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On Hegel’s presence in Lukacs’ Essay. 

Primacy of mediation and the dynamics of the Lukácsian discourse
.

                                                                           Michalis Skomvoulis

[Paper given at a workshop of the Marx and Philosophy Society, London, 6 February 2010]
I. We begin this paper with the premise that History and Class Consciousness is a moment of Lukács’s thought that cannot be reduced either to his early texts or to his later work. If The Phenomenology of Spirit was the French Revolution in philosophy, History and Class Consciousness was perhaps its October Revolution. The particularity of this text owes much to Hegel’s presence in it, by which we mean not only the pages where Lukács refers explicitly to Hegel, but the kind of Hegelianism that Lukács espouses, which we might summarize as the primacy of mediation over immediacy.
 This is to evoke a reading of Hegel that has emerged over the last decades, both from standard Hegel scholars like Dieter Henrich and from independent thinkers influenced by Hegel such as Jean-Luc Nancy and Slavoj Žižek,
 and that seems to be anticipated by Lukács – one that draws on the systematic character of negativity in Hegel’s philosophy. This character of negativity is explicit in the analysis of the activity of reflection in Hegel’s Logic of Essence,
 where it may be understood as a process of incessant deconstruction and reinsertion of points of immediacy. Negativity is not confined, however, to the Wesenlogik; the proof of this is that for all its contextualisation in the logical procedures of the concept, negativity acquires an autonomous character and reappears in the Absolute as, in Hegel’s words, “the turning point of the movement of the Concept. It is the simple point of negative relation to self, the innermost source of all activity, of all animate and spiritual self-movement” (Hegel 1969: 835).

Although his essay seems to have the structure of Hegel’s Logic – Being, Essence, Concept – the ontological mode of Lukács’s thinking brings him closer to the development of the Phenomenology than to that of the System. Pursuing this parallel we ascertain that, as with Hegel in his phenomenological development, Lukács was more interested in the unfolding of the contradictions and the dynamics of a representational structure of the (social-historical) consciousness than in the development of a conceptual system. In the Phenomenology the primacy of mediation is expressed by Hegel through the phrase “tarrying with negativity”
 (Hegel 1977a: 3 and 10), and is linked to the particularity of the concept of presence in this text, which displays, of course, a strong historical connotation (Hegel 1977a: 6-7) and has a bearing on the fact that consciousness becomes aware of the presence of a more and more comprehensible historical objectivity as its own objectivity
. The interesting point here is that negativity appears again in the absolute knowledge of objectivity under the form of contingency (Hegel 1977: 491-492). This, in our view, is why also Lukács makes no unequivocal claims concerning the status of the proletariat as the absolute subject-object of the historical process
, a reticence whose political consequences will be examined below. 

We accordingly close this first section of our analysis with the perhaps provocative assertion that if there is an important difference between the dialectic of Lukacs and that of Adorno (the other great Hegelian of western Marxism), it is that Lukács’s dialectic will be proved to be much more negative. This implies that negativity in Lukács’ dialectic has no need of a general “empirical” reference in order for there to be emphasis on its materialistic character as against Hegelian identity (Adorno 1990: 119-121, 160-161). Whereas for Adorno, in other words, materialism finds its source in what resists identity, for Lukács materialist dialectics are to be situated in what concretely exceeds the immediacy of the identification, resolving it into its mediations

II. 

Our focus in this paper will not be on the first part of Lukács’ essay but, bearing in mind that our point of departure is a previous endeavour (Skomvoulis 2009) to study Lukács’ concept of reification as a framework to value form theory and that this concept makes manifest an essential part of the dialectical dynamic of his discourse, we shall proceed to a brief sketch of the general character of Lukács’ discourse, and the importance of the first part of it.
Lukacs’ discourse is to be situated at an ontological level, not in the sense of a fundamental ontology of the human being, but as a historical ontology, that refers to the fundamental representational structure of capitalism. This ontology can be understood as a ‘spectral ontology’
 (gespenstige Gegenstaendlichkeit) of forms, this being a concept introduced by Lukács himself (years before Derrida!) as early as the second page of his essay
 (GK 171/HCC 83). This spectral ontology is evidently perceived by Lukács’ as the objective construct of a unified consciousness, resulting from capital’s a priori tendency towards unification: « the rise of capitalism was a unified economic hence a - formally - unified structure of consciousness that embraced the whole society » (HCC 100-our emphasis).

