheme, the revival of positivism on the ground which is
not fundamentally different from that of sociclogism. Here we explore the non-positivist
orientation of Marx’s epistemology by viewing the problem of knowledge and 1deology in

a fundamentally different way from that of empiricism and sociologism.

Explicitly, it amounts to an enquiry into the Hegelian foundation of Marx’s thought.
Ofcourse, such an enquiry would be a continuation of the attempt of tracing out the

methodological link between Hegelian and Marxian logic. We have discussed about this

link in the first chapter.

The assumptions which we derived from our critical assessments of various positivists,
in second and third chapters, would help us to the present enquiry where our sole con-
cern will be to construct a non-positivist Marxist account of knowledge and 1deology. In
order to do this we will especially seek support from the two prominent non-psoitivist
Marxist theories. They are the theory of reification of George Lukacs and the theory
of one-dimensionality of Herbert Marcuse. Note that in our discussion we will be con-
fined only to the epistemological dimensions of the two theories. The reason for taking
these two theories has a justification. In our finding, the interpretations offered by these

two theories undoubtedly reveal the true content of Marx's thought — the content that



133

speaks for the Hegelian rootes expressed in the theoretical structure of Marx’s concep-

tual/epistemological scheme.

Praxis and historicity: towards a non-formalist paradigm of rationality

A non-positivist approach towards Marxist epistemology would definitely be based
on two interrelated cardinal principles, each of which has its roots in Hegel’s dialectical

logic. They are as follows:

1. The principle of praxis. This principle clearly implies the rejection of the empiricist

conception of passive subjectivity and the notion of autonomy of the objective

domain,

2. The principle of historicity which precisely says that a fact is not to be viewed

merely in terms of its given form, but in terms of its essence (historical content)

which makes it what it 1s.

To conceive knowledge as the reflection of a pre-existing reality is to assume that thought
is dependent on being, that the reflection is determined by what is reflected. This leads,
as we had seen, to the view which advocates for the passivity of thought and the au-
tonomy of the object. Such a conception, as Marx points out in ‘Theses on Feuerbach’,
explicitly implies the defect of the materialist approach, i.e., the defect of conceiving
reality in the form of an independent object, and of treating man merely as product of
the objective circumstances, not as the producer. Human subject, when viewed from a
crude materialist perspective, turns to be a passive natural being co-existing with the
objective world. He merely ‘represents’ the world, never controls or transforms it. In
other words, the subejct ceases to be the being of praxis whose essence is supposed to be

consisting in the creative interaction with the nature, in the practical transformation of
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the reality. Man loses his creative subjectivity, his self-consciousness, i.e., the conscious-
ness of himself “as a social being, as simultaneously the subject and the object of the
socio-historical process”.! The view that object is a pure datum, an autonomous fact, as
Marx explicitly maintains, is an ahistorical view. It is the outcome of a crude materialist
perspective which, by its nature, refuses to understand man as the being of praxis, as
the creative, transformative being. It refuses to understand objects in relation to man,
that is, objects as the properties of human praxis. The object alien to the subject is
an abstract category which lies outside the human praxis — the concrete realm of the
historical life process of man —, and thus turns out to be an ahistorical fact. Empiricism
1s an ahistorical mode of thought. The only alternative to it is the dialectical view that
substitutes the traditional notion of reality with a historicist one in which the so called

object is considered to be a property of human praxis, not an autonomous fact.

Obviously, the redefenition of the concept of object as the essential correlate of human
praxis provides the methodological foundation for Marx’s critique of empiricism. Also,
it becomes clear, especially when we go through his philosophical works like ‘Economic
and Philosophical Manuscripts’, that such a redefinition constitutes the epistemological
ground for Marx’s construction of the philosophy of praxis. The philosophy of praxis
fundamentally relies upon the idea of the dialectical mediation between subject and ob-
ject. Marx seems to believe that the theory of dialectical mediation is methodologically
impossible without presupposing the historicist notion of objectivity. This is, to put it
explicitly, the concept of labour as both the process of humanising the objective nature

and the process of naturalising the man is possible only when we assume the historicist

1George Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness, p. 19.
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view that object is essentially a human object. “It is only when objective reality every-
where becomes for man in society the reality of human faculties, human reality, and the
reality of his own faculties that all objects become for him objectifications of himself. The

objects then confirm and realise his individuality, they are his own objects, "2

In what sense the objects become the reality of human faculties? Marx would answer
this question by saying that it is precisely in the sense in which man ‘needs’ objects.
Man’s need of objects is not merely a matter of his biological behaviour but a matter
of ontological necessity. Without objects, man as a being who exists primarily by trans-
forming nature into the means of his subsistence, cannot survive at all. So the relation
of man to the object i1s not an external or accidental relation, but an internal relation.
To say that the objects are the objects of human need is to say that they are “essential

objects which are indispensible to the exercise and confirmation of his faculties”.?

Bertell Ollman’s analysis regarding the nature of Marx’s theory of needs can be sug-
gested here for a better understanding oi: the above problem. Ollman explicitly opposes
the empiricist idea of the external relation between the subject and the object, i.e., the
relation in which the subject merely perceives the object. Marx’s concept of praxis in
general and the theory of needs in particular, according to Ollman, suggest an alternative
approach to the whole problem. According to this alternative approach, the relation of
the subject to the object cannot be described merely in terms of perception. It is to
be understood as an essential internal relation. The object everywhere is not an object
of contemplation, not merely a fact to be perceived, but an object of need for human

beings. Nature is not a separate reality outside the sphere of human life, it is an ‘aspect’

?Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, in Karl Marz: Early Writings, Trans & Ed.
by T.B. Bottomore pp. 160-161.

3Ibid, p. 189.
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of praxis, an element in the historical life process of human beings. In the true sense,
as Marx maintains, it does not appear as an objective reality alien to, independent of
the subject. On the contrary, it becomes ‘the inorganic body of man’.* Oliman derives
from this that the category of need as discussed by Marx cannot be just ruled out as
merely a fact of human physiology. It i1s to be viewed as a category which transcends
the passive subject-object relation and affirms the ontological relation between them. To
put it in Marx’s words, “... the need of a thing is the evident irrefutable proof that the

thing belongs to my being, that the existence of this thing for me and its property are

the property ... of my being”.’?

Needs are satisfied through labour. When human beings transform the objective na-
ture through labour, they ‘objectify’ their needs. They shape the nature according to
their needs. Explictly, needs motivate labour, the ‘shaping’ of nature. The result is a
‘humanised’ nature. ‘Man contemplates himself in a world that he himself created’.The
objects which man encounters with are the objects shaped by himself, the ‘human ob-
jects’. The fundamental exigency of philosophy of praxis is the unity of subject and
object, 1.e., the unity which 1s expressed in the real process of production in which ob-
jects appears as the product of the subject. Needless to say that agreeing with the
position of subject-object unity in the real process of production is equal to denying the
traditional notion of object as an external, unalterable fact. Also, it is equal to rejecting
the empiricist concept of subject-object relation which involves a mere reflexive corre-
spondence of thought and things. To sum up, if we say it in terms of theorisation, the
concept of praxis replaces the conventional mode of theorising which 1s precisely based

on an ahistorical notion of subject and object with a fundamentally different, new mode

‘Ibid pp 126-127.
SQuoted in Bertell Ollman, Alienatson, p. 275.
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of theorising which essentially presupposes the subject-object mediation in the real prac-
tical process. This process involves, not merely a relation of correspondence between

thought and reality, but a dynamic relation in which the former actively contributes in

shaping the later.

The other of the two principles mentioned earlier which would provide the method-
ological ground for a non-positivist epistemological enquiry within the framework of
Marxist theory is the principle of historicity. Historicity, here refers to the Hegelian
essentialist thesis according to which every fact is to be understood not merely in terms
of its given form, but in terms of its essence, i.e., the underlying necessity which makes
the fact what it is. The obvious epistemological implication of this thesis is against the
empiricist mode of analysis in which reality is treated as discrete particulars devoid of
any content or essence. Failure to perceive the essence of the given facts, according to
Hegel, as we had seen, results necessarily in a static, ahistorical view of reality which

leaves no space for a dynamic conception of being, the being as becoming.®

In the same way, Marx’s critique of the classical political economy can be observed
plainly as an essentialist enterprise through which he tries to establish the point that any
method which does not attempt to unearth the real essence of the facts would necessarily
be ahistorical. Classical political economsts, Marx observes, fail to capture the essence
of the facts that they deal with (eg. money), and this failure leads them to the ahistorical
view of reality according to which all the facts that appear as ‘given primises’, are real
in themselves. They think only in terms of appearing forms, since the very method they

persue (which Marx labels as analytic method) is incapable of “elaborating how various

6See our discussion in the first chapter p. 33.
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forms came into being”,’, that, it merely enables them “to reduce them to their unity by

means of analysis, because it starts with them as given premises”.®

How the analytic method of classical political economy subjects to Marx’s criticism
can be understood more clearly if we attempt to have a close look on the exact nature of
Marx’s historicist analysis of capitalist economy. Obviously, such an attempt would also
enable us to perceive the connection between the Hegelian essentialistic method and the

dialectical method employed by Marx even in his later works such as Grundrisse, Capital

etc.

Marx begins his analysis of the capitalist mode of production with the ‘commodity’.
The very opening passage of Capital 1.e., “The wealth of those societies in which the
capitalist mode of production prevails presents itself as ‘an immense accumulation of
commodities’| its unit being a single commodity. Our investigation must therefore begin
with the analysis of commodity”,? itself shows Marx’s intention to analyse the capitalist
system of production as a system of commodities. The term commodity can be broadly
defined as the form that products take in a system of exchange, i.e., in a system where the
product gets alienated from the producer and become the property of exchange. When
a product becomes the property of exchange, i.e., the commodity, no longer it exists as
having any ‘use value’ for the producer. Because it cannot be consumed by the immediate
producer, but by someone else who obtains it through exchange. The labourer brings
his product to exchange, and himself depends on other producer to provide him with his

means of subsistence. He produces not for his use, but for exchanging it with others. In

"Karl Marx, Theories of surplus value, in capital, Vo. IV, Part III, Progress, Moscow, 1971, p. 500.
8Lukacs puts the whole idea in clear terms by saying that the Unscientific nature of seemingly so
sclentific method of all positivist theories consists in its failure to see and take account of the historicsl
cheracier of the facts on which it is based. See George Lukics, History sxd Class corsciousness, p. 6.
SMarx, capital 1, in Poriable Karl Marz, p. 437.
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other words, he creates use-value for others. Marx observes that in such a system the
product appears in a different form, i.e., in the form of commodity, and the actual value

of the product appears in its exchange-value i.e., the value of commodity.

To say that a product in a system of commodity relations appears to be having
exchange-value is not to say that it loses its use-value. Use-value is the content of every
product of human labour. It is the essence, the real value of the product. Value of the
product, according to Marx’s theory, is nothing but the human labour expended to pro-
duce it. Use-value, therefore, is the human content of every product. But what happens
when the product assumes the form of commodity is that, it “splits in two: without
losing its material reality and use-value, it is transmitted into an exchange value”.' In
other words, the product, under the capitalist system assumes a different form — the
commodity form, which can be characterized not merely in terms of the use-value, or the
usefulness of the product, but in terms of the exchangeability of the product. So it can be

rightly maintained that the commodity is the unity of use-value and the exchange-value.

When we say that commodity is the unity of use-value and exchange value, it does
not imply any clear cut separation between them, since it is obvious that what only has
use-value can have exchange value, Exchangeability depends primarily on the usefulness
of the product. What is represented in the use-value i.e., the human labour is also
represented in the exchange-value, though in a different form. Thus “what the commodity

has is the twofold character of labour™.!! This is to say that use-value and exchange-value

1%Henri Lefbvre, The sociology of Marx, p. 47.

