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Abstract

Herbert Marcuse’s early essays and reviews writtieie under the tutelage of
Martin Heidegger continue to suffer a poor recaptieven the most sympathetic of his
critics widely focus on either his deviations frexisting Marxist orthodoxy, or his
failure to demonstrate the commensurability of M&rxand existentialism. Although
both these concerns highlight important problemglancuse’s work, this narrow focus
of Marcuse scholarship neglects essential aspébis early thought and tends to draw
too hasty parallels between Marcuse and Heideddes.thesis therefore attaches greater
weight to Marcuse’s own reception and understandfragbroader cross section of the
concurrent intellectual milieu — particularly lateeteenth and early twentieth century
debates as to whether idealist philosophy is ptatabsocial science. | argue that by
foregrounding Marcuse’s early work against the bacf of neo-idealism better
illuminates Marcuse’s concern with what types aftirclaims inform political action,

and how one might assess the validity of thesenglai
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1. Introduction

As is now widely acknowledged, key concepts in Magis more well-known
mature work are already germinal in the essaysemriinder the study of Heidegger, but
his Hegel commentary which he had presented addbdtationschrift, Hegels
Ontologie und die Grundlegung einer Philosophie @eschichtlichkeitpccupies a
unique position in his individual intellectual démement as a part of the ongoing process
of elaborating a cohesive sociological vision fog fyoung scholar. The still nascent idea
of a “Critical Theory,” which is now synonymous wilMarcuse’s colleagues at the
Frankfurt School, had yet to wait until 1937 todaéned by Max Horkheimer in
‘Traditional and Critical Theory’, the same yean#sen Marcuse had first given any
independent treatment to analogous concerns i®hiksophy and Critical Theory'.
IndeedHegels Ontologiés part of a still continuing clarification of homaterial and
theoretical worlds of economic, political and sbeigperience are constantly and
mutually implicated in one another. In this respdotHabilitationschriftis a microcosm
of the development of the thought of the young Maecat the cusp of the transformation
of the social sciences in the early twentieth agntu

However, Marcuse’s work, concurrent to and inclgditegels Ontologie
continues to suffer a poor reception. The initgation to his work of this period ranges
from rebukes against his deviation of orthodox Nkrxto silence, and subsequent

phases of Marcuse’s reception are no more symgatoehis early phase Moreover,

! Rayman (2005) offers a competent overview of goeption of Marcuse’s early work. For a shortemaiesv of the
most acerbic early reactions to Marcuse’s essattseofite 20’s and early 30’s , c.f. Piccone andimi€1970, 41 fn.
18).
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the most recent bibliography of Marcuse’s work fieas a number of omissions of his
important early essaysand although these have been collected in Gevnlames of
his work (Marcuse 2004), Anglophone scholars haeess to only an incomplete
version of his corpus from this perfbdwith respect tédegels Ontologieonly recently
have Anglophone commentators come to appreciateatlegitimate contribution to
Hegel scholarship, (Dove 1989; McCarthy 1988; Rid#88) and although English-
language scholarship has been growing since thé B88habib translation, scholars
interested in Marcuse’s work overwhelmingly focushos more popular work of the
1960’s. Indeed, even in its native tongue, the s@cderman edition dflegels Ontologie
was published almost a decade after the heightastte’s popularity, with only limited
scholarly attention (19 citations in tofal)

The somewhat acrimonious remark in Reutledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy
captures this attitude quite succinctly: Marcuse ‘teandured a brief moment of notoriety
in the 1960s when his best-known boGkie-Dimensional Mal964), was taken up by

the mass media as the bible of the student rey@Hflinicos 2000, 525)Scholars have

2 The Nordquist (2000) bibliography only includestlzse’s early contributions Bie Gesellschafthat have been
subsequently translated (before the publicatioth@bibliography, and thus omitting those subsetiyémcluded in
Abromeit and Wolin’s collected volundeideggerian Marxisnfi2005] — c.f. fn. 3), with the exceptions of “The
Sociological Method and the Problem of Truth” (Mase 1990) and “On the Critique of Sociology” (Masell992).
3 Moreover, the initial English translations of kiarly work have often been of poor quality. Asioeni the frequent
typographical errors and awkward renderings of Ms&ts prose, the initial translations publishe@@os(Marcuse
1969; 1971) feature frequent mistranslations. Alibrand Wolin's collected volumideideggerian Marxisni2005) is
much better in this regard, although it still omBesprechung von Karl Vorlander: Karl Marx, seiaden und sein
Werk’ (1929); ‘Zur Wahrheitsproblematik der soziologisntMethode’ (1929a, although this essay was intezmnly
translated and reprinted c.f. Marcuse 1990); ‘Tzangentaler Marxismus ?’ (1930a); ‘Besprechunghitermann
Noack: Geschichte und System und System der Ppids0(1930b); ‘Zur Auseinandersetzung mit Hansyere
Soziologie als Wirklichkeitswissenschaft’ (193Bur Kritik der Soziologie’ (1931a, also reprintadermittently, c.f
.Marcuse 1992), and ‘Das Problem der geschichtidh@klichkeit’ (1931b).

4 According to Google Scholar. Moreover, as Raynsaows, this is concomitant with the declining ietrin
Marcuse from 1976 onwards (the most scholarshimarcuse appeared from 1969, with twenty articlegiews, and
books referring to Marcuse, to 1976, where onlyafifear). Throughout the entire 1980’s, scholarshiMarcuse
declined from 156 in the 1970’s, to 100 in the 198005, 167 fn.1)
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been keen to point out that Marcuse’s popularitshan60’s is in part due to the fact that
he shared little of the cynicism of his FrankfuchSol colleagues about political action
and much of the scholarship concerned with hisyeaork has been occupied with
demonstrating to what degree, if at all, his stsidieder Heidegger are responsible for
this attitud&. However, it is curious that this has not concamtty provoked more than
passing interest in Marcuse’s early understandfraphitical judgment; if Adorno et al
were less optimistic about the prospects for rddicallenges to existing power
distributions, it is certainly in part due to thiss-than-sanguine evaluation of the

capacity for judgment.

5 This is typified by Habermas’ contention thathaligh

Marcuse claimed negation to be the very essenttendiing — as did Adorno and Horkheimer; but the
driving force of criticism, of contradiction andrest carried him well beyond the limits of an aation of
unnecessary mischief. Marcuse moved further ali¢adlid not hesitate to advocate, in an affirmatheod,
the fulfillment of human needs, of the need for esetved happiness, of the need for beauty, ofékd for
peace, calm and privacy.” (Habermas 1988, 3)

5 Although Kellner (1985) is suspicious of any ovetdng continuity in Marcuse’s thought, he neveltss maintains
that throughout his work, Marcuse "preserved thssgital role of the philosopher as someone whorisarned with
what is important in human life" (366); Schoolma®80) contends that Marcuse is overall concernél tive
individual and radical praxis; Jay (1982) locatss tendency in his theory of remembrance; Pic@meDelfini
(1970)argue that Marcuse always remained an existerntiRligpin (1988, 86-87) in contrast, argues thatddse
never quite abandons his positions about histgrigihis early work, and such a continuity is recsiagble in the
pessimism oDne Dimensional Man

’ Although it would be a misnomer to say that teisdency has been ignored completely, studies st tend to
focus on the decisionism of ‘Contributions to a ®dreenology of Historical Materialism’. Schmidt (B)8&onsiders
precisely this aspect of Marcuse’s early thougltitoagh he concludes that his early understandinmplitical
judgment was ultimately a failure. Among his cigios, he contends that “Marcuse does not investigatre closely
the subjective and objective conditions of the @taiian revolution, just as he avoids going intostantive questions
raised by Marxian social theory” (53). Howevelisitinfair to so readily dismiss this aspect of Miaes thought,
especially because it is incompatible with the wetrdar of ‘subjective and objective’ conditiongl{gcuss this in
section 2). Rather, claims about Marcuse’s undedstg of judgment and the ‘radical act’ shouldetakto account
Marcuse’s arguments about what kind of knowledgeésupposed by political judgment, and how onehinig
recognize this knowledge to be valid. Although Sidits analysis is among the more attentive andfoastudies of
Marcuse’s unsympathetic critics, the incompatipitift Marcuse’s early work and any number of Mangsma
familiar theme in the literature, c.f. Rayman 20Bfpin (1988), in contrast, explicitly considehng aspects of validity
and judgment in Marcuse’s thought, and | discussrtierpretation in section 3. Jay (1982) consitlessrelationship
within the confines of the concept of ‘recollecticalthough his discussion of Marcuse’s early wisrkmited.



This academic silence, however, is understanddble narrowly social
dimension of such problems tends to be obschyearguments well outside of the
purview of social science - his primary focus dgrthis period is with outlining a more
‘concrete’ foundation for truth claims about scierand society, particularly by
furnishing an ontological explanation of ‘histotici Although the disciplinary
conventions of social science, and more narrovdgiaogy, were by no means settled
during the Weimar period (Lepsius 1987), the faat Marcuse believes it necessary to
defer to ontology is likely for many reason enoaglexpel his early corpus into the
realm of mere historical curiosity. While it migb#em anachronistic to accuse Marcuse
of not anticipating the anti-foundationalism ofdasocial thougfif any defense of
Marcuse’s early position must admit that the reasonMarcuse’s recourse to ontology
are not entirely self-evident either. Besidesrtbelogisms he borrows from both Hegel
and Heidegger, the seemingly antediluvian of Magtuearly project is further
compounded by the fact that his only book of theqgak his Hegel interpretation, deals
with facets of Hegel's thought long abandoned lmgéhwishing to rescue Hegel's
contemporary relevance. Moreover, his reading ajdHes ‘creative’ at best, and
Marcuse himself acknowledges that he wildly depiaois the letter of Hegelian
philosophy.

| argue that foregrounding the problem of politiggigment better illuminates the
reasons why, in contrast to his more well-knownkvoom Reason and Revoluti@nd

onward, his work as a student of Heidegger takemktineory to be subordinate to

8 As Bernstein (1988) has done in his rebuke agaistuse for failing to “develop a dialogic conceprationality”
(26).
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philosophy, and moreover, the political stakestdripreting Hegel to have an ontology.
Indeed Marcuse’s lofty goals make more sense aghiedackdrop of ‘the crisis of
Marxism®as well as concomitant questions associated wéttichndation and validity of
political judgment- a question hotly contested barise’s contemporaries, as it is now.
A major theme of his early work - for the preseuatgmses, beginning with his 1929
review ofldeologie und Utopi¢o Hegels Ontologién 1932° - is that knowledge of
historical tendencies (particularly a knowledge abhivould approximate a Marxist
understanding of these tendencies) is in some wangsessary precursor to radical
political action. This of course raises questionswt whether the conditions of the
validity of a judgment and those of social inquiegt upon the same ground. Even
despite the hindsight afforded to contemporaryadhiought by the collapse of the fact-
value distinction, we are accustomed to distingagibetween specific norms for

judging and conventions which best allow us to dagesome degree of empirical

9 Douglas Kellner likewise interprets Marcuse’s wislbe a response to the ‘crisis of Marxism’ (198888). Kellner
goes as far as to argue that “Marcuse’s entirergtiieal project” is to “reconstruct Marxism to takecount of these
developments [that put into question aspects okMartheory]”. He conceives of Marcuse’s earliestagys to be a
response to the “existential’ and ‘personal’ dirsiem lacking in Marxism” (1988, 172; c.f. 1985, 98hd in turn
found Heidegger to provide a philosophical founolafior Marxism. This is only true in the most roabout sense.
Although Kellner is correct in pointing out - as Mase himself does (c.f. Marcuse 1969, 12)- thatcMse believes
Heidegger to provide a philosophical foundationNtarxism, this ‘crisis’ is less about the inabiliy Marxism to
come to terms with individuality, and more so wiitle practical problems associated with privilegimgumspective
over experiential knowledge. | explore this tendeimcsection 1. Further, Marcuse is careful to aitsate himself from
any uncritical notion of individuality, especiaily his review work (c.f. Marcuse 1930, 1931, 1931aliscuss this
further in sections 3 and 4. Kellner’s misinterptin is attributable to the broader trend of Marcinterpreters being
poor readers of Heidegger; Kellner for instancéevek that Heidegger is interested in “universahscendental
conditions” of values and ways of life (1988, 173).

Jacoby (1971, esp. 19-23) also situates Marcusefy work within a ‘crisis of Marxism’, although daby is narrowly
concerned with the ‘automatic’ Marxisms of the Setand Third Internationals.