 
This conception of course has affinities with the problematic of Sohn-Rethel, but given the strong influence exerted on Lukács’ by the Hegelian dialectic, the train of thought he follows is a dialectical one. The starting point for his analysis is not just the fetishism that ensues from the generalization of commodity exchange but the insight that this generalization is realized in a totality already structured/mediated by capital. 

If this is the case, the point of convergence is not primarily commodity exchange (the commodity being for Lukács more a primeval image: the Kantian scheme of the capitalist society, than a point of convergence
). It is in the abstract organization of time by capital that this tendency towards unification must be sought out – an insight that amounts to a highly original contribution on the part of Lukács
. It is important to underline the fact that already in the first part of the essay, the self-realisation of capital presupposes the subordination of labour (and not of the proletariat, a word that does not appear in the first part
), which is presented as the necessary mediation of capital by its negative other (HCC 93, also see Arthur 2002a: ch.3).

Through the development of his discourse on this spectral ontology of capitalism, Lukacs integrates critically the necessary theoretical representations that this ontology generates. Because of the immanent character of its dialectical exposition, Lukacs is often praised or criticized from many (Habermas and Honneth included)—, as Marx had already been—that he adopts these representations (Weber’s or Simmel’s for instance), when, in reality, what he is doing is their critical location as necessary moments of this spectral ontology.

The ontological character of Lukács’ thought becomes evident from the way that in History and Class Consciousness he exposes not the concepts of the system of capital, but its ontological conditions. His discourse is therefore pre-theoretical in character; he poses the conditions requisite for a theory of capital. It is clear that we have to do not with the Althusserian scheme of a distinction between the theoretical and the empirical object (Althusser and Balibar 1970: 39). We are in fact at a stage that precedes this distinction— constituting its precondition, as it were —calling it the moment of objective ideology
. 

That does not mean that, at least in this period of his work, Lukács is hostile towards such a clearly conceptual account of capitalism.  In many ways he even presupposes it theoretically, but it is not his intention to elaborate upon it at this point. Generally, this theory parallels that of Marx’s Capital, but in other cases he suggests that the very same theory is not fully developed yet. The theory that Lukács has in mind does not seem to be an unequivocally positive theory of capital
, but rather a theory that—as he says most clearly at the end of the essay (GK 353-354/HCC, 207)—should be a structural typology of the different forms and tendencies of the dialectic of capital
. Only such a theory seems to be in a position to integrate the exigencies of content posited by Historical Materialism, the basis for which Lukács wants to re-establish here, in this way transforming historical-ontological discourse into the epistemological criterion for Marxist theory. Developing this discourse, Lukács critically integrates the necessary theoretical representations generated by capitalism’s spectral ontology. Because of the immanent character of his dialectical exposition, Lukács is frequently both praised and criticized— as Marx had been — for identifying with these representations (Weber’s or Simmel’s for instance) when, in reality, what he was doing was critically situating them as necessary moments of this spectral ontology.

In such a way we shed light on the criteria in terms of which Lukács judges bourgeois thought. Two key terms in the text are of assistance here: the first has to do with the word Schranke (barrier) that Lukács uses when speaking of the bourgeois standpoint, emphasizing that the position of the bourgeois class in capitalist ontology prevents it from going beyond certain limits of objective understanding. In making this criticism, Lukács almost always uses the word Schranke, pointing clearly, albeit implicitly, to Marx’s treatment of Aristotle in Capital (Marx 1976:152). Lukács appears thus to be situating his reconstruction objectively beyond the limits of capitalist society, attributing to his standpoint a character in some way transcendent and so passing from a pre-theoretical to a post-theoretical mode of discourse. The second key term pertains to Lukács’ insistence on designating German Idealism classical philosophy, suggesting that he wants to establish guidelines for the expansion of the Marxian critique of classical political economy into a critique of classical philosophy, two modes of thinking that Lukács regards as necessarily complementary.

III. 
Within these parameters we propose to undertake a dense reading of the second and the third part of the essay as an incessant process of reinsertion and sublation of points of immediacy. Beginning with Lukács’ reconstruction of bourgeois philosophy: the ontological intention of this reconstruction is arguably clarified when Lukács affirms that what preoccupies him are the modes of thinking necessarily generated by the ontological structure (Seinsgrund) of reification (GK 212 /HCC 112). Lukács’ idea is that the differentiation of social systems brought about by the transcendental unification of capital results in the appearance in modern philosophy of the ambition for a unified system of knowledge and the simultaneous collapse of this ambition into a series of segmented systems of rationality. Modern philosophy is obliged irrationally to accept a unified content as something contingently given (a motive that Lukács expresses through the important formulation of so-sein, HCC 116/GK, 217).  