"Marx says “The best thing in my book is first (and on this depends all understanding of the facts) the
two-fold character of labour according to whether it is expressed in use-value or exchange-value, which
18 brought out at once in the first chapter”, from the letter which Marx wrote to Engles on August

24th 1867 (Marx-Engles Gesamtausgabe Part 3, Vol. 111, p. 410) Quoted in Political theory by Michael
Wolfram, Bannev Press, 1933, p. 38.
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refer to the twofold character of labour. The labour which produces the thing is twofold
in nature: It is the content of the product, i.e., the use-value, and also it is expressed as
the social form 1.e., the exchangeability of the product. The commodity — the product
assuming the exchange-value, 1s the social ‘form’ of labour; the use-value —the concrete
labour, being the content of it. That is, the commodity is not an independent fact, real
in itself, but a form whose essence is the actual concrete labour i.e., the use-value of the
product. What follows from this is that the unity that constitutes the commodity form is
actually the unity of formn and content, the social form of labour, i.e., the exchangeability,
and this concrete content i.e., usefulness. To understand the commodity in isolation from
its historical content, the labour which creats its use-value, is to abstract the form from

the content, fact from the underlying necessity, or appearance from the essence.

Any attempt to analyse the commodity relations or the developments of market econ-
omy, merely in terms of the principles which are no way capable of penetrating and
revealing the real ‘ground’ of them would, as Marx says, result in a kind of ‘fetishism’
where the commodity is a mysterious thing - a form or ‘symbol’ to be worshipped (not in
anyway to be penetrated).!? Revealing the real essence by penetrating the ‘givenness’ of
the facts is the method of essentialist, historicist dialectics, whereas the mere analysis of
the given facts without going beyond the immediacy of them to the level of their historical
constitution is precisely the method of empiricism in general, and of fetishist thinking in
particular. The ‘method of analysis’ employed by the classical political economists, espe-

cially in their treatment of ‘money’, according to Marx, is ‘fetishistic’, in so far as it does

12Marx uses the term ‘fetish’ in a special sense. It refers to an object of worship to which religious
people (in the pimitive era) attribute supernatural properties. Fetish, in Primitive Society, appears as
an independent being endowed with all the properties of its objective characters. In the same way, the
commodity appears as an independent thing. Marx says “A commodity is therefore a mysterious thing,
simply because in it the social character of men’s labour appears to them as an objective character
stamped upon the products of that labour; ..." Marx, capital Vol. 1, Porlable Kerl Marz, p. 446).
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not reveal the essence which constitutes the content, the actual inner connections of the
society or, rather, it veils the actual relations of production by the outer manifestations
(money-form, commodity form etc.). The failure of classical political economy, therefore
is due to the inadequacy of their method, the method of analysis which is ‘fetishistic’ in
character. For resolving the riddles of both money fetish and commodity fetish, therefore,
Marx says, “we have to perform a task never even attempted by bourgeois economics.
This is, we have to show the origin of this money-form, we have o trace the develop-
ment of the expression of value contained in the value relation of commodities from its
simplest, almost inperceptible outline to the dazzling money-form. When this has been

done, the mystery of money will immediately disappear”.!3

Exploring the real underlying essence of the different categories of Market economy is
undoubtedly a historicist enterprise. It is historicist not merely in the sense that such a
procedure consists primarily in tracing the historical development of different categories
(money-form, commodity-form etc.), but most importantly in the sense that it refuses
to see any reality appears to us, as ‘natural’; it comprehends everything as ‘historical’.
It 1s true that the procedure of observing everything as ‘historical’ is necessanly coupled
with the procedure of tracing the historical development of the categories. But in a
deep perspective, the former implies a more intense meaning than the latter, i.e., the
meaning 1o which Hegel identifies being with becoming. The historicity of the ‘fact’; in
Hegelian sense, lies in its dialectical nature, i.e., in its identity as the unity of opposites’.
Each being is a unit of essence and appearance. Essence contradicts with its appearance,

and for resolving this contradiction being has to go under the conceptual necessity of

13K arl Marx, capital Vol. 1, Trans Moore and Aveling, Penguin, London 1976, p. 139. Money form
can be described as a general equivalent form of exchange value. In a broad sense, money form and
commodity form are equivalent. The value (exchange) of the commodity is money. In other words, the
form in which the value of commodities appears as exchange value is money.
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becoming another. Each fact is only a stage in its own inherent process of becoming.
Being is becoming, precisely in the sense that each being has to go beyond its ‘given
form’. Reality is historical, as everything real is subject to the process of transformation
out of conceptual necessity. In the same vein, Marx assumes that commodity-form is a
reality, which is necessarily historical; it is the unity of concrete labour, and its social
form, the essence and appearance. The essence contradicts with its appearance, use-value
with the exchange-value, and for resolving this contradiction it has to transend its present
form. Historicity, therefore, lies in the very nature of the category of ‘commodity’. All
the categories of Market economy, treated in this perspective, contain historicity in their
very nature. This 1s, by their very nature they have the potentiality to distruct their
own existing forms and to go beyond themselves to the new forms. Actually the whole
of Marx’s enterprise of criticising political economy is methodologically founded upon
this historicist thesis, the purpose of which, according to McBride, was to show that
“the actual system contained tendencies that were at once potentially distructive of the

existing system itself- and potentially generative of a new, non-primitive system”.!

What makes Marx’s historicist programme methodologically different from the con-
ventional historical analysis which consists merely in tracing the historical developments
of different categones, therefore, 1s 1ts Hegelian essentialistic orientation. Hegel’s essen-
tialist method, as we had seen earlier in the first chapter, consists not in discovering
the essence ‘behind’ every phenomena, but on the contrary, in treating everything as
the manifested form of its own inner necessity. The procedure involved in it is not that
of ‘from appearance to essence’ but ‘from essence to the appearance’. Essence is the

starting point. It is the concrete necessity which makes the appearance what it is. It 1s

14william Leon McBride, The Philosophy of Marz, p. 16.
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the concrete universal which lies in every particular. It is the ground of a particular’s
particularnity. Marx’s employment of the method which proceeds from the abstract to the
concrete i.e., from the constitutive praxis of human beings to the empirically analysable
categories, which conceives the constitutive praxis as the essential ground without which
the concrete particulars (commodity, money, exchange, capital) cannot be understood,

explicitly shows the Hegelian orientation.

Obviously, grasping the origin and the evolution of a category, is equal to the tracing
of the developments of its inner contradictions. Because, according to Marx’s dialecti-
cal logic, everything evolves through its own inner contradictions 1.e., the contradiction
between the essence and appearance, form and content. Essence (labour) manifests in
a social form (exchangeability), vet conflicts with it and, for resolving its inner con-
tradiction it goes under the conceptual necessity of changing into another. Evolution,
therefore, 1s actually a process of development of the inner contradictions of the thing,
that 1s to say, the revelation of its true nature, the essence. Hence, to trace the historical

development of a thing is to grasp the process of revelation of its essence.

The ahistorist mode of approach, according to Marx 1s ‘festishistic’ in character. That
s, it conceives objects as ‘forms’ devoid of any human content, as supra human reality.
It embodies an objectivistic mode of thought, where object is said to be autonomous, a
pure datum. It embodies, therefore, a denial of praxis. Rejection of historicity implies
the rejection of essence. The ahistoricist unessentialist way of looking things, according
to Marx, is the chief characteristic of all kinds of formalistic approaches, especially of the

approach of classical political economy.

Formalism, in Marx’s sense, is to be understood as a mode of thought which 1s
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implied in a specific mode of living. The system of commodity fetishism where the
human existence is governed by things, forms the basis of formalism. In a system where
man is a slave to the objects, human rationality becomes formalistist, submissive to the
objective domain. Consciousness ceases to be creative; it becomes passive. The problem
of false consciousness or, the problem of formal rationality, therefore, 1s to be discussed

on the basis of Marx’s theory of commodity Fetishism.

The concepts of fetishism, reification and alienation are interrelated. They all refer to
the crisis of human existence in a particular socio-historical situation where the products
of human labour appear to be cbjective, independent things, whose autonomous laws
contro! and subjugate the human subjects. It is true that these notions have impor-
tant conceptual differences especially that between ‘fetishism’ and ‘alienation’, atleast
in the sense that they stand for two different aspects of the capitalist mode of produc-
tion. Fetishism, precisely is the process of ‘commodification’, 1.e.; the creation of ‘Pseudo
things’ which appear to be autonomous — real in themselves. Alienation is the en-
strangement of man from his products, activity, life and himself; it refers to a total split
in human subjectivity. Fetishism is an objective process in a restricted sense in which it
refers directly to the process of ‘objectification’. Alienation, on the other hand, denote§
the subjective side, i.e., the enstrangement of the human subject from his products, But
the concept of ‘objectifications indirectly refers to enstrangement of man’ from his prod-
ucts. And, similarly, the concept of alienation indirectly refers to commeodification of
the things. In other words, both of them refer to the objective and subjective aspects of
the same ‘reality’, i.e., the mode of production of the capitalist social system. To put it
more explictly, capitalist system of production results, objectively in the phenomenon of

fetishism of commodities, and subjectively in the phenomenon of alienation. Both the
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concepts, alienation and commodity fetishism, have been briefly discussed elsewhere in
this study, and the further details of which are out of our concern. What is left to be
worked out here towards developing a non-positivist theory of knowledge within Marx-
ism is a conceptual framework which concretely integrates concept of objectification with
the notion of false consciousness. That is, a framework which theoretically incorporates
both the problem of fetishism and the problem of knowledge {or the problem of Ideology
in particular). This is to say that the work we need to undertake now is to show, in
concrete terms, the relation between fetishism and Ideology. We are concerned with the
problem: how the fetishistic mode of production results in the ‘false-consciousness’ of
the people. We shall move in this direction by considering the epistemological aspects of
the theories of two major non-positivist interpreters of Marxism namely, (1) the theory
of reification of George-Lukacs, and (2) The theory of ‘one dimensionality’ of Herbert
Marcuse. In dealing with Lukacs’ theory of reification, the method we follow would be to
expose the theory first and then to proceed to its epistemological presuppositions which
embody a critique of the positivist paradigm of rationality. More clearly, first we would
present Lukaacs’ problem of reification and then show how the problem of reification
is related to the problem of knowledge. In other words, after the exposition, we would
come to the point that how Lukacs’ critique embodies a critique of positivist concept of
knowledge i.e., of the paradigm of formal rationality in general and of the sociologistic

epistemological assumptions in particular.
(1) Reification and the critique of formal rationality

Lukacs, theory reification 1s to be understood as a conceptual edifice built upon
Marx‘s view of commodity fetishism as exposed in Capital We have seen earlier that

Marx‘s exposition of the phenomenon of fetishism presupposes a historicist critique of
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the methodology of classical political economy. Lukacs’ critique of formal rationality can
best be understood as an extention of this historicist programme of Marx; an extention
which comprehends all the realms of human existence in the Capitalist society, including
non-economic institutions as well. It 1s true that Marx's critique of political economy has
obvious implications for the study of culture, and in particular, for the understanding the
problem of rationality. But in Lukacs’ view, they are to be philosophically reconstituted
in order to develop Marxism as an effective critique of the capitalist culture; a critique

which moved positively would an alternative paradigm of rationality.