Piccone and Delfini (1970: 41) place Marcuse’s gsseder Heidegger within the context of ‘automdiarxism’,
although they likewise argue that Marcuse’s fag@mawith Heidegger is a response to the interedates of
‘Western Marxism’ as well.

10 Although Marcuse wrotelegels Ontologién 1930 (its publication only appears in 1932), phesent work is
concerned with Marcuse’s essays written until 1@3@rder to include the important essays writted931 (most
notably, the second installment @glum Problem der Dialekti@vlarcuse 1931c).
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veracity. Among the claims that | want to advargthat Marcuse had conceived these to
rest on identical philosophical suppositions; theracity’ of a proposition about a social
condition, for instance, is measured analogousjydgments based more explicitly on
norms.However, this in turn raises questions as to “hewhe ‘truth’ of the fundamental
Marxist theses to be proven? To what an extenthase theses valid? And where must
the critical analysis dealing with these questibagin?” (Marcuse 1969, 12). The
immediate reception of Marcuse’s work has gene@lycurred that he had failed to
cogently respond to this problem, questioning weeths project was either tenable or
desirable - Marcuse himself later voicing analogdogbts about the enterprise (Marcuse
and Olafson 1988, 96). | readily concede to Marsusen self-criticism, although
ultimately 1 am not especially interested with exaing the plausibility of Marcuse’s
approach, nor with bringing to light a new probleamnthe intellectual development of
existentialist or phenomenological Marxism. Rathexplore how Marcuse understands
the relationship between how one can come to kmoader historical ‘truths’, and how
one ought to act on this knowledge. Certainly judgtrand the validity of Marxism is a
political problem, and a particularly acute onsittiated against the backdrop of Soviet
dogma. Nevertheless, | doubt that reading Marcusight of the problem of judgment
might vindicate his anachronisms. Moreover, | ampsical as to whether Marcuse
scholarship can benefit from yet another studygpasing his work to the dogma of the
Second and Third Internationals — excellent studi¢his sort already exist. Rather, |
argue, Marcuse’s understanding of judgment is rsalient to the context of neo-
idealism, especially that of the heterodox left ahthe emerging social scientific

conventions.



By ‘idealism’, however, | do not narrowly mean thistorical iterations of
idealism which would be familiar to Marcuse, begngwith Berkeley, German
Idealism, and the subsequent idealisms of the tethntentury, as in the instance the
Marburg and Heidelberg schools. Rather, | takelisi®ato describe broader intellectual
phenomena concerned with deriving the conditionsadbitlity -as well as concomitant
methods for discerning what might be philosophycall sociologically valid -
independently of the socio-historical reality whérese judgments of validity occur,
while still rejecting any mind- or- discourse-inégplent ‘truth’ (therefore distinguishing
it from positivism). In more succinct terms, thendbe understood as validity claims
based on the identity of thought and being. Thas;idian Rose (1981, 2-48) and
Andrew Arato (1974) argue, figures as diverse ab&/and Durkheim are susceptible to
charges of neo-Kantianism because they implicitgspppose that the general conditions
of validity are contingent on a purely contemplatsubject’. However, neo-Kantianism
is not especially useful nomenclature for the preseudy. While the thinkers and
problems Marcuse is responding to might well beeusidod to be ‘neo-Kantian’ in Rose
and Arato’s sense, the term is sufficiently braaéncapsulate ideas which trace their
lineage to any one figure of post-Kantian idealigmthis respect, though correct, ‘neo-
Kantian’ is too awkward a category to describe,fstance, facets of Hegel's thought or
subsequent Hegelians like Dilthey; in this respkeat,oid using the term in order to
distinguish between the phenomena of neo-idealisme foroadly, and Marcuse’s

contemporaries who advocate a more narrow neo-&aistn (for instance, Max Adler).

11| concede that this is an especially reductivendees of both Rose and Arato (which is to say noghof Weber and
Durkheim), who both give detailed overviews of Hagiations of subsequent iterations of neo-Kansiami
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Moreover, the term ‘neo-Kantian’ is ultimately toonfusing to use with respect to
problems of judgment alien to the arguments advéiic&ant’s third critique - for
instance, Lukacs’ more Fichtean tendencies (Ja¢,1885-107; 115F.

This thesis consists of four major sections. Sec®alarifies further what is
presently meant by ‘idealism’ in order to estabbisparadigm for evaluating the
development of themes elaborated concurrent tavthieng of Hegels Ontologiegas well
asHegels Ontologi@roper. As a student of Heidegger, Marcuse wrateraber of
review essays concerned with pointing out the Brtotexisting understandings of social
scientific validity and political judgment. As | ivattempt to demonstrate, these critical
reactions to both Marxist (Adler, Landshut, Vorlénd_ukacs) and non-Marxist
(Mannheim) thinkers highlight a set of consistémmes which preoccupy Marcuse
during this period. Rather than providing a compredive exposition of Marcuse’s
polemics against the neo-Kantians, | intend to we&r Marcuse’s own understanding
about the deficiencies of the social thought ofdaistemporaries, and moreover, how
some of these are prevalent in neo-Kantianism &dgophical Marxism more broadly.

Despite the fact that Marcuse’s work cannot beiced to any of the existing
Marxisms of his contemporaries (‘automatic’, ‘sdiéa’, or otherwise), it is worthwhile
to note that Marcuse conceived of himself to bekmgy well within the tradition of
Marxism, if only restoring the philosophical grouoldscured by subsequent interpreters

of the historical Marx. Thus, at least prelimingrik ought to be pointed out that he held

12 |t must however be frankly admitted that Marcusedelf never categorizes these thinkers under éinaér of
‘idealism’ (although certainly points to commonigit between them), and thus the notion of ‘idedljmmsently used
is shorthand for a number of features common toraber of conflicting theories, which will be elabted in the
subsequent section.
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certain Marxist— albeit heterodox- propositions @iiustorical development and
production to hold true (or at least that thesetrho&l true in order to assert the validity
of Marxism). However, this raises a number of gioastabout how one can take these to
be more valid than any theoretical alternativepeemlly considering that existing
models of social scientific demonstrability arequeled from the outset. Marcuse
himself attempted to answer these questions, iresmnflicting and ultimately
incommensurable ways. Nevertheless, Marcuse’s gssaler the influence of
Heidegger betray a vision of what he takes to fe@m@ect’ approach to historical
materialism. Section 3 will therefore focus on higarcuse attempts to do diverge from
the Marxist appropriations of idealism in his essegncurrent télegels Ontologieln
short, this section will address one of Marcuseist@al preoccupations of his early
period, namely the validity of Marxism. Largelfjg section will be concerned with
elaborating upon Marcuse’s attempt to answer thasstions by recourse to an analysis
of ‘historicity’. BecauseHegels Ontologigs not explicitly political (and moreover, is
expository), whereas his other work is especialgopcupied with the political
dimension of method, this essay will consequentpl@e and anticipate the social
gravity of the idea of ‘historicity’ developed imstHabilitationschrift

Section 4 directly engages wittegels Ontologigroper. InHegels Ontologie,
Marcuse attempts to remedy the insufficiency oalide thoughwith an analysis of
‘historicity’. In a rather free interpretation ofegel, Marcuse attempts to demonstrate that
Hegel himself, through outlining the philosophit@indation of ‘historicity’, had
implicitly rendered — what is popularly understdode his philosophy - the identity of a

subject and their self-understanding in history] by extension the privileged insight
9



into the Absolute, as philosophically untenable.atMidarcuse means to show is that
Hegel had already laid the foundations towardsdea pf historicity whereby human
activity cannot be understood at all through aneapfo the whole of hitherto history.
Indeed, the censure of his early work may be in @#nibuted to his refusal to capitulate
to existing understandings of the problem of how knows, especially among the more
philosophically-oriented Marxists capable of makssnse of the dense proseHgigels
Ontologie As Robert Pippin suggests (1988, 69), Marcusg&pretation of Hegel was
received with broad indifference by his contempiesawho would subsequently be
called ‘Western Marxists’ because, unlike thos@\whd returned to Hegel to broaden
the understanding of suem vogugohenomena as alienation, for instance, Marcusedfou
them to be theoretically untenable. In fact, Maecoeeans to show that Hegel's own
work is paradoxically incommensurable with the ig#gresuppositions of these
notions. Such concepts are, of course, local artacolar epistemology, and | suggest
that Marcuse’s idiosyncratic reading of thegic in Hegels Ontologiés meant to provide
a bulwark against these idealist suppositions abotit the validity of political judgment
and social scientific inquiry; in short, Marcuseeatpts to expel the idealism from
Hegelianism. By recourse to typically Heideggemaotifs, he contends that Hegel had
supposedly obscured the problem of the historicatacter of Being — and by extension
for Marcuse, historicity — by focusing on the cmtspective knowledge of the Absolute,
and therefore is at least partially subject todae critiques Marcuse levels at his
contemporaries; according to Marcuse, the myri&ar¢ations that speculative

philosophy attempts to reconcile are themselvasadlgtproducts of a subsisting unity of
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historicalDasein This is however only a preliminary account of klae’s project, and
owing to the Heideggerian neologisms, quite vague.

From the outset, therefore, this section will addre@hat Marcuse believes to be
at stake in an interpretation of thegic, and how this interpretative project fits with the
rest of his early corpus. However, precisely beedhs work is a commentary on the
Logic, this raises a number of interpretative difficedtiand requires certain caveats about
how Marcuse’s reading of Hegel might be evaluatét vespect to the arguments
advanced in the preceding sections. Although it beg euphemism to call Marcuse’s
commentary ‘creative’, contrasting Marcuse’s Hegyad the letter of Hegellsogic
ultimately results in comparing Marcuse’s readifgilegel with my own, and is
therefore futile in every respect except for highting my disagreements with Marcuse.
Therefore, this section will be concerned with Me&'s own explicit statements about
Hegel’s insufficiencies (as well as those of hieldanterpreters), provided that they share
with the earlier criticisms of his contemporariggse parts of Marcuse’s commentary
which can be otherwise taken as somewhat fantagtibe presented at face-value.
Thus, the interpretative framework largely preckidescussions of how Marcuse strays
from Hegel, as well as adjudicating between whatdkof idealist the historical Hegel
might have been. Marcuse had hoped to find in Hgydewas the practical basis of
philosophizing, an idea, which he suggests, fitglfistorical basis in Hegel; in short,
there is an explicit continuity between Marcuseidyeconcerns with finding a
‘concrete’, practical foundation for social thougimd his interpretation of theogic.

With this in mind, this section addresses sevexalaents which Marcuse advances, and

which are salient to the broader claim that Maratsempts to rid Hegel of his idealism.
11



Finally, I conclude by overviewing how the earlessays are prescient in elaborating the
themes with which he is concerned with in Habilitationschrift and briefly consider

the contemporary relevance of Marcuse’s earlyqeréi
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2. Marxism and the Problem of Idealism

In the previous section, | had claimed that Martsiaeguments can be most
cogently foregrounded against a ‘crisis of Marxis@h one hand, this can be — and has
been, c.f. Kellner 1985; 1988 - understood as @ilare of the Marxism of the Second
International although for Marcuse this crisis ieddler than some various Soviet
orthodoxies. Broadly, it can be phrased as a anisiow one knows, although this
requires a few preliminary remarks. Though it makesense to police the boundaries of
Marxism more generally, Marxists must be able tmadestrate certain ‘truths’ about how
capitalism functions. However, the question conicgymvhat constitutes a ‘valid’ truth
claim is itself an open question; claims about,fstance, any causal historical process
first suppose an understanding about the relatipristween theoretical knowledge (or
consciousness) and social reality. Marcuse clarasgosing the problem in terms of the
relationship of knowledge and reality is itself pl@matic. In fact, he denies the validity
of knowledge claims premised on ‘the identity afulght and being’ in both social
scientific inquiry and in philosophy - between 1%t 1931 Marcuse makes a number
of spirited polemics against both the sociologioathod and advocates of neo-

Kantianisnt. In the previous section | have been referrinmpeuiry that understands the

! Although largely unsympathetic to neo-Kantianishe early Marcuse is attentive to its contempopaoponents,
especially to the problem of the autonomy of the wgh respect to its social environment in a sedkearly essays
and review pieces. Under these auspices, Marcitagzers Adler, Landshut, Vorlander, and Marks fat resolving
the problem in a satisfactory manner. The neo-Kantiefense of an autonomous reason ultimatelyletisfand
detaches Marxism from the concrete affliction @ thistorical situation [translation author’'s owii1930a, 309)
However, the positions of advocates of neo-Kansiamnias well as Marcuse’s responses, are more amatgydi than can
be presented here. For further discussion, c.f.d&rLinden (1988), Kéhnke (1991); Marcuse’s mashed
criticisms can be found in Marcuse (1930a).
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conditions of validity to be dependent on a contlatiye subject as a problem of
idealism, although this is of course very antiagppatand does not fully explain why the
autonomy of reason is either problematic or predd® Marcuse’s early work. While
names like Vorlander and Adler have been largelgdtien, the relationship of thought
and beings by no means limited to the Marburg, Baden, aetlelberg schools; rather,
this crypto-idealist criterion of validity has a ofubroader presence in the thought of
Marcuse’s contemporaries, and moreover, has furdahing consequences for social

thought than those articulated by more narrowly-Keatians.