Modern philosophy initially attempts to integrate this immediate given, representing it through a universal mathematical language, as indeed Leibnitz sought to do. But this amounts to little more than adapting the given, translating it into its own language, not resolving it (HCC 119). It was to be left to Kant systematically to recognize the presence of the irrational given in philosophy, so emancipating it from its traditional ontological naivety. Lukács’ writing here shows marked influence from Emile Lask’s interpretation. According to Lask, Kant’s innovation was to  transcendentalize Being by transposing it to the interior of the categorical thought, thus imparting a strongly objective character to the categories. Nevertheless, through this transposition of Being into the categories, Kant undoubtedly introduced into the interior of philosophy a temporalized finitude that destroyed the beautiful certainty of the world of ideas. As Lask puts it: “We have definitely finished with the kingdom of non-articulated, uninterrupted intemporality” (Emil Lask 1993: 34). The problem that emerges is that the material content is constantly reproduced inside the theory as an irrational material component (Stoff), impenetrable by the concepts, so defining its own negative limit (Emil Lask 1993: 49)
. It would be imprecise to say that Lukács merely follows Lask’s interpretation; on the contrary, exploiting the crisis introduced into the neo-Kantian paradigm by approaches such as Lask’s, he “plays”, as it were, with the fears of bourgeois philosophy, introducing Hegel to trigger the revolution.
The Hegelian presence in Lukács’ reconstruction of German idealism makes its appearance when alongside Lask’s interpretation of Kant and Fichte he introduces that of Hegel, through the medium of his important early text on the Difference Between Fichte’s and Schelling’s System of Philosophy. It is interesting that Hegel’s interpretation presents similarities to that of Lask. Hegel concentrates his critique on the inability of Fichte to articulate the principle of his system immanently and on his irrational acceptance of an external Anstoss as the stimulus that actuates the actus purus of the Fichtean subject (Hegel 1977b: 126 and 128, also see GK 228/HCC, 123)
. The result of this is that Fichte is unable to conceptualize the hiatus that persists between subjective activity and objective obscurity. The reason is that he avoids mediating explicitly the subjective activity through its negative finite mediations (HCC 126). He is led to an authoritarian practical philosophy that fully accepts the Hobbesian motive of the state which assures the security of isolated property-owning individuals: what Hegel calls the system of “atomism” (Hegel 1977b: 146 and 149). 

Lukács, following Hegel, observes that Kant’s and Fichte’s effort to escape the Hiatus Irrationalis through practical philosophy merely serves to reproduce the contemplative attitude in practical philosophy also, transforming the individual practical standpoint into a procedure for adaptation to the possibilities of action that is predicated on acceptance of the immediate content. The formalistic moral perspective is thus transformed into a type of rational choice of certain given limits (GK 238/HCC 130). The principal meaning of Lukács’ critique of practical philosophy, and indeed that of Kant, is not only its formalistic character but also its insistence on not mediating between purely theoretical and purely practical activity, (GK 243-244/HCC 133-134), thereby indicating acceptance of their common irrational content.
  The Kantian-Fichtean spontaneous subject was the first point of immediacy of classical philosophy. Lukács dissolved it, reducing its antinomical character to a common ground, to cite the formulation of Hegel’s “Logic of Essence”.


The Hegelian strategy of pointing to the antinomies that fall within their common ground acquires clarity with the sublation of the second point of immediacy of classical philosophy: namely the escape through artistic intellectual intuition (HCC, 138). The value of the romantic ambition to elevate intellectual intuition to the status of the absolute lies in its exposure of the irrational element in classical thought and its inability to be mediated through it. The figure of the authentic man, authentic only insofar as he plays freely with the ensemble of his intellectual powers, is nothing more than an inverted and mythologized adjunct to the bourgeois attitude of calculation. (HCC,140). It thus emerges that the romantic perspective of a genuine natural man is the necessary complement to bourgeois irrational rationality
. Both have as their common ground their external mediation from the negative limit of an irrational basis.                         