Lukacs’ interpretation of Marxsim is, therefore, of the nature of a philosophical re-
constitution. This reconstruction has two aspects; (1) Formulation of an alternative
(dialectical, historicist) paradigm of rationality on the basis of a methodological redefini-
tion of the ‘cultural’ implications of Marx’s theory; (2) Critique of the ‘fetishist’ culture
of capitalism, and thereby its underlying principle 1.e, the paradigm of formal rational-
ity. The Formulation of the dialectical historicist paradigm of rationality, as we said, is
grounded on his redefinition of the underlying concepts of Marx’s theory of Capitalism.
The critique of formal rationality is, in Lukacs view, in fact the critique of the general
form of Capitalist social hfe. Because, capitalism is not merely an ‘economic’ in the
technical sense of the term, but a ‘cultural system’ which subsists primarily in terms of a
cultural paradigm, i.e., the paradigm of the formal rationality. First, we discuss how the

theory of reification has been developed by Lukacs through the reconstruction of Marx's

assumtions.
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Reification: a Brief sketch

The problematic of Reification, according to Lukacs, lies in the heart of Marx’s cri-
tique of capitalist system in general and that of phenomenon of commodity fetishism
in particular. Fetishism, in Marx’s formulation, is a phenomenon specific to a particu-
lar system of production where the products of labour assume an independent objective
value and appear as comnmodities. In such a system, as we had seen earlier, the ‘indepen-
dent’ value which the products assume, i.e.. the exchange-value, appears to be the actual
value. In other words, the real value, i.e., the human labour expended to produce the
product, does not appear as it is, when the products become the commodities. It gets
transformed into a new form — the exchange-value (monéy, price etc} — which apears
to be the objective character of the products. That is, the essence of the commodity-
form of the products or, rather, the substractum of the historical praxis of human beings
(who produce the commodities in a given social framework) becomes concealed by the
‘appearance’, 1.e., 1ts appearance in the form of commodities. The content, the real value
produced through the constitutive praxis of the human beings, gets substituted by the
form, the exchange-value, which, as Marx observed, actually is the social form of labour.
The substitution of exchange-value for the actual value, form for the content, appearance
for the essence, according to Lukacs, results in a major crisis — a crisis in the whole of

human affairs, in thought, knowledge, consciousness and relationships etc.

Lukacs says that this is to be understood as a ‘cultural crisis’, rather than a mere
economic problem. Its rootes are to be found in the irrationality of the total process of
capitalist production, in the capitalist construction of human life. Precisely, the term

‘Reification’ refers to this crisis of human culture in general under the fetishistic mode of

production of capitalism.
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The commodities in which the social character of man’s labour appears as the ob-
jective character, according to Lukacs, constitutes an autonomous realm of facts. It is
‘autonomous’ because, the mutual relationship between the commodities and the laws
controling their movements in the market are completely the internal properties of the
system. They simply appear to be independent of any source or activity which lies out-
side the realm of ‘appearance’. The real source, 1.e., the realm of constitutive praxis of
human beings, gets divorced from the ‘appearance’, the realm of the products (commodi-
ties) of constitutive praxis, and becomes ‘controlled’ by it. This to say that the world
of products gets separated from the world of production or, in otherwords, labour gets
divorced from man and “becomes something objective and indpendent of him, something
that controls him by virtue of the autonomy alien to man”.'® Therefore, man who works
in a capitalist society is an alienated subject. His labour has been taken away from him
and immediately transformed into an objective power which controls him from above.
Subject, being divorced from its activity, has only a passive ‘Subjectivity’, a contempla-
tive existence, in which it can be only a mechanical part incorporated into a mechanical
system'® and can never be “the authentic master of the process”,'” i.e., the being of
praxis. The result, according to Lukacs, is reification 1n all the forms of human life, i.e.,

in consciousness, Ideas, relationships, etc., which lead the whole of capitalist culture to

an innevitable crisis.

Obviously, there are two aspects to this phenomenon of reification. The objects, i.e.,
the commodities, appear to have an autonomous reality, an objective being. The laws

governing their relationships, (the movements of commodities on the market) appear to

15George Lukacs, History and class consciousness, p. 87.
1%Ibid p. 89
bid p. 89
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be the internal properties of the world of their autonomous existence. They assume a
supra historical power and confront man whose activity is actually the source of them.
Lukacs calls this as the objective aspect of the phenomenon of reification. From the
point of view of the subject, the process of commodification is equal to the process
of alienation. The more the products ‘objectified’, the more man’s activity becomes
enstranged from himself. Labour in the market economy, therefore no longer belongs
to the subject, it becomes an objective category lies completely outside the realm of
subjectivity. As Lukdcs points out, “It turns into a commodity which, subject to the
non-human objectivity of the natural laws of society, must go its own way independently

of man just like any consumer article”.!®

Reification, therefore, is a process of commaodification (Objectively) and of alienation
(Subjectively). The reified object and the alienated subject stand opposite to each other,
as two unmediatal categories. Reality ceases to be an organic unity, becomes fragmented
into two worlds, the world of commodities and the world of subjects. Commodity is a
non-human object or, in other words, it is what it 1s only when it ceases to be a human
object and becomes an autonomous thing. Subject is ‘non-objective’ in the sense that
it is alien to the activity of constituting or creating the object. Fragmentation of reality
therefore appears objectively in the non-humanisation of commodities, and subjectively
in the ‘non-objectification’ of the subject. The ‘non-humansation’, according to Lukacs,
consists in abstracting the commodity form from the human content, in detaching the
form from content, the world of commodities from the human substra tum. Precisely,
this 1s the process of abstraction of labour. The ‘non-objectification’ consists in the

destr uction of subjectivity of the individual worker and also in isolating workers from

81bid, p. 87
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one another. We shall discuss these two aspects of reification in detail.?®

The non-humanisation of commedities is actually a process where by the products of
human labour become ‘non-human’ by assuming certain properties which originally they
don’t possess. For eg, Money is not an original property of the product, since the activity
of production “aims at the creation of use-values, not the exchange-values”.?® When the
products become commodities, they assume money as their property. “It is only when
their supply exceeds the measure of consumption that use-value ceases to be use-values,
and becomes means of exchange, i.e., commodities”®. Money, therefore, is an external
form that the product assumes in the course of its historical evolution. Capitalism i.e
the system of reification abstracts external property from internal substance, form from
content, and treats it as an independent category. Money becomes the original, indepen-
dent value of the product; the content of product, i.e., the historical constitution of its
use-value becomes eliminated from it. Commodity becomes a non-human object, since
its human content has been eliminated from it. The non-humanisation of commodities,
therefore, is the “elimination of the qualitative human and individual attributes of the

worker”?? under the system of capitalism.

When the qualitative human attributes become eliminated, the commodity ceases to
be the object of the work-process it turns into a ‘reified form’. The unity of the product
as a commodity, no longer coincides with its unity as use-value.”® The product loses
its qualitative content, appears as a quantitative shadow of itself. Thus, the property

of human praxis becomes the property of market, whose ‘non-qualitative value’ can be

18Cf. Andrew Arato and Paul Breins, The Young Lukdcs and the origins of Western Marnism, p. 117
®George Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness, p. 84

]bid 84

#Tbid 88.

Blbid 89.
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determined in terms of formal, pure methods — the methods of formal rationality, which
exclude all the categories of quality, value and norms regarding the nature of the product.
In other words, it rests merely on quantification and calculability. Labour, Lukacs, points
out, ceases to be a qualitative praxis, i.e, the creation of use-values, becomes ‘formal’
as it turns to be appeared in the market goods as a mere quantitative element. Man's
creative and self creative activity turns to be a mechanical activity of producing ‘things’
through abstract, specialised operations which have to be completed within calculated
and imposed time periods. It, thus, ceases to be the ‘free activity’ and becomes an

imposed-mechanical operation determined by the law of the market.?

Labourer in such a condition, is a mechanical element incorporated into the system.
He does not work consciously as the author of his activity and the creator of the object,
but as merely a supporting element of the system. He finds the system already pre-
existing and self-sufficient, it functions independent of him and he has to conform to its

laws whether he likes it or not.®

The ‘non-humanisation’ of objects, thus, necessarily entails the ‘deactivisation’ (non
objectification) of subjects. The other side of the process where the object gets a supra-
human reality is the alienation of the subject from the world of objects. Man enstranged
from the world of objects, from his own objectified activities, is a ‘passive’ subject. He

exists in a vacuum where there is no object that he can possess or control. But, in that

#Lukacs considers this process of mechanisation as the part of the process of rationalisation “On
the one hand, the process of labour i1s progressively broken down into abstract, rational, specialised
operations so that the worker loses contact with the finished product and his work is reduced to the
mechanical repetation of a specialised set of actions. On the other hand, the period of time necessary for
work to be accomplished (which forms the basis for rational calculation) is converted, as mechanisation
and rationalisation are intensified, from a merely empirical average figure to an objectively calculable
work-stint that confronts the worker as a fixed and established reality™ (Ibid p. 88).

1bid p. 89.
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vacuum, he can only perceive the objective world passively. In other words, his existence
as the creater of objects turns to be inauthentic, as the very activity of creation takes an
objective (non-human) form and moves away from him. Human subjectivity, thus, gets
reduced to the state of contemplative existence, to the state of the mechanical existence
of a mere natural being. The deactivised subject, therefore, is a being of contemplation,
not a being of Praxis; he can never control the world of objects, but can only have a
mechanical passivity towards it. His subjectivity can never be a creative source of the

process, but can only be a mechanical element in it.

The deactivisation of the subject, according to Lukacs, is to be understood in a still
wider sense in which it also implies the atomisation of individuals from one another. In
line with Marx, Lukéacs argues that the social relationships among the workers in a system
of commodity production are carried out through the exchange of commodities. Com-
modity exchange, as we saw, 1s an objective process determined by the laws alien to man.
The producer does not have any active role 1n that process, precisely because commodity
is a ‘non-humanised’ category (and also the subject of production is a ‘non-objectified’
category). Therefore, the social relationships carried on through the exchange of com-
modities, assume a non-human objectivity, stand alien to man as they turn to be the
part of a reified process. Obviously, the subject standing alien to the objectified relation-
ships is an ‘Isolated’ individual. So, it is not only the case that the social relationships
among the commodities do not in any way indicate the relationships among men but
also, the former is possible only in the absense of the latter. Atomisation of workers is
not a consequence, but the precondition of the social relationships of the commodities.
The more the social life depends on commodity production and exchange, the more the

workers become ‘de-socialised’. The more the social interaction among the commodities
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increases, the more the interactions among the workers get decreased. Lukacs derives
from this that the growth of commodity production and exchange, i.e., the development
of capitalist mode of production, is based on the process of atomisation or desocialisation
of the individuals i.e, the progressive abstraction of the individuals from their collective

existence.
Reification of consciousness and formalism

Through the process of both deactivisation and atomisation, Lukdcs observes, reifi-
cation penetrates into the soul of the worker of capitalist social system. The worker,
thus, becomes the passive (deactivised) individualised (atomised) spectator of a process
in which his fragménted activity is the object, of a process that he can observe, but never
he can control or transform.?® Capitalism reproduces this scheme of the fragmentation
of the subject of production continuously. Because, as we found commodity production
requires the separation of the workers both from their objectified activities and natural
communities. Large scale commodity production requires the workers to be increasingly
isolated from each other. It requires the process of labour to be broken down into ab-
stract, specialised operations so that the worker loses contact with the product and his
work is reduced to a mechanical set of ac tions?’. The activity of reproducing this scheme
in capitalist social system, Lukacs says, is carried on through its bureavcratic administra-
tive set up. The role that the burcaucractic administration plays in reproducing the whole
scheme of the fragmentation of the subject of production is that it adjusts one’s way of
life, mode of work, and hence of consciousness, to the general socio-economic premises of

the capitalist economy®. This process of adjustment, according to Lukacs, is the process

28¢f Andrew Arato and Paul Breines, The Young Lukdcs and the ongins of Western Marmism, p. 119.
27¢f. George Lukacs, Hislory and Class Conciousness, p. 88
Bef Ibid p. 98
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of rationalisation.