2.1 Lukéacs and Historical Validity

Beginning with Lukéacs, the specifically idealisippositions of social thought
had becoma central preoccupation for a generation of Masxgho had made Hegelian
idealism the lingua franca for theorizing socidhtiens, Lukacs’ outline of proletarian
consciousness iHistory and Class Consciousndsscoming a debt of inheritance for the
heirs to the title of ‘Western MarxisAr’'By returning to the philosophical origins proper
to Marxism, Marcuse’s contemporaries aimed to aldie restore the validity of Marxist
theory which had been waning under the institutiaed vulgarizations of the Soviet
variant of Marxist orthodoxy The 1932 publication of MarxBconomic and
Philosophical Manuscripts of 184&ubsequently granted textual legitimacy to the

dissemination of Lukécs’ reading of M&rbutHistory and Class Consciousnésad

2 Likewise, there is evidence to support that Heies Sein und Zeits a calculated responseHistory and Class
Consciousnesgsoldmann 1977); Marcuse however rejects this atehdisputes (Marcuse and Olafson 1988, 96).
3 For a more elaborate discussion of the problem tiaa be provided here, c.f. Jacoby (1971)

* Not only in the context of a broader Hegelian iiptetation, but especially in Marx’s discussiorspécies-being
although for Marx species-being is something thdtiself determined in any given mode of product@isubsisting
substratum of human creative capacity lent credemtee subsequent interpretations of reificatisrmaype of
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already gained considerable notoriety at the tifmesgublication with the future canon
of Marxists influenced by Hegel, including Marcu#ies difficult to overstate the
significance of Lukacs’ thought with respect to sedpuent developments in Marxist
theory, and moreover, his influence on Marcuseidely noted (c.f. Jacoby 1971; Arato
1972, 27; Jay 1982, 4-5; Feenberg 2005, 71A8Pomeit 20043.

Certainly ‘Contributions to a Phenomenology of drgtal Materialism’ betrays a
number of parallels tblistory and Class Consciousneasd | explore some of these in
the subsequent section. However, there are certgodd reasons for contrasting
Marcuse and Luk&cs’ positions. First, as even Lslkdmself acknowledgddistory and
Class Consciousnesalls well within the paradigm of neo-idealism 7119 xviii), for
reasons | discuss below. Certainly Lukacs is sugaepo the same criticisms Marcuse
levels at his narrowly neo-Kantian contemporaréesl therefore serves as an excellent
exemplar of the practical problems of neo-idealigmich Marcuse hopes to pre-empt in
his own work. Moreover, Lukacs is a more salientrterpart to Marcuse than other
contemporaries who had found idealism to be pogtedbthe methods of social science in
that he had attempted to articulate how histosresitlity is commensurable with political
efficacy. Finally, as | discuss in section 3, desfiie similarities between Lukacs and

Marcuse, the latter attempts to dissociate hinfsath any connection between social

forgetting of the social origins of the human woldarcuse’s early work is especially concerned ik, and had
argued as much in his review of thlanuscriptsin the same year (Marcuse 1932), using the corafeggiecies-being
to extend reification to a perennial ontologicahdition of human activity.

5 Although some have called this into question,Ri¢cone and Delfini 1970, 41; Piccone 1971, 98dhoolman
1980. | cannot intervene in debates about intelledtistbry here, although | do make the modest claiat Marcuse
is susceptible to the same problems as Lukacsciedpen ‘Contributions to a Phenomenology of Histal
Materialism’ which | discuss in the following semti.
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scientific validity and political judgment advocdtir in History and Class
ConsciousnessPresently we are less concerned with the extethtdimension of the
sway of Lukacs on Marcuse — or underestimatingrtfieence of such thinkers as
Dilthey for first articulating the vernacular of jebtive idealistfi— and especially not
arguing that his earlier work was a staged poleagainst some uniform dissemination of
the contemporary place of dialectical thinking

Without referring to the broader theoretical inntimas of Lukacs thought, we
turn to qualify Marcuse’s above objectiongdealist suppositions of social thought, of
which Lukacs’ work is paradigmatid.ukacs eminent essay, ‘Reification and the
Consciousness of the Proletariat’, takes the diserey between the value-forms in
Capital as constitutive of experiential consciousness uodgitalism; reification is a
product of the capitalist production process whesirial relationships are obscured by
the relationships between things. Lukacs had ditak’s exposition of commodity
fetishism in the first volume dZapital as “the basic phenomenon of reification” (1971,
86) whose basis, he argued

is that a relation between people takes on theackarof a thing and thus

acquires a ‘phantom objectivity’, an autonomy thegms so strictly rational and

all embracing as to conceal every trace of its &mental nature: the relation
between people. (1971, 83)

® For an extended discussion of the germinatiomisfrnilieu, c.f. Arato (1974).

" Indeed, it was the myriad interpretations of teistionship rather than the authority of Lukacsalihat least in part
precipitated Marcuse to outline his vision of hdw tialectic attains knowledge the two-part review essay of
Siegfried Marck’sDie Dialektik in der Philosophie der Gegenwétarcuse 1976); interestingly, in that study,
Marcuse defends Lukacs against Marck’s criticisfivalue transcendence”, maintaining that “thisiontdoes

not affect the meaning of Lukacs ' book which is sancerned with philosophical foundations, butigspto a
concrete dialectic” Nevertheless, he notes the major weakness in Ligkécsk is “the concept of ‘correct class
consciousness™, noting that it is “a violationtb® dimension of historicity, a fixation ‘outsidef what happens from
whence an artificially abstract connection withttig must be produced” (1976, 24).

16



Marx had maintained that the labor power expresseamnodities doesn't display itself
in the material body of the commodity (1977, 138)e objective value of a commodity
is expressed insofar as each commodity has inidemtical social substance, and
therefore appears only in the social relation betweommodity and commodity (Marx
1977, 139); the value of a commodity can only basuneed in relation to another
commodity where the value of a first (the relatwadue) is measured against the second
(equivalent form); the value of a commodity is oabtualized in exchange. “The relative
value-form of a commodity [...] expresses its valuestence as something wholly
different from its substance and properties [...$ #xpression itself therefore indicates
that it conceals a social relation” (Marx 1977, 14Bukéacs had followed Marx in
identifying that the social process of labor becsmlgjectified in the commodity and
appears as a distinct entity independent of therlplocess; social relations are in turn
mediated by the value-form of the commodity itself.

Luké&cs takes Marx’s account of commodity fetishisnive constitutive of
consciousness under capitalism whereby the idei@insaof a society are epiphenomenal
of the productive process, and in turn come tansgumentalized in the calculable laws
of capitalist production. The equivalence and dalaility of abstract labor becomes a
“category of society influencing decisively the etiive form of things and people in
society thus emerging, their relation to nature @nedpossible relations of men to
eachother” (1971, 88); these laws in turn take gphantom-like’ objectivity seemingly
independent of the idiosyncrasies of the produgbich are, according to the rationalist
logic of capital merely incidental (1971, 88). Lukacs distinguishetveen the

subjective and objective side of this process thusl
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Objectively a world of objects and relations betaé@ngs springs into being (the
world of commodities and their movements on thekeigr.. Subjectively—where
the market economy has been fully developed—a neatigity becomes
estranged from himself, it turns into a commodityiah, subject to the non-
human objectivity of the natural laws of societyyshgo its own way
independently of man just like any consumer artid871, 87).
By reading far too much continuity between Manéslg philosophical writings and
Capital, Lukacs is able to reproduce the position of dudyeMarx as endemic to the
capitalist production process, which is to say,flawimg the ideal with an error of
consciousness engendered by the objective wotliirigs which is thereby opposed to
it. And although Lukacs views this process as mecl, in the sense that “the subjective
mirroring of the objective process is an actuakrafive moment of this process itself”
(Lukacs 2002: 52), alienation is far too much comsugable with mere ideology as
simply a reification of consciousness by the comityddrm. Immediate experience is
limited by- as Lukacs enumerates - atomization, rationalinaiod deactivation, and
therefore offers no insight into the process whiobduces the discrepancy between the
experiential world and its material substructure.

Nevertheless, Lukacs anticipates that the perceueéahomy of social laws is
surmountable, provided that the proletariat carobeccognizant of the fact that these
alien laws are a result of human activity. Howewaecording to Lukacs, the social
sciences as well as bourgeois philosophy cannatpa beneath the contingency of
social laws and either presupposes them to beoti@itcons of thought in general, or
otherwise properties immutably inherent in soagdtions. In order to compensate for

the limitations of both experience and theory whgpredicated on the ideological

construction of that experience, thought must sawgbenetrate beneath the pre-
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reflective norms and customs which both conditind Bmit its capacity to comprehend
the process of alienation under capitalism.

Luk&cs’ solution is to outline a method which cdfeioa privileged insight into
the causality of the productive process. Althoughkdcs acknowledges that there is no
liminal space which would allow an Archimedean asce® this causality, he
nevertheless maintains that correct method cad gi@ine degree of veracity in respect to
the causal mechanisms of social relations. Bedausediate experience is reified and
therefore partial, Lukacs posits the circumspedtivewledge of a social totality as a
corrective which would yield some comprehensiosaifiety:

Only in this context, which sees the isolated faétsocial life as aspects of the

historical process and integrates them fatality, can knowledge of the facts

hope to become knowledgerefality. This knowledge starts from the simple and

(to the capitalist world) pure, immediate, natuteterminants described above. It

progresses from them to the knowledge of the comc¢otality, i.e., to the

conceptual reproduction of reality. (1971, 104)

In this way, the correct understanding of the ulytley social processes of capitalissna
prerequisite for praxis, and thereby practicahatgtis subsumed to correct method.
Lukacs had introduced his magnum opus with theetddic conviction” in the method
of dialectical materialism: Even provided that@lMarx's findings would be proven

false, genuine Marxist method would neverthelesklya privileged relationship to

history (1977, 1§. Lukéacs’ self-critique was in some sense theeetmrrect when he

8 This is not to say that Lukacs is an idealisti@ heo-Kantian sense; in fact, neo-Kantians likeéb$1904, 38, cited
in Smith 1992, Y explicitly criticize epiphenomenalism as grantarginsufficient role to the autonomy of reason. A
further comparison of Lukacs and neo-Kantianisrmoaibe attempted here. However, as Jay pointsl®&g( 105-

107, 115), the immediate idealist predecessétistory and Class Consciousndssiot Kant, but Fichte, although he
fails to point out the presently salient commoalit order to arrive at the historically specifiausal determinations
of consciousness, Lukécs privileges a reflectieailfg whereby the historical determinations ofeeflon can only be
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had retroactively called his method a “relapse id&alistic contemplation” (1971, xviii);
in its peculiar position of subject and object wHtbry, proletarian self-consciousness will
be a consciousness of the totality of capitalisdpction, and the burden of history will
fall on the proletariat in this very moment whebéicomes a class in-and-for-itself
(Lukacs 1971, 108).