It was Hegel who was to attempt to internalize this negative limit, introducing the dynamic of historical dialectics into the petrified categories. In Lukács’ conception, the Hegelian dialectic objectively and scientifically abolished the artistic postulate of intellectual intuition. Only Hegel’s dialectic seemed to be in a position to resolve the given content through its transposition into a Logic of the concrete concept as the totality of mediations. The dialectic must be understood in this context as the never-ending procedural ‘fluidification’ (fliessendmachen) of the fixed subject-object relations (GK 257/HCC, 142). If Hegel indeed achieved such an advance, it was because from as early as the Differenzschrift he understood that the rupture imposed by capitalist modernity generates the need for philosophy as modern philosophy’s own mediation with its historical content. Historical becoming overturns the self-subsistence of the isolated moments, relating them to the mediation of the concrete totality. The project of a dialectical logic of the changing contents must find its order-model (vorbildliche Ordnung) in historical becoming (GK 260,HCC, 144). It is here that Lukács, in his interpretation of Hegel, establishes the primacy and the superiority of the Phenomenology of Spirit over the Logic: The negativity of the incessant production of the qualitatively new must from now on be considered not as a limit but as an aim. It is through this “Bacchantic orgy”, evoked in the Preface of the Phenomenology
, that substance is no longer conceived of as a dead Stoff (material), but as a Subject that undertakes its own mediations. Hegel therefore placed the problem of the genesis of the producer of production at the very centre of classical philosophy.  


It is at this point, where the insuperable Schranke of bourgeois philosophy find their strongest expression, classical philosophy resorts to a “conceptual mythology” (HCC 146-147), constituting the third point of immediacy of classical philosophy. For Lukács this corresponds to the passage from the negativity of historical dialectics to the positivity of the Hegelian system. Perhaps  frightened at the spectacle of  his own discovery, the dynamics of historical dialectics, Hegel retreats into contemplation, repressing history and  relegating it to the status of a mere component  of his system. From now on his thought is circumscribed by the notion that history itself has become the irrational negative limit, entering unevenly and disrupting the conceptual purity of his system:

“Genesis, detached from history, passes through its own development from logic through nature to spirit. But as the historicity of all categories and their movements intrudes decisively into the dialectical method and as dialectical genesis and history necessarily belong together objectively (wesensnotwendig) and only go their separate ways because classical philosophy was unable to complete its programme, this process which had been designed to be suprahistorical, inevitably exhibits a historical structure at every point. And since the method, having become abstract and contemplative, now as a result falsifies and does violence to history, it follows that history will gain its revenge and violate the method which has failed to integrate it, tearing it to pieces” (GK, 263-264 HCC, 147-148).

Hegel has no choice but to positivize the presence of history in his system. He, who introduced into philosophy the historicity of capitalist society, not only does not go beyond it but actually produces it a priori. The potential of classical philosophy thus closes in on itself, becoming the transcendental framework of classical political economy
. If Hegel remains thus enclosed within the (Kantian) antinomies, the proletariat’s project will be, by becoming conscious of the particularity of its objective position, to supersede the obstacles of classical philosophy, not by abolishing it but by advancing it (the term Lukács uses is not ”vollenden” but ”fortsetzen”) or even better, by radicalising the Hegelian dialectic of mediations, which means finding the element in  his method that goes beyond Hegel himself. 

Before passing to the particularity of the proletarian position and its possibility for a radical subjectivity, its worth to remark that—as Lukacs shows in the first chapter of the part on the proletariat—the fact that Hegel opened up the field of history enforcing simultaneously his limits on it, becomes also the general limit for the whole bourgeois social science. The later is obliged to accept the determination of the historical content, even under the idealized form of cultural values, but being also dependent on the rigid closure of its concepts is also obliged to isolate the facticity of individual aspects of existing order (the so-sein). This is why it is incapable to perceive “the structural principles and the real tendencies of the objects themselves” (HCC, 155), the whole of its analysis returns finally to the immediacy of the bourgeois’ everyday life. The positive social science being confined to its own society has necessary a tautological-analytical mission: to reaffirm continuously the so-sein (HCC,153). The introduction of this positive immediacy into the proletarian standpoint is after all the conceptual point of Lukacs’ critique to the evolutionary conviction of the revisionist theory, which made her to accept the inescapable of the forms of capital, especially under the versions of its statist and juridical humanism (HCC 195-196). Against this approach Lukacs juxtaposes proletariat’s possibility for a radically negative subjectivity as a break with reification

III.                            