Capitalism rationalises its system of production by adjusting the mode of life of the
worker to its social set-up. This process, as Lukdcs observes, reaches a stage where the
worker can only ‘accept’ the capitalist reality as a ‘pre given’ and permanent system,
where he can recognise himself merely as an element in the system, a part whose role is
just to confirm the system. That is to say that rationalisation creates a mode of existence
in which each subject has to live by admitting the fragmented reality in the subjective and
objective aspects. “Just as the capitalist system continuously produces and reproduces
itself economically on higher and higher levels, the structure of reification progressively
sinks more deeply, more fatefully and more definitively into the consciouseness of man”.?®
The more the system gets rationalised, the more the consciousness of the individuals
becomes reified. More reified the consciousness becomes, human rationality turns to
be more and more abstract and formal. Abstract, because it turns to be a form of
recognition of the given facts as the abstract categories (totally detached from their
underlying reality). Formal, because, it turns to be lost in the immediacy of the formal
structure of the facts (the real, historically dynamic, material ‘substractum’ being placed
always outside the realm of enquiry). We shall explain this point that how the ‘reification

of consciousness’ entails the formalisation of rationality, some more clearly.

We have seen earlier that the non-humanisation of the products is the essential pre-
condition of the existence and development of the system of commodity exchange. In
order to be the category of the system of exchange, the product has to be detached from
its human essence, treated as a pure formal ‘thing’ with no material substractum. When

the products get non-humanised, the subjects of production become totally alien from

21bid p. 93.
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their objectified activity and hence deactivised. Deactivisation of the subject, as we saw,
presupposes the atomisation of men from another. Capitalism reproduces this scheme of
mechanisation and the individualisation of the workers through rationalisation, i.e., by

making the mode of consciousness of the people adjusted to its mode of existence.

The worker who lives as an isolated, mechanical element in the system becomes the
part of the system, whose mode of consciousness becomes completely adjusted to the
formal, reified structure of the system. This is to say that man turns to be a ‘reified’ being,
whose consciousness can never penetrate the immediacy of the facts. His rationality turns
to be ‘formal’ as it can never go beyond the appearance to the essence, to the historically
dynamic substractum. Formal rationality is the mode of perception of the given facts as
‘real in themselves’, as abstract categories detatched from the ontological substractum.

It is the formal, reified mode of viewing reality. Reified consciousness, as Lukacs assumes,

thus, implies the formal reified rationality.

Lukacs thus, seeks the roots of reified consciousness in the structure of the capitalist
labour process. More concretely, it is the capitalist transformation of the work pro-
cess, 1.e., the reification of labour, Lukacs assumes, which is the ground for all forms of
reification, reified thought and formal rationality. So Lukacs’ critique of reification as
exposed mainly in ‘History and Class Consciousness’, evidently involves the critique of
the paradigm of capitalist rationality. Marx’s critic of analytic method of classical po-
litical economy obviously lie at the heart of Lukacs’ critical enterprice; ‘analysis’ i.e, the
objective analysis of the given facts, has been considered by him as the methodological
expression of the paradigm of formal rationality. We had seen earlier that Marx’s attack
on classical political economy is due to the inadequacy of its method to penetrate into

the real structure, i.e., the historical substractum of human praxis, of the phenomenal
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forms (commodity forms). The phenomenal forms, according to Marx, are forms imme-
diately presented to our senses, empirically real, but the true method — the dialectical
historicist method — does not restrict itself to the province of sense data. For, its very
goal is transcendence of the ‘immediacy’. So Marx’s is a transcendentalist attack on the
empiricist mode of thinking. It can be very well observed here that, Lukacs also, in the
same vein, adopts a Hegelian anti-empiricist™® epistemological position in attacking the

paradigm of formal rationality.

The paradigm of formal rationality, in Lukacs’ Marxism, is criticised mainly for two
reasons: (1) “Loss of ontological substractum’ (2) Freezing of the given™!. The first one
refers to the methodological failure of any kind of formalistic approach which does not
account the structure of human praxis as the ground reality which makes the appearance
(for eg: commeodity) what it is. The second one refers to the fallacy of Perceiving the phe-
nomenal forms as irreducible and unalterable facts. Obviously, the first one indicates the
undialectical attitude implied in formalistic paradigms whereas the second one indicates
therein ahistorist tendency. Undialectical approach denies the dialectical unity of form
and content, essence and appearance. Ahistoricism dehistorices the facts by abstracting
them from their historically dynamic inner core. The denial of the dialectical unity of
form and content results in treating the forms as the reality deviod of any content or
ontological substractum. Ahistorical abstraction follows a conception of reality as some-
thing ‘fixed and permanent’. In short, the paradigm of formal rationality, according to

Lukacs, results in viewing reality as that which is immediately presented to our empirical

observation.

30Gee Chapter 1, p.
3lpAndrew Arato and Paul Breines, The Young Lukdcs and the orgins of Westers Marnsm,, p. 120
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Lukacs’ critique of empiricist mode of analysis consists in regarding the subject es-
sentially as a being of praxis, not of thought. Such a conception, as we had observed
earlier, 1s an outcome of the methodological reconstruction of the traditional abstract
concepts of subject and object, which provided a firm ground for a dialectical histori-
cist epistemological approach, in which the ‘historical subjectivity and objectivity are no
longer seen as externally related independent domains, but rather as functional elements
in systems of social practice’.” Explicitly, the thesis of the dialectical unity of thought
and reality discards the possibility for a dualistic conception of knowledge, more con-
cretely, the correspondence theory of truth. Lukacs’ treatment of the paradigm of formal
rationality, therefore, is to be understood on the basis of his dialectical critique of the

empricist mode of thinking.
Critique of sociologism: Ideology as a form of reified rationality

The rejection of the empricist concept of knowledge naturally implies the rejection
of the empricist theory of Ideology which has been dominant among the thinkers of
positivist schools of Marxism. The conception of ldeology as the false representation of
the real is logically possible only when we conceive knowledge as representation. The
category of representation splits reality into two independent domains - subjective and
objective. The subjective domain consists in representing the real passively, and hence
related to the objective reality externally, only through the ‘formal correspondence’. The
objective domain lies completely outside the realm of subjectivity, as a ‘given fact’ which
can only be represented. ‘False representation’ is a category which refers to a break
in formal correspondence between subjective and objective domains. Ideology as the

false representation of the real, therefore, can only be a formalistic concept. Lukacs’

32Andrew feenberg, Lukdcs, Marz and the soxrces of critical theory, p. 137
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replacement of the category the external, formal relation between (subject and object)
with that of the internal, dialectical relation in which former contributes in shaping the

later, thus, implies the rejection of the positivist mode of interpretation of 1deology.

When the reality is viewed as human reality, the question of reflexive correspondence
does not arise at all. The problem of Ideology, then, ceases to be a problem of false
representation of the reality. Lukacs seems to believe that the whole of this problem is
to be dealt in a fundamentally different way from that of conventional Marxism, that
the question of ‘false consciousness’ is to be understood as the question of false (reified)
reality. Ideology, for Lukacs, 1s a form of reified rationality which is presupposed in
a reified system. It is not the effect of the process, but the very precondition of it.

False rationality is a concrete aspect of the reified process, (the irrationality of the total

process).

The conception of Id;ﬂrogy as a concrete aspect of reified social process implies not
merely the rejection of empiricism but, more importantly, the objectivist mode of analysis
which has been followed both by the conventional sociologist and in the ‘neo-positivist’
schools of thought. Needless to say that the notion of reified reality explicitely indi-
cates the negativity of reality. Obectivism, as we had explained elsewhere, is a mode
of approach where reality is conceived strictly as an objective structure, a positive fact,
external to the realm of subjectivity and values and hence value neutral. The thesis of
the value neutrality of facts is central to positivist social theories in general as they all
depend fundamentally upon the assumption that society is an objective structure which
1s to be viewed as an independent domain of reality conceptually separated from any

ground or source prior to it. Consequently, since, society is an objective fact which can

never be reduced to the human relationships and activities, and the activities of human
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beings are not prior to the social structure, human activities are determined by the social
structure, Conceiving society as a human product therefore, is unsociological, for human
beings, are the products, not the producers of the social structure. Althusser has made a
concrete exposition of this idea in the course of his neo-positivist interpretation of Marx’s
social theory, precisely by arguing that social totality is a process without a subject. The
concept of society as a structure constituted by human beings according to Althusser,
presupposes an Idealist stand point, i.e., the idea that ‘subject’ is the absolute starting
point, and consciousness is the source of reality. In scientific Marxism, he says, subject

is an element in the process an effect not the essence.®

Lukaécs, challenges the positivist conception of the primacy of the social structure, not
superficially, but fundamentally by rejecting the epistemological distinction between fact
and value and thereby attacking the objective, value neutral status of the society. This
1s made possible by him through the dialectical historicist redefinition of the traditional
philosophical categories of subject and object. The object, according to his redifined
scheme of subject-object relation, is not a pure datum, but essentially a product of
human praxis. Obviously, when the object ceases to be an independent fact, the whole
conception of reality as an objective structure external to the human subject gets replaced
by a new conception in which what is real is a constituted category, a human object. To
say that reality is a human product, not an external fact is to say that the domains
of subjectivity and objectivity, values and facts, are inseparable from each other. The
fact-value complimentarity thesis** evidently invalidates the very procedure of conceiving

society as an objective, value neutral fact, and thus, points to the impossibibity of the

33gee the discussion on Althusser’s notion of the process without a subject p. 104
3 An expression used by Aaritabha Dasgupta, in his article, Unity in Marx: towards a Methodological
Reconstruction, Economic and Political Weekly, Vo XXVIII, No 5, Jan 30, 1993 PE 48.
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sociological mode of approach.

The whole of Lukacs’ attempt, contrary to that of sociologists is to penetrate the
immediacy of the facts, to go beyond the ‘given fact’, to its historical source, or in
other words, to view the structure of facts on the basis of their ontological substractum.
Ontological substractum, in Lukacs’ sense, refers to the realm of constitutive praxis of
human beings. The Hegelian-Marxist procedure of viewing the appearance on the basis
essence, treating the forms on the basis of their content, is explicit here when Lukacs
says that facts are nothing but the historical forms of the manifestion of human essence,
praxis, the (historically) dynamic inner core of every being. Society, in such a perspective,
cannot be the primary reality; it is necessarily a historical form, the content of which is
the constitutive praxis of human beings. The ‘autonomy’ of the social structure clearly
disappears when society is viewed as the product of human praxis. Understanding human
praxis as prior to society opposes the sociological mode of approach; it provides a new
mode of approach which more or less resembles the cultural approach according to which
social structure is the product of culture — the totality of human activities. Lukacs’
Marxism, therefore, is of the nature of a cultural theory, the critical content of which has

been developed, later by various cultural interpreters of Marx’s social theory, especially

by the thinkers of Frankfurt school.

The fact-value complementarity thesis of Lukacs, leads not only to the impossibility
of sociologist mode of theorizing, but more importantly to the impossibility of positivism,
especially to the impossibility of the positivist conception of science and scientific knowl-
edge. Explicitly, the impossibility of a positivist conception of science is because of the
untenability of the fact-value distinction. Facts, according to Lukacs' observation, are

the properties of human praxis, inseparable from the realm of subjectivity and values.
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Science, therefore, does not have an independent realm apart from that of human praxis.
Scientific knowledge which depends on facts does not constitute an autonomous domain;
nor does it work by its own internal logic which is devoid of any social basis. In short,
science as a body of factual knowledge 1s not value-neutral, since facts are human facts,
not the ‘non-human’ objects devoid any value. Positivism views scientific knowledge as
autonomous, obviously because the value neutrality thesis implies the conception of facts
as forms devoild of any content and, thereby, the radical separation of the domain of
facts from the domain of values — the realm of human praxis.?®* Thus, the fact-value
complimentarity thesis of Lukacs’ Marxisin discards the possibility of a positivist con-
ception of science and scientific knowledge; it provides an entirely different conception,

where science is to be understood as human praxis and scientific knowledge as an aspect

of human praxis.