Despite the novelty of Lukacs’ approach, the idea ‘talse-consciousness’
presumes a separation of ‘real’ and ‘ideal’ beiregérdless of whether this ‘real’ being
is something which can be ultimately comprehendeatki‘truth’). The subsequent
section will explore the degree to which Marcusalke to disassociate himself from the
idealistic facets of Lukécs’ thought, although Intvéo preliminarily highlight that the
particular problem Marcuse attempts to resolv@essupposed disparity between
individual - or ‘partial’ to follow Lukacs - expearnces of social phenomena, and a supra-
experiential knowledge ‘adequate’ to the understandf broader social or historical
processes. Marcuse is critical of ‘universally @aéipproaches to sociology, and in
particular, Marxism; such an enterprise amountgréating Marxism as an
epistemologically underpinned, uncommitted scienttieory of the laws of motion of
social life and in which political practice is redad as secondary or is ignored
altogether” (1990, 131). This approach “can offergnounding of social experience,

because through its methodical procedure, [theglyde] concrete reality upon which

arrived at formally through an intellective procedswever, such strong subjectivism, as even Lukacsedes, can
only be one-sided and in turn, the anticipated censurability of subject and object requires revolu{or Fichte’s
‘moral striving’). This tendency, however, cannetdxplored further here. Rather, Lukacs is takesxamplary in
order to broaden the analysis of idealism beyoerchtirrow scope of neo-Kantianism.
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alone social experience can be based” (Marcuse, B830 cited in Benhabib 1987, xiii-

Xiv).

2.2 Marcuse’s Defense of Marxism Against Karl Mannh  eim

Indeed, Marcuse further meditates on this seems@epancy in his review of
Karl Mannheim’sldeology and UtopiaPublished in 1929, Mannheim’s book provoked a
widespread methodological and epistemological delvithin German social scierice
Although Mannheim’s study has many merits, the gmesiscussion will focus narrowly
on the aspect of his thought considered by Marauamgely, the universalization of
Marx’s critique of ideology into the ‘sociology &howledge’. Mannheim denies that any
truth can exist independently of the values, posjtand social context of where a
knowledge claim is expressed (Mannheim 1948, #ij,moreover, he denies the
possibility of a value-neutral social science whicight be conducted independently of
historically and culturally contingent norms angtums. He therefore raises a number of
problems with the possibility of ‘class-conscioussieand more or less correct
understandings of history. Although certainly Luk&ould concur with Mannheim that
‘class-consciousness’ is ‘only’ the local experieiné the proletariat as a class, it is - with
the aid of a more correct method — more valid thiternative viewpoints because it can
best approximate a “conceptual reproduction ofits¢glLukacs 1971, 104). | have been
contending that Marcuse ultimately wants to dergcizely this claim — indeed, he
applauds Mannheim for doing so as well (1990, 130} yet this raises a number of

alternative problems, namely:

® The broader debates about Mannheim's book carm¢dounted here, although the reader is encoutagmzhsult
Meja and Stehr (1990).
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if Marxism is shown to be an ideology just like ideas of conservatism or
democracy, does this not destroy Marxism’s claimalidity, just as Marx
himself, by revealing bourgeois thought as ideodmglieved to have destroyed
its validity claims? If Marxist theory is merelyetiormulation of a particular
standpoint, from which a particular class neceblsaxiperiences and interprets
reality, can Marxism then still meaningfully clatmbe a ‘true’ theory? And is
not the analysis of capitalist society and the theb proletarian revolution
merely a one-sided representation of this readityistorically unique
perspective? Fromts perspective, does not the capitalist bourgeoisve laz
equal claim to truth or falsehood? And a Marxisildcadd: is there a more
dangerous interpretation and one more hostile toigia than one which
thoroughly destroys the decisive unconditionalityhe@ proletarian deed and
leads to universal opportunism? (Marcuse 1990, 131)
Marcuse himself offers no particularly rigorous\westo these questions, “only a few
brief hints
[...] which nevertheless might initially suffice” (Meuse 1990, 138), although these are
developed elsewhere (and are further discussdwiaubsequent section). First, Marcuse
guestions whether denying non-relational measurealality also denies that Marxism
can be more valid than various other alternatiMecuse takes Mannheim to be correct
in demonstrating that various truth claims are lloca particular historical and social
situation, although he is skeptical as to whethirwould prevent these truth claims
from being unconditionally valid (Marcuse 1990, 13lhis may seem like a peculiar
argument, although it is more cogent than it iflitiappears, and can be clarified as
follows: Marcuse concurs with Mannheim that itngpossible to make validity claims
about historical expressions of knowledge indepetigef the criteria and standards for

evaluating what might be considered valid in arsgdrical epoch; one cannot speculate

upon a ‘neutral’ science or claims to validity winwould be independent of the
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aforementioned milied8 Rather, all truth claims can only be assessell mipect to
various historically determined modes of thoughiva#l as criteria and standards of
validity, and therefore, according to Mannheim,raatrbe absolute.

However, Mannheim contends that one can still nreatheir cogency with
respect to whether or not they are adequate todhmas and practices of a particular
historical circumstance. This is to say that thelaens presuppose “certain judgments
concerning the reality of ideas and structuresoofsciousness” (Mannheim 1948, 86),
and these judgments can be evaluated accordinbether or not they are
commensurable to the practices of a given histbsicaatior’. Anticipating a bit,
Marcuse views the idea of validity predicated oaleative judgments to be preferable to
a circumspective understanding of validity (withcolurse a number of caveats). With
respect to the question of validity, Marcuse codsethat Mannheim makes a crucial
error in measuring truth claims according to ansadelical notion of validity by
implicitly holding knowledge claims to the standafdreality’. According to Mannheim,
truth claims are only expressions of social knogtednd ultimately refer back to the
norms underlying any particular truth claims. Maeinlh makes the further distinction
that these norms are reducible to the way socsetyganized (i.e., the division of labor,
rank, etc.), and accordingly are only partiallyetfue., true only with respect to local and

contingent norms). However, Mannheim supposestliesie partial perspectives are only

19|n fairness to Lukacsistory and Class Consciousnesdgeady anticipates this direction; he is onlyiagted in the
knowledge of a particular class in a particulatdrisal period. However, a more detailed comparisbhukacs and
Mannheim is outside of the purview of the presémtly and therefore cannot be attempted here.

1 The example that Mannheim offers follows Webei&dssion of the taboo against taking interespans;
according to Mannheim, the observation of such ipitthn belongs to a social structure based upatirfiate and
neighbourly relations”, i.e., observable in pre-ifajst Western societies. However, this precegbbges ideological
when it becomes “virtually incapable of practicet@ptance” (Mannheim 1948, 85)
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aspects of some conceivable totality of perspestageessible to sociology in a ‘dynamic
mediation’, which is to say there is some ‘optintalith accessible through the
enumeration of partial truth claims (Marcuse 19835).

Analogously, Marcuse questions whether it makesesémtake an “historical
stage of existence simply as a given base and alierate authority on questions of
truth” (Marcuse 1990, 134). This argument is fastyaightforward (although his further
suggestions become quite a bit more convoluted®rd’ts no particular reason for
present social practices to serve as criteriaferadequacy or inadequacy of truth claims;
obviously this standard would preclude knowledgéctvlaims to surmount present social
configurations. In other words, it is unclear wlosftive claims about the present social
situation — and moreover, their correspondenchddreality’ of the situation — should be
uniquely evaluated as either true or false.

Marcuse only provides a few suggestions about wiaimight imply, finally
deferring to some schematic remarks about ‘histgtidccording to Marcuse, Marxism
merely considers “a particular historical stagamsuthority ichoosingamong various
possibilities of verification” (1990, 134). Prity exploring the more detailed
explanations he provides elsewhere, | want to naaflesv anticipatory remarks about
what is at stake in such an enterprise. Withinctir@ext of the present review, this can
be best clarified with respect to the problem gheaircumspective ‘truth of historical
existence’. Marcuse’s criticism of Mannheim deperaddeast in part, on providing some
cogent alternative where Mannheim’s objections ahsm would be only incidental to
the way in which Marxist theory can be evaluatetrag’, and in turn, denies that truth

claims need to be contingent on some more or sguate judgment of what reality
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consists of. Although he concurs with Mannheim thabries of validity which must
‘correspond’ to anything underestimate the degoeghtich all knowledge claims are
practical, he denies that Mannheim goes far endugtoirn, he proposes (albeit
confusedly) something which would be a non-redecharxist method where calling
truth claims ‘idealizations’ — or alternatively,ial approximations of reality - would be,
if not untenable then at least problematic. Thimeahat illuminates Marcuse’s cryptic
insistence on the authority odHoosingamong various possibilities of verification”
(Marcuse 1990, 134); Marcuse wants to defend sangelike a theory of validity which
is both evaluative in Mannheim’s sense, althoughwhich is not predicated on
judgments concerning the adequacy or inadequasg®él knowledge to determinate
historical practices. This is to say that he Ipmsing here a theory of validity premised
on judgments of preference, as for instance in simgadbetween various social
alternatives as more or less adequate to the raeebexpectations of a particular
individual or a class. This of course begs a nunobeguestions which Marcuse
regrettably does not answer in his Mannheim revteagh this general tendency is
evident in his early flirtations with Heideggeriaxistentialism, most notably in ‘On
Concrete Philosophy’ and ‘Contributions to a Pheaonafogy of Historical Materialism’,

which will be discussed below.
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3. Historicity and the Search for Method

Marcuse’s main criticism of neo-idealism is th&tultural idealizations are by-
products of material historical development, thtes unclear as to how consciousness
can yield any valid insight into this developmeaybnd the local expression of this
process. Such methods which presume that histarddiglity is inimical to lived
experience tend to systematize the irreconcilgbiitknowledge and experience, and
“can offer no grounding of social experience, baeathrough its methodical procedure,
[they preclude] concrete reality upon which alooeial experience can be based”
(Marcuse 1930, 301, cited in Benhabib 1987, xn}xilndeed, beyond precipitating his
initial turn to Heidegger (Marcuse and Olafson 1,988, the inability for Marxist
dialectics to come to terms with the ‘concrete’ a@ms a central preoccupation with the
early Marcuse’s search for method. Ultimately, M intends to reverse Marxism’s
regression into neo-idealism by returning it todencrete’ foundation in historicity,
understanding such a foundation to be requisitngfvalid understanding of
contemporary historical circumstances. Howeveryesgions like ‘historical
circumstances’ are incomprehensible without re@toghe “boundaries of concrete
historical conditions under which concrete exiseexkists, and in which this existence
and the totality of the relationships in its woale rooted” (1969, 19).

For reasons outlined below, Marcuse conceivesstbhcity as irreducible to any
number of historical phenomena, so that the congm&ibn of ‘historical circumstances’,
cannot be adequately undertaken without inquinmg fthe meaning of the Being of the

historical”, ultimately going as far as to conceofeMarxist philosophy as unintelligible
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until the most general categories of human actimrgycomprehended (1969, 14).
Presently, it is necessary to point out that Magdasuninterested in problematizing
contemporary philosophical insights with an axiacely supposed Marxist
understanding of productive relations. Such an tstdeding first supposes the
clarification ofthe relationship between knowledge and socialtsealhere it merely
suffices to recall Marcuse’s reproach against #ilere of his contemporaries to
articulate this relationship. If one is to maint#ie validity of Marxism, “the question
arises concerning how is the "truth" of the fundataeMarxist theses to be proven? To
what an extent are these theses valid? And whese tme: critical analysis dealing with

these questions begin?” (Marcuse 1969, 12).

3.1 Heidegger and ‘Concrete Philosophy’

Marcuse contends that Heidegger, despite his shranhgs, had reformulated the
foundations of philosophy and in order to maintmny philosophical validity social
theory must understand itself in terms of “the leigfhpoint attained or attainable by
bourgeois philosophy” (1969, 17)

If we pay closer attention to his book, Being amahd than it seems necessary in

the present context, it is because this work sderuas to indicate a turning point

in the history of philosophy — the point where lyrais philosophy transcends

itself from within, and opens the way to a new,ncrete science’. (1969, 12)
According to Marcuse, ‘historicity’ has been a pBibphical problem since Hegel, but

only with Dilthey on it becomes a central problesubsequently through “rigorous

phenomenology, Heidegger finally raised and ansgvétre question in its full and radical

! For a more comprehensive discussion about Heidaggéuence on Marcuse, c.f. Abromeit 2004, 20E8gnberg
2005; Wolin 2001.
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significance” (1969, 12). In ‘A Contribution to daénhomenology of Historical
Materialism’, his most explicit statement on methudil 1937, Marcuse schematically
outlines the claims Heidegger advanceSémn und Zejtespecially attentive to
elaborating how Heidegger “opens the way for thealestration of historicity as a
fundamental existential determination — which wgare as the decisive point in
Heidegger’'s phenomenology” (Marcuse 1969, 14-15).