The principal conceptual structure of the third part of the essay differs from that of the second. We do not proceed through a positing of dualities and their subsequent sublation as in Hegel’s Essence Logic but, as in the Concept Logic, through integration in the direction of a more and more concrete totality of mediations. However, under the reading that we propose, the negative dynamic principle of emergence and destruction of points of immediacy is also operative here. Just as the third part of the Logic, pace Theunissen (Theunissen 1978: 61 and 63), is constituted not only positively but also negatively, so there is a similarly critical dimension to the third part of Lukács’ essay. It is precisely (and exclusively) through this negative dynamic that the radical transcendence of proletarian subjectivity is posited against the existing objectivity. 


For Lukács the proletarian standpoint is not one of immediate sensuous rejection of reality (it is not a “scream” against capitalist horror). His critique is accordingly elaborated in opposition to every type of subjective practicism that reproduces the Kantian scheme of reality as a mechanical causality and revolution as the praxis of a subjective “ought” (HCC, 161).  Lukács’ exposition of the proletarian standpoint is based on the objective place of workers in capitalism’s spectral ontology. The differentiating determinant of the proletariat is that it can be defined only through subtraction of any positive content; it can be defined in other words only negatively. For the proletariat the activation of its standpoint is the activation of a negative mediation; one that should be continually reiterated as a continuous abolition of its internal immediate limitations (HCC, 164,170). The proletariat is thus traversed by the key characteristic of the Hegelian concept of the concept: it is evacuated of any positive content, being a negative relation of itself to itself (Hegel 1969: 825). Nevertheless, what is at stake in the case of proletariat is not a conceptual procedure but its real existence, which is defined, as a real abstraction. Against a standard reception of his argument (Heller 1976), Lukács does not seek to bring the subject of needs into the definition of proletarian status, given that it is precisely the subordination of needs to capital that is the culminating point of the proletariat’s negative evacuation, as is indeed argued by Marx himself in Capital (HCC, 165 and Marx 1976: 719)  

The possibility is posited in this way for the proletariat to co-ordinate its potential subjectivity with the negative mediation of capital which, as indicated above, is labour (HCC, 172). For the proletariat the process of becoming conscious also entails a self-cognition of Gegenstandlichkeit. Being itself negated and perceiving the corresponding negativity of this structure, the proletariat posits the possibility of a radically transcendent subjectivity, converting the knowledge of its mediations into a structural transformation of the quasi-objectivity (Gegenstandlichkeit) of knowledge itself (HCC, 163, 169). 


It is at this point of the first immediacy of the proletarian standpoint that a high proportion of the existential and vitalist appropriations or negations of Lukács
 come to a halt in apparent unawareness that he is continuing his dialectic, sublating this immediacy and insisting that the objective social structure provides the proletariat only with the possibility of radical subjectivity. To consider class consciousness as an a priori privilege of the proletariat would mean to return to the mythology of immediacy (HCC 173). Reiterating persistently that objectivity presents itself in the same manner to the proletariat as to the bourgeoisie – both being Träger of the spectrality of capital - evoking the young Marx’s political analysis of the Sicilian weavers, Lukács clearly differentiates his position from any notion of class consciousness as immediacy
, introducing a concept of strategy initially theoretical in character but then explicitly political. 


It is in this part of the essay that Lukács makes most systematic reference to the elements that constitute the specificity of Marxism as a method. The distinguishing feature of Marxist dialectics is, to quote, that “the objects that are viewed as aspects of the development of society, i.e. of the dialectical totality, become fluid: they become parts of a process (Prozesswerden)” (HCC 175/GK 305)
. Marx developed a scientific theory based upon this method and culminating in the  –admittedly overdetermined - concept of tendency as rupture with reified facticity (HCC, 183-184)
, laying bare the dynamic mediations in the tendencies that point towards qualitative change.  This method evidently implies neither an ancient Heraclitian nor a modern Bergsonian metaphysical primacy of becoming. Instead, basing itself on thematization of the real processes of capitalist society, the dialectic emerges out of the historical objectivity of capitalism itself (HCC, 177, 180). The Marxist/proletarian perspective thus explicitly posits the upheaval and the violence in capitalist society that for the bourgeoisie remains implicit and natural: it projects thus social life as a domain of class struggle. This ontological interconnectedness between Marxist theory and capitalist reality appears at the same time as the second point of immediacy in the proletarian standpoint and amounts to the perception that reification could be dissolved if reduced to a matter of human relations.