The conception of science as human praxis leaves the space for a cultural critique
of science and scientific knowledge. Because, when the human praxis takes the form of
a reified process, science also becomes reified, surely not as the consequence but as the
part of the process. In other words, science in a reified system of human praxis is a
reified science. Scientific knowledge within the system of capitalist mode of production
— the system where the paradigm of formal, reified rationality is prevailed — is reified
knowledge, i.e., ideology. Critique of the paradigm of formal rationality, therefore, is
the critique of ‘false science’ and false knowledge. Thus, it can be very well maintined
that Lukacs’ concept of science, when 1t is viewed from the background of capitalist
reification is a critique of reified science; his theory of scientific knowledge is a critical

theory of Ideoloty. It is this critical theory of Lukacs, which has provided, to a great

35 Althusser’s celebrated distinction between science and ideclogy also, as we had seen, involves the
value neutrality thesis of positivism. See Chapter 3, p. 104-107.
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extent, the basis for the ‘Frankfurt school’ of Marxism 1.e., the school of Hegelian-Marxist

thinkers who developed a full-fledged critique of modern industrial society and its forms

of rationality.
(2) Theory of one dimensionality and the critique of positivism

It has been commonly accepted that Frankfurt school’s critique of industrial society
and technological rationality is rooted in Lukacism interpretation of Marxism, precisely
in Lukacs’ theory of reificaion. It is explicit from the previous section that Lukacs’ theory
of reification entails a critique - a dizlectical historicist critique of formal rationality. The
methodology of such a critical enterprise has been derived by Lukacs both from Hegel and
Marx, from Hegel’s essentialist critique of empiricism and Marx’s attack on the analytical
method of classical political economy. By this, Lukdcs establishes an epistemological
link between Hegel and Marx and points out that the non-empiricist orientation of their
respective methods provides us with a platform where we can have a Marxist-Hegelian
critique of positivism in general and the paradigm of formal rationality in particular.
We have seen that the paradigm of formal rationality is the result of an objectivist
mode of thinking; it is an inseparable aspect of the reified mode of life where subject
1s a mere mechanical element in the objective system. Herbert Marcuse’s theory of one
dimensionality is a still more effective critique of objectivism and its concrete societial
form (in the advanced industrial societies), i.e., the technological rationality. Here we
shall have a brief exposition of Marcuse’s thesis of one dimensionality mainly to highlight
its non-objectivist (non-positivist) epistemological foundation. Such an exposition in
effect would substantiate our claim that the problem of knowledge and Ideology within

the framework of Marxist theory is to be viewed fundamentally from a non-positivist

angle.
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The following discussion would consist of three sections. In the first section, we will
briefly discuss Marcuse’s theory of one-dimensionality. In the second section, we will
try to show how Marcuse criticises the paradigm of one-dimensional rationality which is
implied in different positivist doctrines. Third section will attempt to highlight Marcuse’s

concept of knowledge and ideology.
One-dimensionality: an exposition

As Kellner, in his study of Marcuse’s critical theory points out, ‘one dimensional’
is a concept describing a state of affairs where the subject i1s assimilated into the ob-
ject and follows the dictates of external, objective structures, thus losing its abilities to
discern more liberating possibilities and to engage in transformative practice to realize
them.>¢ Explicitly, such a state of affairs in Marcuse’s sense refers to the advanced stage
of felishist (capitalist) production, extreme form of reification, where alienation becomes
more pervasive than ever before resulting in the total disappearance of the subject as
the creative principle, where the process of commodification reaches the stage in which
object exercises complete control over the subject. The disappearance of the creative
subjectivity is the appearance of the mechanical subjectivity. Because, it is beyond dis-
pute that the subject alienated from its activity is a passive element, a mechanical part
of the mechanical system. The more social hife depends on commodity production and
exchange, subject becomes more and more alienated from his creative essence and be-
comes more and more mechanised. In the advanced stage of capitalism where the process
of commodification reaches its peak, subject totally loses its subjectivity and turns to
be a positive unit, an element in the objective system. The dialectical tension between

subject and object disappears and a unity between them gets established. The duality

3Cf. Douglas Kellner, Herbert Marcxse and the crisis of Marrism, p. 235.
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between reason and actuality gets replaced by a wrong systhesis in which what is actual

js reasonable.> Reality, thus, ceases to be bi-dimensional, becomes one-dimensional.

One-dimensional reality, from the subjective point of view, is a state of affairs where
man is the part of an objective system, a supporting element which lacks the dimension
of negativity and individuality and thus one-dimensional. On the other hand, from the
objective point of view, it is the one-dimentional technical society, a given fact devoid of
any content; all forms of subjectivity being assimilated into it. One-dimensional man is
no more a ‘subject’, since he is merely a positive element in the objective structure who
lacks the dimension of negativity. One-dimensional society is an objectivé system devoid
of any human content since human subject has been assimilated into its formal structure.
The objectified subject and the non-humanised object, therefore, do not appear as sep-
arate realities, as they constitute one monistic ‘whole’, i.e., the one-dimensional reality.

Techonological world, Marcuse observes, appears as a one-dimensional reality.

The unity of subject and object provides the conceptual ground for the one-dimensional
technological world. Marcuse argues, even the concept of alienation turns to be meaning-
less in such a social context where subject gets identified with the object, the individuals
get identified themselves with the existence which is imposed upon them. “This identifi-
cation 1s not an illusion but reality. However, the reality constitutes a more progressive
state of alienation. The later has become entirely objective; the subject which is alienated
is swallowed up by its alienated existence. There is only one dimension and it is every-
where and in all forms,? to be precise, in a social context where subject is swallowed up

by its objective existence, alienation turns to be objectification, alienated subject turns

3"Herbert Marcuse, One-Dimensional Man, p. 434.
3bid, p. 11.
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to be one-dimensional man. There is no space, according to Marcuse, even to mark a
difference between alienated subjectivity and mechanical objectivity of the system, as

they become one and the same reality — a monistic whole.

The system where the subject is assimilated into the object, as Marcuse assumes,
denies the primacy of human agency, the creative ability of man to produce objects and to
recognise his own self. In other words, the technological civilisation where subject appears
as object resﬁlts in the total denial of ‘praxis’, the fundamental nature of human existence.
Following the humanistic viewpoints of early Marx, especially those of ‘Economic and
Philosophical Mounscripts’, Marcuse believes that the essence of man is labour. Surely,
labour, for Marcuse, is not merely an economic category, but an ontological one; it is an
activity in which basic human powers are manifest: it develops one’s faculties of reason
and intelligence, it exercises bodily capabilities, 1t is social and communal activity, and
it exemplifies human creativity and freedom.* The denial of human essence invariably
follows a total empiricist conception of man according to which subject is the effect, not
the essence. In advanced industrial civilisation, Marcuse observes, empiricism assumes
its extreme form, 1.e., the form of a total objectivism in which the category of subject
18 equal to the category of object and there can be no separation between subjective
and objective domains. The total objectivism of technological world is virtually different
from ‘ordinary’ objectivism, because while the former refers to the ‘objectified subject’
of the one dimensional world the state of affairs where subject is merely an object, the
later stresses only on the primacy of the objective domain. So, Marcuse’s attack is not

merely on objectivism but on the total objectivisin of technological civilisation.

¥Douglas Kellner, Herbert Marcuse and the crisis of Mermsm, p. 82. For a clear exposition of concept
of labour as an ontological category, see Kellner’s discussion, in his same book, on Marcuse’s essay ‘on
the philosophical Foundation of the conecept of Labour’, p. 87.
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The absorption of subject into object gives rise to an objectivistic conception of man,
the concept of one-dimensional man. The assimilation of thought into actuality, in the
same way, gives birth to a pattern of one-dimensional thought. More concretely the unifi-
cation of reason and (objective) reality results in an objectivistic paradigm of rationality,
i.e., in the terminology of Marcuse and the other thinkers of Frankfurt school, the tech-
nological rationality. Expliatly, the concept of one dimensional man stands against the
metaphysical concept of subject-object duality which postulate an active subject control-
ing the world of objects. One-dimensional thought is contrasted with the philosopical
thought which 1s, as Kellner describes, a “bi-dimensional thought which presupposes an-
tagonism beteween subject and object so that the subject is free to perceive possibilities
in the world that do not yet exist but which can be realised through human practice”.®
Technological rationality is opposed to the critical rationality which presupposes an au-
tonomy of the subject and an ability to negate and transcend the ‘given’ state of affairs.
Thus, as Marcuse observes, a kind of antimetaphysical, undialectical and uncritical mode
of approach comes nto existence. This uncritical mode finds its philosophical expression
in positivism and, particularly, in operationalism and contemporary analytic philosophy.

The following chart shows the points of contrast between Marcuse's critical theory and

positivist’s uncritical approach.

“*Douglas Keilner, Herbert Marcuse and the crisis of Marnism, p. 235
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Critical theory Positivism
1. || Critical Rationalism; duality 1. || Total objectivism; assimilation
| of subject and object of the subject into the object

2. || Metaphysical, autonomous subject || 2. | One-dimensional man

3. || Bi-dimensional thought 3. | One-dimensional thought

4. | Critical Rationality 4. || Technological Rationality

Operationalism and behaviorism: critique of positivist paradigms

The conceptual assimilation of the subject into the object i1s made possible by the
positivists through the procedure of translating all that is subjective into the objective,
the internal to the external, the metaphysical to the physical, the conceptual to the factual
etc. The result is identification of reason and reality (essence and appearance, universal
and particular, concept and fact, body and mind etc.) and, practically, absorption of man
into the material world of functional process. The man absorbed into the material reality
has only one-dimension — the positive dimension, by which he can only be a positive
element in the functional process; the second dimension — the power of negativity which
makes him free from the objective reality and thereby enables him to go beyond its given
limits, becomes elimmated. The elimination of the critical reason, according to Marcuse,
1s the part of the process of ‘assimilation’, because the identification of reason and reality
entails the repulsion of the non-‘conformist elements’ — the elements which cannot be
absorbed into the reality -— from the faculty of reason. Technological society in Marcuse's
account, ‘functionalise’ human reason by eliminating its critical content. The result is
“a pattern of one-dimensional thought and behaviour in which Ideas, aspirations, and

objectives that, by their content, transcend the established universe of discourse and
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action are either repelled or reduced to terms of this universe”.*!

According to Marcuse, positivist mode of analysis, especially the operationalist and
the behaviourist mode of approach presupposes the paradigm of technological rationality,
i.e, the pattern of thought which restricts the meaning of concepts to the representation
of particular operations and behaviours. This restriction helps the assimilation process
of ‘technological civilisation’. Marcuse argues that operationalism, behaviourism and the
other positivist-neo-positivist enterprises commonly adopt a rigid empiricist stand-point
in the treatment of concepts. In One dimensional Man, Marcuse gives an elaborate ac-
count of these enterprises with an attempt to highlight their socio-political commitments.
We shall restrict ourselves to Marcuse’s critique of empiricism in the treatment of con-
cepts of both operationalist and behaviourist perspectives, precisely for the reason that
the central concern of our study of Marcuse is to understand the methodological link

between the theory of one-dimensionality and the critique of positivism.

In the operationl point of view, the concept is synonymous to the corresponding
set of operations., Marcuse illustrates this point with an example borrowed from p.W.
Bridgman, the author of The logic of Modern Physics. The logic of Modern Physics,
for Bridgman, is the logic of operationalism. The concept of length, for the physicist
is nothing more than a set of physical operations. To find the length of an object
we have to perform certain physical operations. This is to say that the performance
of certain physical operations is the only way to know the length, and, therefore, the
concept of length involves nothing more than the set of operations by which length is
determined. In line with Bridgman, Marcuse argues that such a perspective restricts

the meaning of concepts to the representation of particular operations and, also, more

‘IHerbert Marcuse, One-dimensional Man, p. 12.
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importantly, restricts us from using “the concepts of which we cannot give an adequate
account in terms of operations”.*? It has become a ‘habit of thought’ in the modern
age, 1n philosophy, sociology, psychology and other fields to eliminate the ‘mysterious
concepts’ from our scientific, rational discourse by showing that no adequate account of

them can be given in terms of operations and behaviours.