Anticipating a little, Marcuse contends that pheeawiogical inquiry into the
experience of history can ultimately be revealihghe determining material conditions
of that experience, although this requires furllaboration as to how he conceives of
‘historicity’. It is worth noting that as early 4931, he believes that historicitynistan
epistemology (1992, 20), though this is attribugdiol the fact that, as Smith points out
(1992, 3-4)n ‘Contributions to a Phenomenology of Historibéterialism’ Marcuse is
occupied with the problems elaborated by Luk&mmversely, during the period
concurrent to the writing dflegels Ontologi€as well as irHegels Ontologig@roper),
Marcuse is far more critical of an epistemologitasis for understanding of historical
phenomengas well as the (perceived) rationalist assumptafrepistemology more
broadly. However, this is of course only a preliamyncaveat and will be addressed in
greater detail in the subsequent section.

The decisive methodological import of historicisythat Marcuse follows

Heidegger in distinguishing between the ontic antblogical dimensions of history. The
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former, what Schmidt calls ‘real histofyis the everyday experience of history as a
causal relationship between events in time. Thisiin reveals a ‘comportment’ towards
Being (Heidegger 2008, H43), or the practical aaéon which determines how
anything in the ontic realm ‘is’ or experiencednasaningful (Heidegger 2008, H46).
The ‘primordial roots’ of any understanding of laist lie in the way in which where the
world is meaningfully structured by the originalgmiomenon of ‘historizing’, although
this requires a number of caveats. First, by ugiegexpression Dasein, Heidegger
dissolves the traditional understanding of subgect object, attentive to the fact that all
consciousness is intentional consciousness, andaver, there is no consciousness
independent of determinate ways of navigating tbddv Dasein signifies this unitary
phenomenon of the way in which the world is co-tibumisve of the way experience can
be at all meaningful. Broadly, Heidegger meansotfitelogical constitution of
‘historizing’ to entail the way in which the pastegcises some effect on the present; the
components of the unitary structure of Dasein (Bemthe-World, Being-in) have a
‘heritage’ which is constitutive of the way the exiential world attains any sort of

significance. In other words, things in the worth@nly be meaningful by virtue of the

2 Schmidt (1988, 72) uses this term to imply hissysequence in time, in order to contrast thelogitml foundation
of history in Heidegger. Needless to say, the teeal history’ would be untenable for both Heideggad Marcuse.
Schmidt is however wrong in finding that “Marcusses the term ‘historicity’ indiscriminately to meaither ‘real
history,” or, in an uncharged sense, the ‘histdrit@racter of a thing” (1988, 51); according torMese, the former is
rather a derivative form of understanding histoBchmidt does however take Marcuse to reproducesdger’'s
division between ontological and ontic, so it i€kear from where he derives this error, althouglstmrrect in the
sense that Marcuse ultimately does defer to ‘resibty’ (as a causal process) under the guisestbticity, despite his
insistences to the contrary (see discussion below).

Schoolman (1976), in contrast makes the conveasm ctaking Marcuse - against the letter of hisxastatements on
the matter - to dissolve such divisions. This lilkeads him to conclude that ‘real history’ amstdricity are
somewhat commensurable. Marcuse’s stark distinttéween positivist approaches to history and histy, as well
as between the ontological and material conditafrtgstoricity, should pre-empt such conclusiondjsctussion of
these tenets of historicity follows below.
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way they are ‘stretched into’ the present. Hisibyits the inherited character of the
world, where this ‘heritage’ guides and constrdiresexistential possibilities of Dasein.
This is still quite vague and offers no insighbitow the understanding of
historicity might suggest preferable alternativegither idealist or positivist
understandings of history. Like Heidegger, Marcuisderstands that every science is
subject to a specific purview of experience andrmtetation (or disciplinary
conventions) which defines the scope of its inquaryd therefore its understanding of
historical circumstances. The inquiry into histafiBeing, therefore, cannot appeal to
any set of beings or historical facts, and theeefaylds that narrow disciplinary
procedures distinguishing between various causalgsses, or otherwise appealing to
res gestaecannot adequately describe what any historicahpmena ‘is’; rather, all
understandings of history or historiography aresgie only insofar as they are derived
from the ontological constitution of historicity.dvieover, Heidegger’s understanding of
Dasein excludes from the outset the presumptianliohinal space independent of the
determinate ways in which individuals experiene@wlorld — such an approach can only
provide a partial account of any historical phennare Marcuse takes this practical
foundation of philosophy articulated by Heideggebé especially salient for ‘concrete’
science,; if all historical knowledge is subsumeth® practical orientation, then the
abstraction from, or the attempt to be neutral tolwainvariably fails to comprehend
what any historical phenomena ‘is’ (Marcuse 20,1869, 13). This further
problematizes any knowledge which presumes to appaie reality as if reality had
some sort of independence from its lived experieagmint methodologically decisive

for Marcuse. In opposition to an epistemology wHiaks experiential consciousness to
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be susceptible to subjective distortions, Marcuaate/to show that historical claims
based on experience uniquely have philosophicalityalIndeed, what Marcuse had
hoped to find in Heidegger’'s work is a space faotty which neither privileges cognitive
over experiential understanding nor reserves aesfmche commensurability of
theoretical knowledge and the nascent ‘truth’ ohastorical situation. Whereas idealism
holds that the temporal constitution of experieiscan “ana priori form of intuition”,
and positivism approaches history as “empiricadsifecation of objects”, neither method
is correct in describing the way in which histosyan “inevitable and fundamental
constitution of existence” (Marcuse 1969, 14)hi independence of a knowing subject
from empirical reality is untenable, then iterasaf idealism, which attempt to
demonstrate the commensurability of historicaltfaad cognitionare thereby likewise
problematic:
Social arrangements, economic orders, and poliiicadations together constitute
the happening of Dasein and must be viewed fronpéngpective of this
existence xistent. If they are investigated from the outset asitjs,” with an
eye towards their structure, their relationshipsl the laws of their development,
the observation (most likely undertaken with thedelof natural sciences as their
mistaken ideal) that result will be such that theaming of these constructs cannot
even appear. (Marcuse 2005, 39)
The understanding of ‘historicity’ as the ontolagitoundation of all understandings of
history means that social science should be coghafehow the object of its in inquiry is
constituted in a determinate way through the hisabtheritage’ of the_ebenswelt
However, granting for the moment that recourse eéaelgger can provide a corrective —
or more philosophically rigorous elaboration — kams typical of for instance, neo-

Kantian socialism, the practical basis for theasdtknowledge raises the questions of

how the immanent content of individual experierc®ihave any wider social validity.
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As Marcuse himself saw under his tutelage, theataolu to the most general
characteristics of human existence is alreadyfigsehbstraction (2005, 39), leaving very
little beyond an outline of historical experienoggeneral. In Marcuse’s words, the
ontological structure of existence is never “reddi® a particular existencEoncrete
existence always obtains ircancreteworld, and a concrete world is related to a calecre
existence...Existence is always concrete in a detexthinistorical situation (spatio-
temporal context)” (1969, 25). These particulanferof existence cannot be deduced
from the categories of Heideggerian ontology, dmtdfore, Heidegger can say nothing
about how these categories obtain in specific hisbmilieus. In short, Heidegger’'s

practical basis for philosophizing can finally sathing about specific human practice.

3.2 The Material Constitution of Historicity

The question of the ‘concrete’ historical formseaistence therefore requires an
inquiry “directly to the material constitution ofstoricity” (1969, 19). Marcuse’s own
indications on what might be a more correct apgrdadistorical materialism are
notoriously esoteric, and the task of evaluatirgggtoposed alternatives is unaided by the
confused way in which he tends to use both idealistHeideggerian jargdmbove all,
Marcuse’s use of ‘concrete’ is the most nebulousyan the vocabulary inherited from
his predecessors, and the exposition of his urateistg of the term is complicated by
the fact that Marcuse presumes the concept tolbesdent, although there is little in
the way of consistency in how uses the term throughis early writings. Rather,

depending on the context, he defers to specificilglof the Marxist, Hegelian, and

3 As, for instance, often using idealist terminoldgyexplain a more Heideggerian position, ultihat®ncluding
these terms and their traditional understandinggtphilosophically untenable; c.f. especially Mee 1969.
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Heideggerian meanings of the ‘concrete’, althougbentheless fails to address the
discrepancies between the philosophical connotaibbmthese earlier understandings. As
is well-known, Heidegger’s ontology supplies quspecific reasons for precluding the
philosophical validity of idealist claims about tltencrete’, and Heidegger quite self-
consciously rejects the Hegelian dimensions ottreept; moreover, Marcuse’s
Marxist contemporaries have diverging notions oatwbhoncrete’ might entail, and
Marcuse never outright settles the conflicts betwitbem. Ultimately, Marcuse conceives
of concretion to be inextricably linked to eachtlod ways he uses the term, although the
letter of Marcuse’s early work never gives any @adiion of a more comprehensive
understanding of concretion. Rather, Marcuse témdse the term in such a way where
specific facet of the ‘concrete’ are developed intdher philosophical claims depending
on the context making the elucidation of some ofdvae’s positions especially
challenging.

As far as | am able to ascertain in his writingglur®32, Marcuse uses ‘concrete’
in two different (although interrelated) ways arghticipate that the discussion below
will make their relationship apparent. These brgadiply a philosophically narrow
conception of something analogous to ‘specificigyid a reference to the determinate
vantage point of any historical understanding. [Hiter usage denotes the way in which
any local milieu determines what constitutes advhistorical claim, otherwise he uses it
synonymously with the term ‘predicament’. In ‘Towara Phenomenology of Historical
Materialism’, for instance, Marcuse contends thaiddggerian ontology provides a
foundation for ‘concrete science’ — in other workdgjdegger provides an

epistemological ground for the validity of hist@iclaims in the determinate experience
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of history. This understanding of concretion furtbenstitutes a rubric under which
Marcuse variously includes both the material coadg of existence and the existential
possibilities of a given historical epoch; in tiagtér case concretion means how
something resembling the categories of Heideggenmdology obtain in specific

historical milieus. Although it is true that itei@ts of this usage are especially prevalent
in his expositions of Heidegger - his discussiof@n Concrete Philosophy for instance,
treats concretion as nearly synonymous with thetemtial analytic irBein und Zeit

these parallels reveal very little about the broaams of Marcuse’s early work. Indeed,
the failure to ascertain the concrete is commdmgaarly reproaches against Heidegger,
where Marcuse claims that though Heideggerian oggois useful in elaborating the
conditions of historical experience in generalails to say anything about the form of
life in any given historical epoch.

Like the abstractions of Heideggerian ontology gelhg this usage raises
guestions about whether it can accommodate any euailphenomena. Obviously,
assessments about the ‘concrete’ conditions okaongh require broader claims about
how to evaluate possible determinants of an histbperiod, how these might be
specifiable, and the degree of specificity implgd concrete’. (Marcuse 1987, 49)
Anticipating a little, Marcuse conceives that thalectical method provides a solution to
these problems, but an indication of how they mightectified is somewhat
recognizable in the second way he tends to useatheept of ‘concrete’. This alternative
use of the term says less about any number offgpentities existing in the world, but
rather uses the concept as shorthand for theingeraent or relationship. This is

admittedly quite broad, and further exposition mhesattentive to the fact that Marcuse
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understands the constitution and intelligibilitytbése relationships to be contingent on
various forms of knowing. In this usage, concretiefers to the Hegelian understanding
of ‘determination’ in general, using the concepaiway somewhat analogous to Hegel's
treatment of it in th&ogic, and Heidegger’s understanding of tiebenswelas a
referential totality. Appealing to this paralleltveen Hegel and Heidegger is of course
not uncomplicated, and indeed, a nuanced app@Eisiaé relationship between
‘Determinate Being’ and ‘Being-in-the-World’ woutéquire pages of qualification
exceeding Marcuse’s total published output in hisyeperiod. For present purposes it
suffices to observe that the Hegelian and Heidegg@onnotations of ‘concrete’ in these
instances tend to be exaggerated with respect &ewér context Marcuse invokes them,
and moreover, Marcuse is ultimately interestecesonciling the two in such a way
which, although fair to neither Hegel nor Heideggerunique to his own philosophical
project.