This point of immediacy would also prove short-lived:  Lukács sublates it through his very important critique of humanism. He introduces this critique in a carefully structural formulation, writing 

“[the] particular forms are not immediately connected with each other either by their simultaneity or by their consecutiveness(synchrony/Gleichzeitigkeit) . What connects them is their place and function in the totality and by rejecting the idea of a ‘purely historical’ explanation the notion of history as a universal discipline is brought nearer” (GK 322/HCC 186). 

This passage introduces us, simultaneously, to the very essence of Lukács’ critique of bourgeois humanist relativism, namely the perception that it is not relativist enough
. Its perspective relativizes objectivity, reducing it to the human subjects, but does not relativize the human subject itself or, to put it in Hegelian terms, does not mediate itself with itself negatively
. Historical dialectics establishes a totally new situation insofar as for Hegel the aim of dialectic has become not just the relativization of  objectivity, but change in  the forms of its production, meaning also a change of function for the terms “absolute” and “relative” (HCC, 189). For this reason a materialist anthropology like that of Feuerbach cannot be regarded as anything more than a first approximation to the way Marxism thinks of the human. To this materialist anthropology of Feuerbach Lukács counterposes the idea that for the Marxist dialectic humans are to be understood as agents qua objects, reminding us that the cognitive standpoint of the proletariat is expressed not in human being, but precisely in human non-being, the definition of its identity as negative, that can be defined only through concrete historical presence
. Nor can the mediatory character of the proletarian standpoint be conceived in reality through a revolutionary utopian humanism such as that of Ernst Bloch which “claims” the liberation of the human as the realization of his or her pre-given essence, forgetting that “human being” is nothing more than the abstract mythological entity of the fundamental ideological structure of capitalism
 (HCC, 192-193). 


If Lukács opposes every humanist definition (utopian or revisionist) of the revolutionary subject, what is the subject he counterposes to such conceptions? His answer is: “Only the class can relate to the whole of reality in a practical revolutionary way. (The ‘species’ cannot do this as it is no more than an individual that has been mythologized and stylised in a spirit of contemplation.)” (HCC, 193). It is here for the first time that he introduces the politically concrete character of the concept of class. On this basis in the final section of his essay Lukács elaborates a program of practical theory (HCC, 205) outlining the way that the political consciousness of the class can be posited. This practical theory is simultaneously a theoretical practice (HCC 202) that should be in a position to replace the fundamental theoretical attitude of capitalism, which is the Kantian dualistic Vorstellung (Abbildlichkeit, writes Lukács, GK344/ HCC, 201). It is crucial to underline that all four points of the practical theory elaborated by the Leninist Lukács converge in the sublation of the essay’s ultimate immediacy, which is the consciousness of the proletariat itself. Evoking the idea of the “educator that must be educated” (HCC, 208), Lukács points beyond the limits of his essay, projects already the party as the political form (HCC 330) of class consciousness and the pure mediation of the revolutionary moment., manifests once again the primacy of mediation over immediacy.  

� I would like to thank Andrew Chitty and Meade McCloughan for their invitation. 


� At the end of the seventies a group of French Hegel scholars undertook a reading of the Science of Logic based on the concept of  “processuality”; their reflections, from which this phrase is taken, may be perused in Biard Joel/Buvat D./ Kervegan J.-F./ Kling J.-F.1987: 515-535. We shall see later the importance of “processuality” in Lukács’s account of dialectics.


�On Henrich’s interpretation see particularly Henrich 1974, see also J-L. Nancy 2002 and S. Zizek 1993: 125-161.


� Hegel 1969: 391, also see the definition of the negative that Hegel gives in his treatment of the determinations of reflection (Hegel 1969: 433). The “economic” character of the paragraphs in the Encyclopaedia Logic, provide a good résumé of the position of the strictly (schlechthin) negative in the Essence Logic, see Hegel 1991: §120, p. é188.   