Logical positivist’s project of the elimination of metaphysics and the identification of
philosophy with the method of science, according to Marcuse, is an operationalist project.
The verifiability theory of meaning, which insists that the meaningful propositions must
be ‘verifiable’ in terms of objective empirical evidence fundamentally relies upon the op-
erationalist method of restricting the meaning of concepts to the possible representations
of particular operations. Verification is an empirical operation; the concepts of which no
adequate account can be given in terms of this operation are meaningless. Metaphysical
propositions are non-sensical because the concepts they refer to cannot be translated
objectively, verified in terms of objective empirical evidence. In other words, the condi-
tions of meaningfulness of a concept and the condition of its verifiability are identical.
And, hence, that which does not have the verifiability condition and that does not have
a meaning in any possible condition, is a meaningless concept, a metaphysical fantasy

which has to be eliminated from the realm of meningful discourse.

Positivism, thus establishes an identity between meaningfulness and verifiability, a
positive unity between concepts and empirical facts. It makes the assimilation of thought
into the reality, the absorption of the subjectivity into the objectivity possible. This pro-
cess of absorption explicitly entails the repulsion of critical subjectivity, the elimination

of the critical reason which in its content is irreconcilable with reality. Positivist thinking,

425 W. Bridgman, The logic of Modern Physics, p.31, qnoted in Oue-dinensional Man, p. 13.
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therefore, 1s a conformism to the structure of technological society where individuals are
merely the functional elements. The operationalist method of identifying the concepts
with the operational contexts conforms to the ‘functionalisation’ process of technological
civilisation, i.e., the identification of subject with its role of function in the total system.
Marcuse puts it as follows: “To the degree to which the given reality is scientifically
comprehended and transformed, to the degree to which society becomes industrial and
technological, positivism finds in the society the medium for the realisation (and valida-
tion) of its concepts— harmony between theory and practice, truth and facts. Philosophic
thought turns into affirmative thought; the philosophic critique criticizes within the so-
cietal framework and stigmatizes non-positive notions as mere speculations, dreams or

fantasies™.43

The assimilating trend of logical positivism has been carried out by later thinkers
especially by those of analytic school, to its logical extreme, to the form of a linguistic
behaviourism which, according to Marcuse, provided the methodological ground for a
one-dimensional philosophy. The method of behaviourism, in general, is the method of
reducing all that is subjective to the behavioural patterns which are objectively verifi-
able. Linguistic behaviourism is a mode of thought which strives to avoid any kind of
subjectivity, to rule out any subjective valuation and to establish an operationalist mode
of analysis where everything can be translated into operational descriptions and thereby
analysed empirically. It is by all means an objectivist mode of approach as it endeavours
to arrive at an objectivity through the total assimilation of the inner world into the outer
world. Marcuse, thus, assumes that the one-dimensional philosophy of the technaological

world is the philosophy of total objectivismn in which the subject prior to, or separated

“Herbert Marcuse, One-dimensional Man, p.172.
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from the object (reason which shapes and transcends the reality) is an absurd, meaning-
less notion and all that we can talk about ‘the subjective’ is possible only in terms of

operations.

The operationalist tendency can be very well observed in all the projects of contem-
porary positivism, especially and more explicitly, in logical behaviourist’s attack (Gilbert
Ryle’s) on the cartesian notion of mind and in the functionalist’s (Later Wittgenstein’s)
elimination of subjectivity. In covrse of his attack on the concept of mind as the ‘ghost
in the machine’, Gilbert Ryle aims at the elimination of the supposedly non-physical
mental states by reducing them to actual behaviours. This is with the presupposition
that Linguistic behaviour is the way to escape from the ‘dualistic fallacy’. More clearly,
the presupposition is that, our talk about our mental affairs can be reformulated in such
a say that any reference to an inner life would be substituted by a set of dispositional
statements about people’s outward behaviour. Descriptions of mental states, according
to Logical behaviourism, is translatable into the language of behaviours, into an ‘objec-
tive language’. The subjectivity of meaning involved in the mental predicates can then be
discarded outrightly on the ground of the behaviourist thesis that mind is not a ‘private’
entity, a ‘ghost in the machine’, since all that is mental can be translated into physical

and understood objectively.**

The behaviourist tendency of functionalist approach is quite explicit, in Wittgen-
stein’s critique of the notion of private language. All arguments for establishing the

possibility for a private language, according to Wittgenstein, presupposes the cartesian

“4“For the logical behaviorist, when some one is angry this does not consist in some private state,
without physical location, of which he alone can be aware. Rather, to be angry is to behave in a angry
way: to be flushed, trembling, banging the table, or abusive™. Anger, thetrefore is not 1o be understood
as a state of mind, but as a pattern of physical behaviour. Cf The philosophy of Mind, Edited by
Jonathan Glover, p. 7.
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concept of body-mind dualism. Mind-body dualism is evidently fallacious, because, for
him, mental activities cannot be separated from physical behaviour. In order to attribute
subjective experiences of any sort to an individual, Wittgenstein says, there must be cer-
tain grounds on the basis of which it may be done. An expression describing a subjective
experience is meaningful only insofar as we can invoke a set of criteria for its applica-
tion. What is the meaning of the phrase “so and so has toothache™? For clarifying the
meaning of this expression, we must point out certain kind of behaviour, say, holding the
cheek, and holding the cheek in this case functions as the criterion for the application
of the descriptive expression “so and so has toothache™. And if someone asks, “why
toothache corresponds to holding the cheek?”, it can be answered only by referring this
action of holding the cheek as a socially determined convention for the use of the above

expression. 4®

Marcuse does not go to the details of different functionalist theories, or in particular to
the Wittgensteinian model of language, precisely because what matters to his interest is
the methodological foundation of functionalism, that is, the behaviourist method of iden-
tifying mind and body, thought and expression, abstract and concrete etc. Philosophical
behaviourism which restricts the meaning of thought to the representation of particular
behaviour, according to Marcuse, provides the foundation for linguistic functionalism
in general and the philosophy of later Wittgenstein in particular, in which meaning is
identical with the use. The identity of thought and expression implies the identity of
concepts and words or, rather, the assimilation of the concepts into the words. Marcuse
says that once the thought gets identified with expression, concepts is assimilated into

the words, then “the former has no other content than that designated by the word in the

45Cf. Ludwig Wittgenstein, Blxe and Brows Books, p. 24.
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publicised and standardized usage.** The meaning of the concepts, then, is the function,

the use of the words.

As we observed earlier ‘assimilation’ imphes the ‘repulsion’ of the irreconcilable el-
ements of that which is assimilated. To assimilate the concepts into the words is to
eliminate the ‘other’ dimensions of the concepts which are irreconcilable with words.
Thus, Marcuse argues, in the functionalist framework, when the concept gets identified
with the word, the ‘second dimension’ of it gets elimunated. The ‘second dimension’,
according to Marcuse, is the dimension of the historical totality (Universality, abstract-
ness) which is the real content of the concepts, “(Abstractness is) the very life of thought,
the token of its authenticity”.#” The concept devoid of the dimension of the historical
totality, the dimension of Universality, is a false, ‘reduced’ concept. Where these reduced
concepts govern the analysis of the human reality, individual or social, mental or ma-
terial, Marcuse maintins, they arrive at the empiricist dogma of the absolute reality of
the particulars, a false concreteness — a concreteness isolated from the conditions which

constitutes its reality.*®

For a better understanding of Marcuse’s critique of the functionalist treatment of
concepts, it is necessary to have a close view of his notion of ‘concept’ especially, his
perspective that all the cognitive concepts have the dimension of ‘historical totality’. Tt
1s true that Marcuse i1s not very precise on the notion of historical totality, but in a close
view it can be observed that the implicit meaning of it is that of Hegel’s notion of universal
(which makes the particular what it is) and the Hegelian Marxist’s, particularly Lukacs’

concept of totality (as the condition which constitutes the reality of the ‘concrete’.)

““Herbert Marcuse, One-dimensional Man, p. 86.
“Ibid p. 134.
“Ibid. pp. 106-107.
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is a social fact, the essence of which lies in the historical substractum of human praxis
i.e., iIn Marcuse’s account, the ‘historical totality’ of the commodity form. The concept
of commodity, 1n its content transcends the commodity form towards its ‘reabity’ - the
human substractum and, therefore, it has a ‘transitive’ meaning. All congnitive concepts
refer to the historical totality and comprehend the historical content of the facts. Thus,

they have the dimension of historicity, i.e., in other words, the ‘transitive meaning’.

The elimination of transitive meaning is the basic feature of the functionalist mode of
analysis. To eliminate the transitive meaning of the concepts is to repel the recognition
of the factors behind the facts, the comprehension of the historical content of the facts.
To repel the recognition of the historical content of the facts is to dissolve the dialec-
tical tension between the facts and the reality, the appearance and the essence, and to
assimilate the later into the former. As a result, we find a mode of thought which lacks
the dimension of historicity, a one-dimensional language where the concepts are opera-

tional devices; the meaning of the concepts restricted to the representation of particular

operations and thus lacking the historical dimension.

One-dimensional thought and language, according to Marcuse, delimits the universe
of discourse and behaviour into its own preconstructed frame of reference which leads to
conformism. The so called therapautic method of linguistic philosophy which intends to
solve the philosophical problems through the clarification of the correct use of the words,
in the same manner, Marcuse argues, leads to conformism, “the levelling and crippling
of man’s thought, which makes him become the impotent tool of the forces that control
the established functionalist system”.®® The method of analysis in Linguistic Philosophy,

especially in Wittgensteinian formulation, aims at the “correction of abnormal behaviour

*0G.A .Rauche, Contemporsry Phulosophical Allernaiives and the crsis of truth,, p. 29.
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in thought and speech, removal of obscurities, illusions and oddities or at least their
exposure”.’! The removal of obscurities and illusions, as we saw, are nothing but the
removal of transcendental concepts of which there is no adequate account in terms of
operations and behaviours and, for the same reason, which cannot be translated in term
of objective empirical evidence. More clearly, that which purports to be eliminated by
the therapeutic analysis of linguistic philosophy is the non-operational thoughts and
concepts, which are irreconcilable with the immediate facts and, thus, which contradict
the prevailing universe of discourse and behaviour. Evidently, such an elimination, i.e.,
the elimination of the non-conformist thought, as Marcuse argues, aims at an adjustment.
That is, making human reason adjusted to the established universe of discourse and
behaviours, common usage, common sense and conventional thought and behaviour. This
1s more or less similar to the method of a conservative psycho-analyst who strives to cure
the patient whose mind and behaviours do not conform to the terms of the prevailing
social order and make him capable of functioning normally in this world. Marcuse’s
objection to the analytic method in philosophy is that it lacks the dimension of criticism,
the conceptual transcendence of the immediate facts; the function of philosophy being
‘critical’, not ‘therapeutic’. “The philosopher is not a physician; his job is not to cure
individuals but to comprehend the world in which they live — to understand it in terms

of what it has done to man and what it can do to man”.%?

Against the analytic mode of thought, Marcuse defends philosophical thinking which,
according to him, is essentially dialectical and critical. Philosophical thought, in Mar-
cuse's sense, is ‘bi-dimensional’, because it presupposes the dissociation of reason from

reality, the subject from object and thus, the autonomy of subject and thought. It is

S1Herbert Marcuse, Oxe-dimensional Man, p. 170.
21bid, p. 183.
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dialectical, obviously because, the very essence of it lies in the dialectical tension between
reason and reality. Also, it is critical. Because, the autonomous subject or reason pre-
supposed in it is a creative principle which transcends the established universe by using
concepts, norms and values that criticise the established form of life—the form of society
and discourse. The dialectical logic, Marcuse assumes, stands directly opposed to the
logic of analysis, by virtue of its bi-dimensionality, dualistic approach, more concretely
its concept of reason as a creative principle superior to the reality; it substitutes analysis

by criticism, the description of the facts by the ‘transcendence’ of the facts.?