A claim which purports to say anything about then'‘crete’, according to
Marcuse, requires some account of the arrangenfievitaiever is under consideration,
although he is especially attentive to the prattcaxperiential dimension of this
arrangement. In order for anything to be deterneirfat to be some spatially and
temporally finite thing with qualities), it must lbenstituted relationally, and moreover,
dialectically- in the most superficial sense ituigs that there is an extensive list of
things that it i;ot Specificity, in this case, does not entail a jueégt about an adequate
degree of complexity (i.e., matter, money, produetielations, society broadly
conceived); rather, knowledge is concrete to tlggetein which it exhausts the

relationships that constitute any determinate thigs of course says nothing about the
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sense of concretion which is lacking in Heideggemely, the specific relationships
which constitute existence in a particular hist@rgtuation. After all, such a claim is
almost self-evident, and can be extended to anytlmand in phenomenal consciousness
— books, trees, and so on. However, concrete datasniquely imply tangible objects or
sense-data. Rather, by ‘concrete’, Marcuse isasted in a more comprehensive
structure of relationships which constitute the wawhich any social phenomena is
intelligible. This is further qualified by the fatitat this concreteness is historically
determined by the ‘material constitution’ of hisbaly, or that these relationships are
local to, and structured by, determinate historicahs. Phenomenology ultimately fails
to apprehend how this might be the case, althougiti¥e extends the productivist
tendencies of the early Heidegger to entail thiat‘thaterial constitution’ is a product of
human activity. TheLebensweltaccording to Marcuse, is contingent on both tteinal
environment, and the determinate way in which &ugisociety manages to reproduce
itself. Reproduction “gives drive and directionstacial strength in its continuous self-
renovation. Society is initially concerned with msterial needs required for self-
preservation” (1969, 8). Unsurprisingly, this reguotion is ultimately traced back to the

means and relations of production (1969, 9), thddghcuse recognizes that his account

4 Heidegger is therefore in some sense correct \wearontends that:

Reversing Hegel’s idealism in his own way, Marxuiegs that being be given precedence over
consciousness. Since there is no consciousnesarig Bnd Time, one could believe that there is soimg
Heideggerian to be read here! At least Marcuseunaérstood Being and Time in this way. (Heidegger
2003, 52, cited in Feenberg 2005, xv)

Although Heidegger’s understanding of Marx is temmsiat best, he is astute in recognizing that Martasi
problematized the supervening cognitive proceskarithe materialist conception of history” by tbetegories of
Heideggerian ontology. However, Feenberg (2005)esghat the derision in the comment is mispladgttly
contending that the productivist metaphysics witiaime to be a central object of criticism for Heigleigafter the turn
were already discernable 8ein und Zeit
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of historicity cannot axiomatically assert the pitipof social reproduction, as if the
content of experience were epiphenomenal of som@ugtive substratum. Rather,
historicity is concerned with

purely phenomenal priority. In terms of the straigiward givenness of historical

existence, self-concern that expresses itselfadytion and reproduction is the

‘primordial’ existential attitude. This does notpitg any ontic-temporal priority,

as though first there is pure production and repctidn, and then ‘cultural’ and

‘spiritual’ attitudes and objective domains (1929)

Marcuse position here is that reproduction is abving reproduction of a determinate
Lebensweltof which material and cultural realities are amstitutive of. Therefore,
“existence, as being-in-the-world, is simultanegusiaterial’ and ‘spiritual,’” ‘economic’
and ‘ideological’ (these terms merely indicate ttiadally differentiated domains of
inquiry)” (1969, 27). Decisively, granting prioritgp any of these realms exogenous to the
way they are phenomenally experienced has no mmlosal validity. Rather, an
exhaustive account of any historical phenomenairesjone to “locate it historically”,
“indicate its roots in an historical existentiaiusition” and “also ask whether the given is
thereby exhausted, or whether it contains an atithereaning which, although not a-
historical, endures through all historicity” (1962).

Pippin’s interpretation of the implications of Mase’s understanding of
historicity is helpful in clarifying this point: aavent “is what it is only in relation to its
past and that nothing in the human world can baligible except as a thoroughly
historical phenomenon; its very being involvesiisome historical story without which it
would not be what it is”. Gesturing towards how Blage resolves competing

descriptions of what a modern factory ‘is’ in ‘GretProblem of the Dialectic’, Pippin

points out that the radical implications of thead# historicity is “the denial that
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alternate descriptions of monopoly capitalism s #@t of productive and consuming
relations, etc. — could tell us what this formiéé s” (1988, 72J. However, considering
that Heideggerian ontology provides no foundatmmaldjudicating between competing
claims about historical validity (Marcuse 1969, % 8)storicity seems to likewise be
insufficiently ‘concrete’. Rather, it only allowse to point to generalities about social
reproduction, so much so in fact that, despitadgervations about Lukéacs, Marcuse was
able to find inHistory and Class Consciousness implicit ontology:
| read Lukacs before Heidegger, Korsch, too, IkhBoth are examples of how to
see more in Marxism than a political strategy afised political orientation
[Zielsetzunyy There is in both what you called ontology; iters to a more or less
implicit ontological foundation in Marx. (Marcusdabermas, et. al 1978, 126)
It is peculiar that Marcuse should find in Lukaosamtological argument, especially
considering that the early receptionHigtory and Class Consciousnesilely
recognized the text to be a critique of the ontialgsuppositions of Soviet productivism
(c.f. Lukacs 1977) Marcuse is rather straightforward about what leams by ontology—

in both the above-cited later interview as welirakis earlier essays — his position is that

ontology is coterminous with the historical chaeacif concrete existente ukacs

5‘On the Problem of the Dialectic’ is of only lireil help, as Marcuse drastically alters his pos#ied offers a more
robust understanding of ‘totality’. | find it dodbt that Pippin’s explanation adequately replicd#ercuse’s position
in ‘On the Problem of the Dialectic’, and rathekgdviarcuse to be arguing the exact converse inetsesty (in that he
does make some accommodations for alternative eafims). However, despite my disagreement wigpiRiin this
regard, | take his exposition to be especially futlin clarifying the arguments advanced in ‘Towaal
Phenomenology of Historical Materialism’'.

5 As Marcuse would only recognized-post it is equally amenable to both Marxism and Fasais. Marcuse and
Olafson 1988; Marcuse 1991. ‘On the Problem ofiedectic’ is of only limited help, as Marcuse ditigally alters
his position and offers a more robust understandfrigptality’. | explore this in connection witHegels Ontologién
the subsequent section.

" Although Lukécs towards the end of his career umhwith Marcuse in maintaining that in order tangany insight
into how Marxist theory is applicable to contempwgrsociety, an elaboration of ontology of the pieadtorientation of
Marxism is required (c.f. Lukacs 1978

8 Lukacs, following Marx quite closely, advances arettempered claim, namely that the life-world jsraduct of
human activity and therefore discernable as hisadlyi constituted.
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maintains that society is a product of the modprotiuction in any given historical
circumstance, as do of course Marx and Korsch,jratids sensélistory and Class
Consciousnesis commensurate with Marcuse’s vision of ontolaggwever, if such
‘concrete philosophy’ is amenable to any numbeé¥lafxist theories, this prompts
concerns about how Marcuse’s vision of historidi&velops any advances over his
predecessors. Obviously Lukacs’ contention thaettperiential world is merely a
refraction of the productive substratum of soocsétions is untenable for Marcuse,
absolving social theory of the task of immanentiysia except by detour through its
relationship to the architectonics of productiorarbuse’s alternative in proposing these
relations to be interdependent expressions of éieenswelseems to imply only that
these relationships limit or guide existential podises, without being able to elaborate
in any detail about how they do so specificallys&y nothing of any specific power

relationships which would be of interest to Marxism

3.3 The Validity of Marxist Claims within the Purvi  ew of
Heideggerian Ontology

Indeed, Marcuse takes Marxism to be a necessapfesupnt to Heidegger's
limitations. He contends that Marxism can morehfaily grasp the ‘concrete’ conditions
of the production process, provided these are tanoerstood within the horizon of

historicity. Nevertheless, Heidegger’s ontologyeapoused iisein und Zeitgeven with

® Something which Marcuse himself recognizes: “me of existential attitude, there is no undersimmtbetween the
world of the modern bourgeois of advanced capitafisid that of the peasant or of the

Proletarian” (1969, 18)
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Marcuse’s qualifications, grants limited philosagaiiground to allowing any one theory
a privileged insight into determinate ‘ontic’ cotidns, and as a result, Marcuse’s
justifications for appealing to Marxism are unpasuve. As Marcuse recognizes, even to
claim that the writings of the historical Marx a@ntemporaneously relevant “seems to
contain a dogmatic presupposition”, namely, thédtgl of his initial insights, as well as
some uniformity between the present historicalagitin and that of the nineteenth
century. The converse claim rests on equally tenebsuppositions, presupposing a
classification of historical periods which “is pdse only after the predicament has been
demonstrated. Such a classification, in fact, daims to be more than a mechanical
chronology must be based on the relationship betieedocuments and the
predicament” (1969, 5). Similarly, Marcuse dismgsH& possibility of deferring to any
collective understanding of existential possilgktiout of hand, as these tend to obscure
the ‘authentic’ comprehension of historicity. Oraggin borrowing from Heidegger, the
prevailing understanding of history is limited te ontic expressions. Rather, if Marxism
is to be more ‘correct’ than alternative undersiags, it is contingent on a degree of
reflexivity about “the vantage point of both meanand method of the search” (1969,
14). However, this response is seemingly questagging as well, supposing the present
historical predicament to already be intelligitMéarcuse finally declares the privilege of
Marxism somewhat axiomatically. For Marcuse, Mamxis more attractive than
alternative approaches for two reasons: it supaltfjoresembles the type of method

supposed by the analysis of historicity (“its olbjschistorical and is dealt with
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historically”), and it can supplement the absti@tsi of ontology in examining the
material conditions of historical existerilfeThe problems of the latter claim are already
anticipated by Marcuse’s reproach against Heideggel without recourse to the
‘concrete’, the first point is susceptible to tlaere criticisms.

In addition to Marcuse’s own reservations, it skidog reiterated that Heidegger’s
analysis cannot accommodate any insights abouspegific ‘beings’; these are rather
ontic facts which tend to metaphysical thinking éimel forgetting of the question of
Being™. Horkheimer’s (1982) observation that bourgediiosophy precludes any
insights about its own material conditions seemget@apt in this instance, and attention
“to the highest point attained or attainable byrgeois philosophy” (Marcuse 1969, 17)
is from the outset doomed to failéife One should be attentive to the fact that Marsuse
interpretation of Heidegger is prompted by the theat the validity of Marxism to be
irresolvable without recourse to a comprehensigeowi of how truth claims can be
measured or assessed. Marcuse’s inability to givedaquate account of how material
conditions of existence are specifiable is lesaroinevitable inheritance from Heidegger,
and more so due to his failure to specify “howhis ttruth’ of the fundamental Marxist

theses to be proven” (Marcuse 1969,*4apdeed, Marcuse is instead occupied with

% These two aspects of Marxism are to be the foionlaf the dialectical method. Although he introds¢he
dialectical method just as axiomatically as hisoes for endorsing Marxism, his advocacy of théediecal method is
no less problematic, as discussed briefly below.

1 This is Heidegger’s contention anyway. See espigtiss discussion on Marxism in his “Letter on Hanism”
(1993).

12 |ndeed, this is a staple of critical commentad&Marcuse’s work written while studying under Heger.
However, these are of uneven quality. A signifigamittion of these either misrepresent Heideggestjpns, or tend
to overstate Heidegger’s significance in Marcuseldy work. The most nuanced of these is by fan8dtis analysis
(1988).

131t should be further noted that Marcuse grantsiegger the philosophical authority to resolve thésm in a rather
circular argument. Presuming that Heidegger haduseH the pinnacle “attainable by bourgeois phiidsd already
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demonstrating resemblances between Marxist theatyHeideggerian ontology. While
the fact remains that it is impossible to dedueeltical material conditions of existence
from ontology, it does not seem to necessarilylpcecthe philosophical grounding of a
theory concerned with more ‘ontic’ truths, despite fact that Marcuse himself fails to
articulate some generalizable connection.