� Later in the Preface this point takes the form of the “labour of the concept”, Hegel 1977a: 43


� “Not until consciousness has given up hope of overcoming that alienation 'in an external, i.e.. alien, manner does it turn to itself, because the overcoming of that alienation is the return into self-consciousness; not until then does it turn to its own present world and discover it as its property, thus taking the first step towards coming down out of the intellectual world, or rather towards quickening the abstract element of that world with the actual Self ”, Hegel 1977a: 488


� In philosophical readings of Lukács’ text one very frequently encounters the idea of the proletariat as a Fichtean hyper-Subject, see Rockmore 1992: 114. 


� Our main reference on the spectrality of capital is Chris Arthur’s approach, C. J. Arthur 2002a: ch. 8. It is evident that the source here is the Wertgegenstaendlichkeit of Marx’s theory of fetishism (Marx 1976: 165-166). 


� References to Lukacs’ text are provided as follows: HCC (History and Class Consciousness, Merlin Press, 1971). When a German term is employed we also cite the German edition as GK (Geschichte und Klassenbewusstsein, Studien über marxistische Dialektik, Luchterhand, 1970)


� Lukacs defines commodity as the Urbild (original representation) of capitalist society and later the structure of this society as Aufbau. We cannot here discuss the complementarity of these terms.


� It is this factor of abstract temporality in capitalist production that diverts Sohn-Rethel into his  Kantian approach. See the critique in Postone 1993: 178-179.


� In contrast to the critique of N. Poulantzas, according to which the proletariat is from the beginning present as the generic Subject of History (Poulantzas 1982[1968]: 213 and 218)


� We are in total agreement with A. Feenberg’s point that reification does not imply any theory of ideology as false consciousness (Feenberg 1981: 71). We nevertheless prefer to link the concept to the idea of an “objective ideology” and not to the much more neutral term of “culture”, which in our view glosses over the element of domination underlying reificatory mediation.


� The view of the commodity as a means of identifying calculable units (of labour or utility) is in any case a prerequisite for every positive economic science, whether classical, neoclassical or “Marxist” (see on this point his important critique of Tugan-Baranovsky HCC 104-105). 


� Works such as those of M.Williams-G. Reuten 1989 and M. Postone 1993 might be regarded as attempts to articulate a non-positive structural dialectical theory of capitalism. 


� It was Kant himself who introduced explicitly the idea of a “negative limit” in his chapter on the distinction between Phenomena and Nooumena: “The concept of a noumenon is therefore merely a boundary concept, in order to limit the pretension of sensibility, and therefore only of negative use.” (Kant 1998: 350, A255/B311)


�Traces of this criticism of Kant and Fichte are to be found later in the Phenomenology of Spirit, (Hegel 1977a:140-145).


� Lukács sees Fichte’s late Wissenschaftlehre as the culmination of this trend.


� Lukacs’s thought on this point is consonant with Marx’s comments on romanticism in the Grundrisse, K. Marx 1973: 162


� Hegel 1977a: 27 see also 34.


� Lukács’ later interest in the internal relation of the development of Hegel’s dialectic to political economy, and in the insuperable limits of a “Hegelian” economic theory, seems to have had its origins here. See Lukács 1975: 365-397.


� Such vitalist conceptions inform, for example, Stedman Jones (Jones 1977) rejection of  Lukacs’ argument.   


� “the reason why its logic does not permit it to remain stationary at a relatively higher stage of immediacy but forces it to persevere in an uninterrupted movement towards this totality, i.e. to persist in the dialectical process by which immediacies are constantly annulled (aufhebenden)  and transcended” (HCC 174/GK 303)


� For an excellent account of the Hegelian process of totalization that sheds useful light on Lukacs’ approach see Lebrun 1972: 346-347.


� “Thus only when the theoretical primacy of the ‘facts’ has been broken, only when every phenomenon is recognised to be a process (Prozessartige eines jeden Phanomens), will it be understood that what we are wont to call ‘facts’ consists of processes” (GK 319/HCC, 184)


� On this point see S. Zizek 2002: 174.


� On this point also see Hegel’s critique of the Kantian ‘I’ in the Logic, Hegel 1969:778-779 


� “And as this non-existent man is to be made the measure of all things, the true demiurge of history, his non-being must at once become the concrete and historically dialectical form of critical knowledge of the present in which man is necessarily condemned to non-existence. The negation of his being becomes concretised, then, in the understanding of bourgeois society.” (HCC, 190)


� For Hegel it is only in the context of bourgeois civil society that one may speak of  a “human being”, Hegel 1991b: § 190, p. 228.