What is to be observed in both Hegel’s and Marx’s systems, according to Marcuse,
is the authentic continuity of the dialectical thrust of the traditional western thought.
Hegel’s celebrated distinction between essence and existence, universal and particular
and his emphasis on the priority of the former over the later, undoubtedly presupposes
the concept of the supremacy of reason. Essence contradicts the existence; the ‘rational
structure’ of being puts its existing structure into question and, thus, being goes under
the conceptual necessity of ‘becoming’. Reason is, here, necessarily critical; it criticises
the existing form of being and motivates movement. Evidently, it is the dynamic principle
behind the dynamic structure, i.e., the historicity of being. Dialectics of being (i.e., the

ontological) turns to be the dialectics of becoming (i.e., the historical). The greatness

33Philosophy, according to Marcuse, has always been bi-dimensional, it developed outside the one
dimensional logic, positivism. The commitment of positivism is to science not to philusophy. The
central concern of western thought has been to demonstrate the antagonistic structure of reality and
to establish reason as the subversive power. In classical Greek philesoply, including Plato’s system,
true discourse is the discourse which reveals and expresses reality as distinguished from appearaace.
Aristotle, according to Marcuse, challenged the distinction between the concept and fact, thought and
reality, and established a different system of logic where reason is not a transcendentel principle supreme
to the reality, but a positive element in it. “It canonized and organised thought within a set framework
beyond which no syllogism can pass-it remained analytics”. It provided the methodological ground for
formalist philosophy, the one dimensional mode of thought. However, bi-dimensional thought, Marcuse
says, remained the central character of western philosophy, which developed alongside and evea outside
the formal logic. Cf. Herbert Marcuse, One-dimensional Man, p. 139.
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of Hegel, Marcuse assumes, lies in this transformation, that is, in his tranformation of

‘dialectics’ into the historical principle, Philosophical thought into critical revolutionary

rationalism.

The critical revolutionary elements of Hegel’s dialectics have been taken over by Marx,
and developed into a critical theory of capitalism. Marx’s thesis that capitalism is a sys-
tem which is bound to perish because of its inner contradictions, and which has to give
way to a higher form of social order that would realize the unactualised potentialities
in the existing social order, according to Marcuse, presupposes the Hegelian distinction
between essence and existence, and the concept of reason as a critical dynamic force. The
contradiction of the capitalist system, in Marx’s sense, is the contradiction between the
essenice and existence, between the true form and the appearance, i.e., the antagonism
between the human productive praxis and the world of products (Labour and value, his-
torical substractum of human praxis and the structure of commodities). Human praxis
constitutes the essence of every social form and, when society fails to satisfy its potential-
ities, its existence is seen to be deficient in relation to its higher potentialities. And, thus,

that society perishes and gives way to a new order, i.e., the new stage of the realisation

of the potentialities of man.**

Revolution 1s precisely this dialectical process of the realisation of human essence.
It 1s an inevitable process; the transition from capitalism to socialism is a historical
necessity since the former entails the possibility of the later in the form of unrealised
potentialities of its labour process, and thus carries the seeds of its own destruction, its
revolutionary transformation. This logic of social change, as Marcuse points out, is the

authentic continuation of Hegel’s dialectical logic, particularly the Hegelian concept of

S4cf Herbert Marcuse, Reason end Revolution,, p. 47.
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essence as the critical dynamic principle.

Methodologically speaking, Marx’s critique of capitalism implies the critique of cap-
italist rationality, i.e., the paradigm of one dimensional rationality the basic feature of
which, as we had seen, is the supression of the historical, critical dimension of thought.
Marcuse’s observation is that this critique is to be understood in a wider sense, i.e., as
a philosophical critique of positivism, involving a dialectical historicist alternative to the
positivist method of analysis. Again, this philosophical critique of positivism is to be
rightly viewed as the continuation of Hegel’s dismissal of the empiricist logic. Hegel's
attack on empiricism, we had discussed elsewhere in detail, is due to its ahistorical ap-
proach towards reality, i.e., its uncritical acceptence of the given facts as the absolute
reality by failing to see that the highest potentialities of facts and their fully realised
essence perhaps do not still exist.>* To put it more clearly, Hegel criticises the metho-
logical failure of empiricism, 1.e., its methodology, prevents to penetrate the appearance
and, thereby, to perceive the other dimension of the reality. In Marcuse's terminology,

Hegel’s, therefore, is a bi-dimensional critique of the one dimensional philosophy.

The elements of a ‘philosophical critique’ of the paradigm of one-dimensional ratio-
nality can be plainly observed in Marx’s attack on the method of analysis of classical
political economy.®® The thinkers of classical political economy; (i.e., Adam Smith, David
Ricardo etc.), according to Marx, attempt to analyse the categories of market economy
merely in terms of the principles which are no way capable of penetrating and reveal-
ing the real ground. Analytic method presupposes the formal logic, the principles of

which restrict themselves from going beyond the formal structure of the facts to their

%5Cf. Douglas Kellner, Herbert Marcuse end the crisis of Marrism, p. 133.
56See, Herbert Marcuse, stxdies in crilical philosophy, p. 4.
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real content. Lukacs, as we had seen in our discussion on the theory of reification, rightly
observes this and recognises the elements of the critique of formal, reified rationality in
Marx’s treatment of the analytic method. Marcuse goes further by arguing that, in the
advanced industrial societies, where the world of objects (commodities) not merely con-
trols the subjective world but absorbs it into its functional structure, and becomes the
only reality — a world without an ‘other’, the paradigm of formal rationality assumes the
extreme form, i.e., the form of functional or technological rationality. Technological ra-
tionality is necessarily ‘formal insofar as’ it does not recognise the ‘content’ as the ‘other’
dimension of the facts, but more than that it is functional, it implies a ‘total objectivism’,
since its presupposition is not the object alien to the subject, or the form seperated from
the content, but the object into which everything subjective is integrated or the form
into which the content is assimilated. The object into which the subject is absorbed as
1ts element is no more a form,; it turns to be ‘real in itself” — the one-dimensional reality.
Positivism of technological society, therefore, according to Marcuse, is one-dimensional

in the strict sense in which 1t presupposes the one-dimensional reality.

It is clear from above that Marcuse follows Lukacs, in attacking the ahistorical, undi-
alectical nature of positivist approach. In this respect Marcuse’s reading of Marx stands
quite close to that of Lukacs. But no way it means that the philosophical positions of
both can be synthesised in a very easy manner. Unlike Lukacs, whose Marxism concen-
trates on the unity of subgect and object, Marcuse lays more stress on the autonomy of
subject or the supremacy of reason over reality. Lukacs’ notion of reification refers more
to a process of alienation produced by the material condition of the capitalist society,
whereas Marcuse’s theory refers directly to the one-dimensional reality of the advanced

industrial societies where the subject gets assimilated into the object, and thus, even the
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validity of the concept of alienation seems to be questionable. For Lukacs the abolition
of alienation is the unification of subject and object. For Marcuse, the negation of the
‘one-dimensional reality’ is the realisation of the duality of subject and object. Con-
sequently, ‘revolution’ in Lukacs’ Marxism is the process towards the realisation of the

unity, whereas in Marcuse’s account, it is the process of the realisation of the autonomy

of reason.

In a close view it can be rightly pointed out that the above points do not indicate
any fundamental difference between Lukacs’ and Marcuse’s non-positivist philosophical
positions. Lukacs’ concept of the unity of subject and object does not, in any way, refer
to ‘one-dimensional reality’, the object into which the subject is assimilated; it is, on
the other hand, the concept of the dialectical mediation —— the dialectical unity where
the subject ceases to be alienated and passive, and becomes active and creative. And,
evidently, Marcuse’s dualism does not imply the idea of a contemplative subjectivity.
On the contrary, it presupposes the principle of creative subjectivity, the supremacy of
thought. Both Lukéacs’ and Marcuse, therefore, fundamentally assume a non-positivist
epistemological position of treating subject as the creative principle, the source not as
the effect. We shall discuss this point more clearly in our concluding chapter. Here, we
shall sum up our discussion of the theory of one-dimensionality by highlighting its major

presuppositions regarding the problem of knowledge and ideology.
Towards an anti-positivist conception of knowledge and ideology

It 1s beyond doubt that, the concept of knowledge implied in Marcuse’s theory of one-
dimensionality is anti positivist. For positivists, as we had seen earlier, true knowledge

scientific knowledge) is objective or object centric; it can never be ideological since
g J
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subject is external to the object and has no contribution over the object. Explicitly,
the fundamental thrust of this approach is to eliminate subjectivity from the realm of
knowledge or, in other words, to ‘de-subjectify’ knowledge. Marcuse confronts with a
new form of positivism which basically engages in the same project of the elimination
of subjectivity, but through a different method — the method of assimilating everything
subjective into the objective. The positivism of technological world, i.e., the new form
of positivism, according to Marcuse’s theory, is more anti-subjectivistic than that of
‘pre-technological world’. Operationalist concept of knowledge is more objectivistic than
classical positivist"s concepts of knowledge. The paradigm of technological rationality as
different from that of formal rationality of positivism, presupposes a total objectivism in
which there 1s nothing cai]ed subjective; subjectivity being absorbed into the objective
domain. The critique of technological rationality, in Marcuse’s sense, therefore, is the

critique of the (total) objectivistic conception of knowledge, the critique of the advanced

form of positivist epistemology.

Knowledge, in Marcuse’s account, is not to be understood merely in terms of the
category of representation, but viewed essentially as the transformative activity which
presupposes the active human agency, the ‘autonomous’ subjectivity. To identify the
subject with the object is to dissolve the autonomy of the subject, and thus to conceive
all that is subjective as dependent on the objective or to treat knowledge as that which is
dependent on the facts. The result obviously is empiricism which pictures knowledge as
an activity that consists of representing the facts as they are, but not of going beyond or
criticising them. To conceive knowledge merely as the reflection of reality is to conceive
consciousness as receptive (to repe!l the critical content of human thought) and to treat

man as a passive being, the product, not the producer. The autonomous subject enjoys
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freedom from the objective world, the freedom which enables it to criticise the world and
transcend it. The concept of autonomous subjectivity is the concept of transcendental,
critical reason. True knowledge is ‘critical’ as it presupposes critical reason which, by its
nature, contradicts the given reality and goes beyond it.True theory is ‘revolutionary’;
its function is to criticise, not to describe, the given world. Explicitly, the idea of cnit-
ical theory, in Marcuse’s sense, is rooted in this epistemological conception, the critical

rationalist conception of knowledge.

The epistemological position that ‘true’ knowledge 1s the critical activity that con-
sists of transcending the world, not merely of describing it, logically follows the thesis
that 1deology, in the sense of false knowledge, is uncnitical and affirmative. In this pre-
cise meaning, the notion of ideology can be identified with the Marcusean notion of
one-dimensional knowledge. One-dimensional knowledge is that which presupposes the
identity of thought and reality and, thus, lacks the dimension of criticism. The unifica-
tion of thought and reality, the assimilation of the subject into the object, as we saw,
implies the repulsion of the critical content of thought and subjectivity. Knowledge, thus
becomes uncritical and ‘objective’; its function becomes restricted to the description of
facts. Thought ceases to be bi-dimensional and negative, turns to be affirmative. A
conformist mode of analysis, which is methodologically committed either to repel the
transitive concepts — the concepts that by their content, transcend the establised uni-
verse of discourse and action, or to reduce them to terms of this universe, comes into
existence. Such an analysis, Marcuse says, *commits itself to a false consciousness, 1U's

very empiricism is ideological™.®?