Despite this evident shortcoming, the question eamag a privileged Marxist
insight into productive relations prompts someeaeibn on Marcuse’s project more
broadly conceived. As | have endeavored to showciee wants to distinguish between
the ‘material constitution of historicity’ and tigeneralization of contingent historical
phenomena (as for instance, symbolism in Spendtstsricism would be to Marcuse).
While Marcuse denies that one can have any knowleflgpow things ‘really’ are (as
opposed to how any political or historical circuarstes are experienced by individuals
under those circumstances), he nevertheless bglieaeknowledge of historical
tendencies is in some ways a necessary precursadital political action or the ‘radical

act’.

supposes a vision of the development of histoknalwledge, ostensibly what the understanding aftdricity’ is to
problematize. Moreover, this title is variously sfthwith Dilthey (2005a, 2005b, 1969) (Dilthey'svilege is
moreover decisive inlegels Ontologi§¢1987]). Although Pippin (1988) rightly contendest Marcuse uses
Heidegger'sExistenzand Dilthey’sLebensynonymously, Benhabib (1987) points out that desps confusion of the
two terms, his understanding of both philosophbos a radical incommensurability between theipeetive
understandings of historicity. Indeed, Dilthey'sdenstanding of historicity is ostensibly to proviaeorrective to
some of Heidegger's shortcomings. Such an evaludianpossible if Heideggerian ontology is thelgrd upon
which philosophical claims are evaluated, and rathglies some touchstone exogenous to both Diltrey
Heidegger which would be able to adjudicate betwdteerging understandings of historicity.

42



3.4 The Radical Act

The following problem arises: historical relatioimhare not plainly evident in
everyday experience, as the adage goes: “all science would be supeslifdhe
outward appearance and the essence of thingsldiceatcided” (Marx 1975, 804). The
problem, of course, is that insofar Marcuse undeds certain historical ‘truths’ to
compel revolutionary activity, he must clarify holey are ‘hidden’ or ‘obscured’ in
non-revolutionary situations (or otherwise, whytlage less compelling in non-
revolutionary circumstances). In fairness to Maegukis ‘knowledge’ cannot be reduced
to a circumspective understanding of historicatiehships, and moreover, he denies the
mutual exclusivity of theory and practice. Howeve,cannot completely dissociate
himself from the binary of true and false conscimss, or some analogue which would
posit higher and lower forms of truth, and indeadkes precisely such an evaluation in
his exposition of a ‘revolutionary situation’. Thairection and goal [of the radical act]
must arise from and be directed to history” (1959 Moreover, the

radical action must come about (from the agerdisdgioint) as a concrete

necessityof concrete human existence, and it must (from thedgkaint of the

social world(Umwelt)be necessarfpr concrete human existence. The sphere of

the concrete necessity for this undertaking isohystAll determinations of radical

action are part of the basic determinatdristoricity. (1969, 7)
Marcuse’s point is essentially this: Historical eps provide an horizon of existential
possibilities. Reiterating the discussion aboveséhpossibilities are ultimately traceable
back to the process of social reproduction, ant gaoceration can understand that the
various possibilities of their historical realityeaa product of their own doing. Marcuse is

adamant that this necessity is not something detradite in any conventional sense, but

requires a personal (or existential) evaluatioshsan evaluation cannot be true or false
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but is rather an individual act of judgment (iteat this particular historical reality is
intolerable), although each individual act of jutgis limited by a particular historical
horizon. Nevertheless, ascertaining the necessitydical activity requires ancillary
clarification which would inform such judgment (Maise 1969, 8) or otherwise it would
be historically inevitable; in judgintis historical reality to be intolerable, one mussfir
explain what ‘this’ reality consists of. This is¢ay that in order to come to terms with
the ‘necessity’ of an historical situation, one treyspeal to a supra-phenomenal account
of why one’s existential possibilities are the viagy are- clearly this raises the same
problems of adjudicating between different concaiof history. In order to do so,
Marcuse posits materialist dialectics as a cowedt Heideggerian phenomenology. As
discussed above, he does so rather axiomaticaliyng phenomenology to be
objectionable on Marxist grounds (which he hadumm tintended to formulate on
Heideggerian grounds in the first place), althoitgé worth pursuing further what sort of
knowledge this method is to yield.

Reiterating the discussion above, for Marcusephsty is the inherited character
of the world which he understands as ‘heritages Heritage guides and constrains the
existential possibilities of Dasein. Marcuse codtethat, in order to adequately assess
any historical phenomena, one must defer to thehistgrical reality is existentially
‘relevant’, or how historical realities are relevdor me’. Ostensibly, in special
historical circumstances, this heritage would comgeolutionary activity. In this
instance, this would require an evaluative judgnfeet, “living under the present
circumstances is no longer a viable possibilityrfeg”), and moreover, Marcuse wants to

maintain that this judgment would be valid onlthie individual making it. In order to
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clarify the necessity of radical action (Marcus# staintains some fidelity to the idea of
‘class consciousness’), the material constitutibhistoricity must be elaborated through
dialectics. There are a number of instances wherelle vacillates between
Heideggerian and subijectivist position stronglyerebling that of Lukacs, appealing to
the possibility of thought approximating the caysalcess underlying historical
development. In ‘Contributions to a Phenomenologiistorical Materialism’ he writes:
“The new generation becomes the subject of higtaty when it grasps and recognizes
itself as the object of history — when it acts thgh an understanding of its own unique
historical situation” (1969, 9-10). The contradatin the passage quoted, as well as the
general idea of a ‘material constitution of histdyi', is that historicity is essentially
valuative, whereas despite Marcuse'’s insistenteg@ontrary, the aim of materialist
dialectics is to demonstrate a value-neutral stirecdf experience (i.e., conditions are the
way they are becausgz independently of any individual experience), agasition
which he explicitly denies having any validity (9&3; 2005, 38f. Evidently, the
evaluation of historical necessity, as well as prgthe validity of Marxism, both require
one to infer supra-phenomenal ‘truths’.

Despite the fact that such a value-neutral ‘troéisurfaces regardless of
Marcuse’s own self-understanding, he further disges himself from a position which
regards a ‘correct’ understanding of broader hisabprocesses to be a necessary

precursor to political action in his later essadighough it is unwise to speculate on

4 In the cited ‘On Concrete Philosophy’, Marcuseteads that a phenomenological reduction alone ¢ke the
instance of a factory) would be able to demonstiadntegration of an economic system, although iinclear what
such a reduction would be able to say specifiagut any economic system, and moreover, whetheyttd be able
to say anything causative about it.
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whether Marcuse himself understood this to be alpro in his own work, his
subsequent reviews of Landshut and Marck, as wéllegels Ontologieameliorate at

least some of the difficulties of the ‘Contributi@s well as in ‘On Concrete Philosophy’

and are worth further attention.
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4. Hegel’s Ontology

Marcuse’s stated aims fétegels Ontologiere quite grand - his correspondence,
his concurrent writings, and indeed the introduttio the study variously indicate that
theHabilitationschriftattempts to find in Hegel a precedent for his coresu
preoccupation with the social dimension of ‘histay’ (1987, 2); an attempt “to disclose
and to ascertain the fundamental characteristitsstdricity” (1987, 1); “a preliminary
contribution to an analysis of the internal relasbip between Aristotelian and Hegelian
ontologies” (1987, 104); to illuminate a connectimtween Marx and Hegel (cited in
Benhabib 1987, xif) and to demonstrate that there is no varianogdeet Hegel's
metaphysics and critical philosophy (1976, 26). hAs been suggested in the preceding
sections, the latter two points are ultimately ogtylicable for Marcuse under the rubric
of historicity, although this relationship is natmediately intelligible without an
excursus to Marcuse’s exploration of the idea efitage’, as well how one could derive
a ‘genuine’ understanding of inherited forms of Wexdge, and moreover, how they
might be fruitfully applied to contemporary problgifin such a way where the
interpretation of Hegel, for instance, might be @@med of as politically meaningful).

Moreover, Marcuse curiously believes that this igar’ understanding of

philosophical problems like historicity, the didiec or historical materialism is

! Benhabib reproduces a postcard Marcuse had s&@irtd. 6with dated July 28, 1931, made availablééo from a
Mr. Jurgen Dinter, Antiquar fur Philosophie. Thatts reproduced below:

It is true that a longer work of mine on Hegel vaifipear this fall: it is an interpretation of thagic and the
Phenomenology of Spiidis foundations for a theory of historicity. THegel-Marxquestion is not explicitly
addressed, although | hope this interpretationtivitbw some light on this connection. Neither dibes
work contain a critical discussion of Heidegger isoit intended to do so. Rather, the whole is@ssary
preparation for articulating the fundamental natfrbistorical happening.
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attainable by returning to their ‘original’ histoal meaning. The appearance of Siegfried
Marck’s Die Dialektik in der Philosophie der Gegenwé¥tarck 1929) had given
Marcuse the opportunity to extensively meditateltos subject; in thematizing in the use
of dialectics throughout a cross-section of pre-platosophy, and elaborating upon the
critical use of dialectics following Hegel, Marckigork was prescient to Marcuse in that
it had raised the opportunity to consider a gerlyiostical use of dialectics in
opposition to the wanton use of the concept inwentieth century. The first volume,
concerned broadly with an overview of dialecticathod in early twentieth century
philosophy raises the question of the validity iafiectical thinking in general. If the
dialectic is only a formal law of contradictionpsiltaneously legitimizing Soviet
orthodoxy and displacing disparities between realitd cognition, then it is unclear to
what extent the dialectic yields any privilegedatenship to social knowledge; the “term
dialectic, and its conception, have received sumtsa through usage in contemporary
philosophy and in Marxist theory and practice ttierapt to capture its original meaning
has become unavoidable” (Marcuse 1976, 13-4). @@titat the dialectic can still
demand a position within contemporary thought,itfeader confusion about the social
efficacy of philosophy must be reconciled withatgginal historical function. Such a
treatment
is justified by the central position that the daie occupies within Marxism, and
through the insights which could be obtained if onasiders contemporary
philosophy from a dialectical perspective relagoiglosophy to contemporary
society, and to the entire socio-historical sitatiMarcuse 1976, 12)

Marcuse’s investigation is therefore especiallyesdalto the present discussion in

revealing how antecedent treatments of the dialecé ultimately authoritative in
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adjudicating between diverse understandings ottimeept. If the restorative function of
intellectual history is at all salient to reaninmgtithe critical role of the dialectic (and by
extension historicity or Hegel’'s ‘ontology’), it anly insofar as antecedent thinkers had a
privileged insight into its ‘genuine’ function. Mause’s understanding of historicity, at
least in this respect, entails that one can neghppose an Archimedean point according
to which an authentic authorial intention or thang analogous a-historical facet of
these intellectual currents is recoverable (noricaonversely presume an epistemic
closure between historical periods). Rather, tleelpcessors to modern thought are
intelligible only through the purview of contempoyaliscursive categories, which in
turn entails that these past insights have somi@di relevance. Similarly, itdegels
Ontologie Marcuse writes that his interpretation

has definite presuppositions from which it proceaad which reflect the changed

history of the problem today. Such an interpretatiwust reilluminate all that was

a living reality for Hegel, corresponding to thengaetely different situation out

of which his philosophy originated, and which psety because of this difference

has remained unarticulated. (Marcuse 1987, 3)
Marcuse raises the same question he does aboutiM&wrntributions to a
Phenomenology of Historical Materialism’: How cae accept the salience of historical
texts as a living reality in our own time? An irgeetation of a philosophical text, as well
as its plausibility will ultimately depend on thegtee to which “one considers
contemporary philosophy from a dialectical perspeatelating philosophy to
contemporary society” (1976, 12).

In ‘On the Problem of the Dialectic’, Marcuse sulpsently traces the intellectual

history of dialectical thinking from Platonic thauig claiming that Plato had “understood

the meaning of the dialectic in its most fundamesgase” (1976, 14); if Plato was able
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to understand the function of the dialectic, ibidy because its contemporary usage is
derived from this original understanding, or toroar from Whitehead, the “safest
general characterization of the European philosmgbhiadition is that it consists of a
series of footnotes to Plato” (1979, 39). Marcusetends that the historical development
of a philosophical concept, in this case the ditadecannot be understood as a sequence
of philosophical debates. Rather, subsequentib&sbf dialectical thinking can be seen
as ‘developments’ only insofar as they problemattieedialectic in such a way which
surpasses the horizon of their predecessors. idaljphow Marcuse traces this
intellectual history is instructive in this caseaMuse argues that, because Plato had
relegated the dialectic to his world of Ideas, l#swnable to grasp how historicity is
constitutive of the movement of Being, and undesthauspices, Marcuse believes there
to be no such genuine development from the Plattialectic until Hegel. Although one
might consider someone like Plotinus, for instatcdye a curious omission, Marcuse
considers the intermittent appraisals of the diaddo be unable to surpass the Platonic
paradigm. This is to say that even thoughEhaeadsnay have surpassed the nuance or

rigor of Plato, ultimately Plotinus is beholderthe limitations of the Platonic dialectic.