5"Herbert Marcuse, One-dimenstonal Max, p. 117.
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True knowledge differs radically from ideological knowledge by virtue of its bi-dimen-
sional nature, its capability of going beyond the given state of affairs. Ideology is false-
consiousness; it 1s a form of affirmative rationality which lacks the dimension of criticism
and transcendence. The problem of the distinction between knowledge and ideology thus,
in Marcuse’s sense, is that of the distinction between bi-dimensional knowledge and one-
dimensional knowledge. Explicitly, this formulation is contrary to the epistemological
position of positivist Marxism, especially that of Althusser’s neo-positivism, according
to which ideology refers to the subjective knowledge and true knowledge to ‘the process
without a subject’. What is false knowledge in Althusser’s Marxism becomes authen-
tic (philosophical) knowledge in Marcuse and what Althusser calls as true knowledge
(scientific) becomes ideological for Marcuse. In other words, (Althusser’s) positivist in-
terpretation gets replaced by a non-positivist interpretation, ‘scientific’ Marxism by a

‘philosophical Marxism’.



To be radical is to go to the root of the matter. For man, however,

the root is man himself.
Karl Marx

Chapter - 5

CONCLUSION:
AN EMERGING FRAMEWORK
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In the concluding chapter, we argue that an epistemological synthesis of Lukacs’ and
Marcuse’s theories would provide an adequate framework for a non-positivist Marxist
theory of knowledge. Qur attempt of synthesis is made on the basis of the respective
theories of rationality of Lukacs and Marcuse. We have seen that both Lukacs’ and
Marcuse’s theory of rationality is internally linked to the theory of creative subjectivity.
So, our attempt is to synthesise the systems of both the philosophers on the basis of their

respective theories of rationality and subjectivity.

Lukacs’ theory of rationality is of the nature of a critique of formal rationality. For-
malistic theories, Lukacs argues, imply a paradigm of rationality which is restricted to
the province of appearances, which, by 1ts nature, is incapable of penetrating the ‘given-
ness’ of the facts into their real essence. That is, formalistic enquiries do not go beyond
the given facts, precisely because the fundamental assumpticn involved in such enquiries

is that the reality is that which is given, or, a given fact is real, devoid of any content.

To view commodity as an autonomous fact devoid of any human content, according to
Lukacs, 1s to detach the domain of products from the domain of production. That 1s, to
separate the domain of objects from the domain of the historical substractum of human
praxis, or, to alienate object from praxis. In the system of ‘fetishistic’ production, the
product assumes a non-human objectivity, appears to be an independent fact. Or, from
a subjective point of view, the producer becomes alienated from the product, becomes
a passive subject. The picture of reification, according to Lukacs, is the picture of the
separation of the product from the producer. ‘Reified’ mode of thinking is the formalist
mode of thinking which fundamentally assumes the denial of the concept of object as
the product of praxis and, thereby, the concept of the separation of the subject from the

A
object.
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Objects assuming supra-historical power become the objects of *worship’, that, human
consciousness becomes submissive to the domain of objects. Reason ceases to be the
power of controling the world; it turns to be something controlled by the objects. Thought
becomes a mode of representation of the given facts. It loses its critical content; it ceases
to be an activity of penetrating the immediacy of the facts. Explicitly, Lukacs’ critique
of reified rationality implies a critique of passive subjectivity. Consequently, Lukacs’

alternative paradigm of rationality involves an alternative theory of subjectivity.

Lukacs’ alternative paradigm is a dialectical - historicist one. The fundamental prin-
ciple of it 1s the principle of the dialectical unity of subject and object. The concept of
subject-object unity implies the meaning of the concepts of praxis and historicity. On the
one hand, it means that object 1s not an autonomous fact but the product of praxis, and,
on the other, objects are historical forms, not real in themselves. Dialectical enquiry does
not stop at the level of the perception of the facts, as the sole aim of it is to go beyond
them to the realm of their historical constitution, or, to see them as the manifestations
of human essence. Dialectical historicist paradigm replaces formalism with essentialism,
empiricism with critical rationalism of Hegelian variety. Consequently it replaces the

theory of passive subjectivity with the theory of creative subjectivity.

The question of establishing the unity of subject and object, for Lukacs, 13 a practi-
cal question. That is, such a unity gets established only in a society where man is not
alienated from his labour or, where the objects are recognised to be the manifestations
of human essence. The transition from capitalism to socialism, in Lukacs’ Marxism,
i1s a movement towards the unification of subject and object. Revolution is the move-

ment towards the replacement of the concept of subject-object duality with that of their

dialectical unity.



Marcuse’s theory of rationality is implied in his critique of one-dimensional rational-
ity. One-dimensional rationality, in Marcuse’s sense, refers to a mode of approach specific
to one-dimensional societies where subject is assimilated into the object. It refers to an
extreme variety of formalism, a total objectivism in which object is not a category inde-
pendent of subject but a category which assimilates the subject into itself and becomes
a one-dimensional reality. One-dimensionalism presupposes subject-object identity. It
implies the concept of subject as a mechanical element of the objective system. More
clearly, the paradigm of One-dimensional rationality implies the concept of mechanical
subjectivity. Marcuse’s critique of one-dimensional rationality presupposes a critique of

the theory of mechanical subjectivity.

Marcuse’s alternative to positivism is dialectical philosophy. Dialectical philosophy is
‘bi-dimensional’, that, the paradigm presupposed in it is the paradigm of bi-dimensional
rationality. Bi-dimensional thought understands the dialectical tension between subject
and object. Subject, according to its framework, is a ‘free’ category conceptually prior to
the objective domain. By virtue of its independence from the objective world it assumes
the power of negation, 1.e., the power of criticisin and transcendence. It criticises the

given world, and goes beyond it. This power of going beyond the ‘given’ constitutes the

essence of subjectivity.

The method of bi-dimensional scheme is the method of ‘transcendentalism’. 1t is
against the ready acceptance of the given. The basic thrust of it is to go beyond the
existence to the essence, the existing structure of the world to the ‘rational’ structure.
It is the method of transcendence of the given reality towards the realisation of reason.

Concept of revolution, in Marcuse’s Marxism, is this concept of the transcendence of the

given and of the realisation of reason.
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It can be rightly derived from the above discussions that the fundamental thrust of
both Lukacs’ and Marcuse’s method is that of transcendental humanism, that of the
method of going beyond the given reality towards its ‘human essence’. The obvious
presuppositions of this method are 1) Hegel’s critical rationalism, i.e., the conception of
reason as the power that ‘governs’ reality, and 2) Marx’s philesophy of praxis, i.e., the
conception of man as the being who shapes the reality. Both Lukacs’ critique of reification
of capitalism and Marcuse’s critique of ‘one-dimensionality’ of advanced industrial society
presuppose a critique of the conception of passive, mechanical subjectivity on the one
hand, and of the paradigm of formal rationality on the other. It is true that the paradigm
which is criticised in Marcuse’s scheme is characteristically different from the paradigm
which Lukécs criticises, that, the former is of an extreme variety of formalism. This is
because of the fact that Marcuse confronts with a more complex social situation where
reification reaches its peak — a stage appearing as the ‘one-dimensional reality’. This,
but, does not, in any way, indicate a methodological difference between Lukacs’ and
Marcuse’s respective approaches towards formalism; they both rely fundamentally upon
the essentialist method in formulating an alternative paradigm of rationality i.e., the

paradigm which invarioubly presupposes the idea of free, creative subjectivity:.

The concept of subject-object unity that Lukacs speaks for is not contrary to the Mar-
cusean idea of duality, though it seems to be so. Lukacs’ concept is actually the concept
of a dialectical mediation between subject and object; it does not, in any way, imnply the
1dea of subject-object identity. The very idea of dialectics implies the tension between
subject and object and thus stands against the notion of identity. Marcuse’s criticism is
leveled against the trend of dissolving the dialectical tension between subject and object;

it is against the identity theory, not against the theory of dialectical mediation.
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The basic thrust of Lukacs’ dialectical scheme is to redefine the concept of object as
an essential correlate of human praxis, or, in other words, to view the objective reality as
the human product. Subject and object get mediated in the activity of production. It is
only in a society where subject is not alienated from the object, where man is recognised
to be a free, creative being, the subject-object unity gets established. More clearly, the
essential requirement for the establishment of subject-object unity is the creation of a
situation where the creativity of the subjective domain is recognised. So, to say that
revolution 1s a movement towards the establishment of subject-object unity is to say that

it i1s a movement towards the realisation of the creativitiy of the subject.

It is clear from above that the underlying theme of Lukacs’ Marxism, like that of
Marcuse’s, is the dynamic conception of subjectivity which invalidates, at 2 methodolog-
ical level, the objectivistic mode of theorising of positivism. Positivism is criticised in
Marcuse’s Marxism as a one-dimensional mode of theorising in which the dimension of
subjectivity gets eliminated. Revival of bi-dimensional paradigm, in Marcuse's sense, is
the revival of the dynamic conception of subjectivity. That is actually the revival of a
Hegelian-Marxist paradigm which, on the one hand, acknowledges the creative essence

of the subjective domain, and, on the other, refutes the primacy and the autonomy of

the objective domain.

The theory of creative subjectivity, in both Lukacs’ and Marcuse's sense, as we have
seen earlier, imp'ies the concept of critical rationality. In Lukacs’ Marxism, the paradigm
of critical rationality is the antithesis of the paradigm of reified rationality. Paradigm
of reification implies the procedure of uncritical acceptance of the ‘given’, where as, the
critical paradigm implies the procedure of ‘going beyond’ the immediacy of the facts,

or of perceiving the given reality as the manifestation of human essence. True theory
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involves the paradigm of critical rationality. Ideology is the form of reified rationality;
it is the uncritical acceptance of the ‘given’. Marcuse argues, in the same vein, that
true theory is critical theory. True knowledge is bi-dimensional; it is essentially criti-
cal, that, 1t criticises the ‘given’ and, thereby, goes beyond the ‘givenness’. Ideology is
one-dimensional; it consists merely of representing the facts, not of criticising or going
beyond them. Precisely, both in Lukacs’ and Marcuse’s Marxism, truth is identified
with critical knowledge, and, falsity with uncritical knowledge. The question of the dis-
tinction between knowledge and ideology, in both the systems, is to be understood as a

methodological question of the distinction between critical and uncritical paradigms of

rationality.

To sum up, the epistemological foundation of both Lukacs’ and Marcuse's systems is
provided by the concepts of creative subjectivity and critical rationality, These concepts
are rooted in the conceptual scheme of Hegelian Marxism, particularly, in Hegel’s critical
rationalism on the one hand, and, on the other, in Marx's philosophy of praxis. The
framework that emerges from a methodological synthesis of Lukacs’ and Marcuse’s sys-
tems is a Hegelian Marxist epistemological framework which offers a strictly non-positivist

mode of interpreting the concepts of knowledge and ideology.

In this enquiry, our main thrust was to offer a clear idea of Marxist conception of
knowledge which may be alternatively characterised as ‘dialectical’. Marx's dialectical
scheme, as we have argured, has a strong Hegelian import. To this eflfect, we may identify
two dominant interpretations in Marx. The one is the dialectical interpretation with
having a Hegelian foundation and the other is the positivistic interpretation seeking to
offer a non-Hegelian model of knowledge. We have argued in detail that any talk on

Marx’s conception of knowledge cannot ignore its Hegelian roots. The entire justification
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of Marx’s concept of knowledge as dialectical rests on some of the fundamental ideas
of Hegel’s thought. To deny this will be to deny the real dialectical basis of Marx’s
thought and his characterisation of knowledge. In this respect, one of the major areas of
our enquiry was concentrated largely on the sociological and positivistic interpretations
offered by Mannheim and Althusser respectively on Marx’s thought. It has been shown
that as interpretations these attemnpts have failed, because they did not do justice to the
real content of Marx’s thought. Infact, their interpretations go against the very essence

of Marx’s thought, namely the dialectical nature of Marx’s epistemological scheme.

After showing the basic untenability of the non-Hegelian interpretation of Marx’s
thought we went into the detailed discussion of the Hegelian foundation of Marx’s epis-
temological concepts. Lukacs and Marcuse have become our principal source in the light
of which we offer our explanation. Our motive was to show how, basing on the Hegelian
foundation of Marx’s thought, one could offer a framework for knowledge which was

truely Marxist in nature.
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