4.1 On the Alleged Misinterpretation and Broader Si  gnificance of
Historicity in Hegel’s Thought

The discussion in ‘On the Problem of the Dialedlicdminates the broader
project ofHegels OntologieAccording to Marcuse, Dilthey presents the mosaaded
vision of historicity, defining “the basis and litsiof this problem” (1987, 1), although
ultimately, he fails to clarify certain supposit®af his project. In ascertaining the

concept of Life as the center of historicity, Ddthapparently fails to grasp “the
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characterization of the motility of Life in term$§the unity of the | and the world (Nature
and Spirit), the ontological meaning of this unitye definition of historical Life as that
mode of being which ‘actualizes’ all that is, thet@rmination of Life as Spirit and of its
world as the ‘world of Spirit™ (1987, 2). The prigms of historicity, motility, and Life
will be returned to below, although presently ansttier exposition requires a further
elaboration of Marcuse’s self-understanding of pgrgect.

Marcuse contends that these unclarified presuppnsitn Dilthey’s work are the
residue of Hegelian ontology. As Pippin points (1488, 68§, it is anachronistic to speak
of Hegel’s concern with historicity; althougkeschichtlichkeits found in various places
in Hegel’s corpus, the concept only acquired agsimphical significance with Dilthey.
However, this strikes me as being precisely thatp@iespite the fact that Hegel himself
had failed to rigorously explore the significanddnstoricity, Marcuse contends that
Dilthey’s understanding had never eclipsed thezworiof Hegelianism. Further,
Dilthey’s limitations are due to assumptions alddagel’s system which are either
misunderstandings, or to a failure to explore #raifications of these assumptions.
Because Dilthey presents the most advanced unddnsgpof historicity thus far, and
because “the basis of the current tradition ofqduphical questioning about historicity”
rests on Dilthey, it is imperative to investigate unstated philosophical assumptions of
Dilthey’s successors, as well as how these comnstingir understanding of social
phenomena. Nonetheless Marcuse’s own introductatgreents never explicitly clarify
the implications of the contemporary confusion abfostoricity. Certainly his earlier
essays are more precise in pointing to the rantidioa of these misinterpretations as well

as pointing to how these might be remedied byw@meb a more foundational
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understanding of historicity, although these toty @fliptically suggest broader
consequences for the social sciences.

The question of what is at stake in Marcuse’s m@adan perhaps be best clarified
as follows: First, Marcuse denies that historiciéy be reduced to a static collection of
mental rules and guidelines. However, it is woditarating that Marcuse likewise
concedes that abstract formulas outlining broaales lof historical development -or a
grand purposiveness to history i.e., the Cunningedson- deflect from any ‘concrete’
understanding of an historical situation. If botipa-historical understandings of
historical development (i.e., a reductive forma¥ laf history) and heavily subject-
centered accounts of this development are untenidigeuestion arises as to whether
there are any plausible alternatives. In the als@etion, it was shown that Marcuse’s
own articulation of historicity does not fare muaétter than either of these approaches.
While Marcuse certainly has a less reductive unidedsng of historicity than a rigid
epiphenomenalism (i.e., he denies that realityesety a series of exemplary cases of a
broader historical narrative about reason or prodecelations), he nonetheless
identifies the process of historical developmenrtdaexogenous to the way actors in that
process understand themselves. Furthermore, hefieemhe activities and practices of
any historical epoch as somehow ‘caused’ or ‘deftegdi by a broader historical process
(in this case, social reproduction).

Because present understandings of historicity @bkas, according to Marcuse,
Marx’s, c.f. Marcuse 1992, 1976) can be traced had#egel, one way to ameliorate the
problem would be to investigate what philosophasdumptions inform Hegel’s theory

of historicity, and evaluate whether or not thessuanptions are plausible. In other
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words, one would be claiming that the problems withich any account of historicity
must face are due to Hegel. In some way, this ime with what Marcuse intends to do
in Hegels Ontologigalthough his more central claim is that problematcounts of
historicity owe more to misunderstandings of Hagebubsequent interpreters than the
historical Hegel himself. In this respect, Marcasatends that it makes more sense to
return to Hegel, and to consider those aspectsdhbught which have been ignored or
denied. More succinctly put, Marcuse asks whataioctaims must be true in order to
advance a thesis about historicity — implying, ofise, that contemporary
understandings are able to propose adequate vesidristoricity independently of
those claims.

An exploration of Hegel’s early articulation of toscity as a philosophical
problem is therefore a corrective to the impliditipsophical suppositions (as well as
errors and misinterpretations) of early twentiethtary historical thinking. This requires,
according to Marcuse, a complete reinterpretatigdhelLogic, traditional interpretations
of Hegel’s historical thought typically focus orethectures on the Philosophy of History
and in turn interpret thieogicandPhenomenologin this light. Therefore it is implied,
these interpretations neglect historicity in fagba philosophy of history. This elliptical
distinction between history and historicity is edshere only to preliminarily suggest a
number of quite surprising conclusions Marcuse dralout Hegel's system: First,
Marcuse denies that the Hegelian dialectic cannolerstood as progressively correcting

certain untenable assumptions about consciousméissame eventual conceptual
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understanding of the ‘Absolufe’Moreover, he finds that the interpretations ofjelehat
narrowly focus on the progressive approximatiodutfes, customs, and social practices
to their ‘truth’ throughout the course of humantbiig to especially obfuscate what Hegel
understands by historicity (and by extension, aestalistances him from Mannheim).
Rather, by ‘Absolute’, Marcuse understands Hegéletarticulating a foundation for the
historically contingent experience of ‘reality’.sMarcuse phrases it, the Absolute “does
not signify a vague epistemological ‘correspond&ndds an “ontological rather than
epistemological identity” (1987, 188). Moreover, idase contends that Hegel himself
had misunderstood this crucial aspect of his systgnmnderstanding the ‘Absolute’ as
“the universal form of being” to likewise be “theghest and truest form of being” (1987,
183Y. In short, the Absolute, as understood traditiyres the final affirmative moment

of Hegel's system, is by Hegel’'s own logic, an matigle conclusion.

4.2 Motility and Life in Hegel’s Logic

Nevertheless, Marcuse makes further, otherwisegttisprovoking claims, which
must be omitted in the present discussion (asanr$tance of the relationship between
the Aristotelian categoridsnesis dynamisandenergeiato Hegel'sBewegthefy.
Despite the fact that Marcuse’s conclusions - pidgl Hegelian fashion - are bound to
the processual aspects of the exposition, thevolig truncated exposition is justified by

the interest of not missing forests for trees, aimove all a concern with brevity.

2 To my knowledge, this has been first pointed guPlppin (1988, 73)

3 Marcuse is, however, ready to point out that Hegéy makes this error in his later work, and hasueh more
comprehensive account of the Absolute in his earlfings, especially in thehenomenologyThis aspect of
Marcuse’s interpretation will be discussed furthelow.

4 Feenberg (2005, 47- 70) offers an excellent adcoithis relationship, as well as how it revealsumber of
parallels between Hegel, Heidegger, and Aristotle.

54



Therefore, | sacrifice comprehensiveness whereghtrencroach on intelligibility, and
instead focus on those aspects of Marcuse’s ird@&ton most salient to the claims
advanced in the preceding paragraph: the differbat@een historicity and history, and
the concepts of Life and maotility.

The latter concept is perhaps the most centraldocse’s interpretation. The
best way to make sense of motilisyas follows: First, positing any determination
requires the exclusion of everything that suchtard@nation does not consist of; it is
impossible to speak of anything determinate withreterence to its other. Such
determinations do not merely presuppose some $ittaf everything which they are
not, but that which is excluded is also a propeftthe determination in question.
However, this act of exclusion is a ‘moment’ of auwch determination, which is to say
that determinations are not ‘simultaneously’ winatytare not, but are ceaselessly in a
process of transition. Marcuse makes two importéaims about this process: First, that
in describing motility, Hegel is making an ontologji claim, or that this flux is
constitutive of all determinations, and secondbgarding to Marcuse, Hegel’'s decisive
insight is to realize that this development folloinam “an earlier stage of its existence”,
or that each development demonstrates that theomseform is a decisive aspect of the
present; dialectical development can only be “cahpnded as it has come into being
and as it is becoming” (Marcuse 1976, 18).

This latter point will be returned to. Presentlg tonclusion to be drawn is from
the major claim that this motility is ontological, a fundamental determination of what
things are. This does not seem to be an espealipclastic conclusion- at least with

respect to the broader argument | claim he is tddseloping — especially because
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Marcuse’s analysis is narrowly expository and duasaccount for the ramifications of
this understanding of motility. However, the refeze to ‘things’ advances too far in the
discussion; there is nothing in this account ofihtptwhich would imply the
simultaneity of these ‘moments’, and this is theisige point. A poignant illustration
would be to consider that ‘things’ are identifiénldugh their properties, and there is
nothing in Marcuse’s discussion which would implstability of identification. More
pointedly, there is nothing to imply that any ottarig’ can be simultaneously any of its
properties; motilityin this instance, is a perpetual coming and passivay of various
gualities. Recalling the discussion in the sectibave, Marcuse’s central difficulty is in
proposing how one might distinguish between spebitorical processes which
determine what a form of life ‘is’ in any historlagoch - productive relations under
capitalism, for instance - and contingent histdnd@nomena. The present articulation of
motility seems to dovetail in the latter directiovhere motility is an essential property of
all beings and therefore belongs outside the redlhuman history (1987, 176). This
account would deny one the capacity for making@wsjtive claims about productive
relations, ‘the material constitution of histongcjtor social antagonism in general; in
short, it denies all stable identities.

In Hegels Ontologi@as well as ‘On the Problem of the Dialectic’ (1928; 1988,
154), Marcuse makes a distinction which would seghgiameliorate this difficulty:
Although all beings are constituted by this matjlionly those beings with the capacity
of conceptual thought can initiate motility throutpeir activity (whereas it is something
that occurs in inanimate objects, for instancespa$y [c.f. 1987, 158, 177]), and

moreover, can enjoy the stability of ‘equality-wghblf-in-otherness’, which is guided by
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Hegel's understanding of ‘Life’. Very preliminarijly.ife can be understood to be
something like an horizon which stabilizes thellg#ility of various relationships;
things are intelligible only by virtue of ‘partiagping’ or being meaningfully arranged
within a specific historical horizon (Marcuse 19816Y. With reference to the
discussion of things and qualities above, thistmafurther articulated as follows: Life is
the horizon which determines the way in which gaitr identities can be said to be
simultaneous groupings of various properties. Thauite confusing as until now, the
discussion has centered on ‘micro-units’ of ingglility, or how the most basic
determinations of being can be made. However, tiaéyais can be broadened to higher
or more elaborate associations to include the wagyoae thing might be understood to
be what it is. In ‘On the Concept of the Dialectilarcuse illustrates this point with
specific reference to an industrial factory; thgn#icance of the above-mentioned
factory is intelligible only within the context gErtain social practices and historically
conditioned habitual knowledge. Participation iagé practiceallows one to distinguish
a factory as “a place that one enters reluctamiti/laaves wearily” or “a source of great
profit” from “an accumulation of stones, iron, pémpetc.” (1976, 20)

However, this is very introductory and ktegels OntologidMarcuse is not entirely
helpful in further clarifying what he understands‘bife’. Marcuse’s tenebrous prose is

especially problematic because the subsequentsdiecuof Hegel’s failure to fully

5 This is the same distinction Rosen makes (1973, dsturing towards Marcuse’s interpretationyween historicity
and history; the former “is not an eternal ordethia classical sense, but changes its essentia¢ sbawhat counts as
order, in accordance with a pulsation-process afrgance, in such a way as to give rise to humdorkiby ‘opening’
or defining the horizons within which human histogcurs. The process of the opening or defininigosizons within
which human history occurs”. In contrast, becausgéfitakes the process of this emergence to belrititelligible,
he abandons the distinction between the ‘Absokatel its accidents and is thereby able to demoedfnatrational
development of history.
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develop the concept of ‘historicity’ is contingemt his understanding of Life. The first
main point to draw from Marcuse’s exposition istthifie is a social process; Marcuse
discusses this idea of Life in terms reminiscertisfexplanation of ‘social reproduction’
in the ‘Contributions’ (1987, 158-159, 161), altigbut would be overly hasty to draw
any further parallels. It is especially difficutt exposit what Marcuse means by Life here
because, although Marcuse describes it as antgativine species, one cannot ascribe to
it any particular agent or subject. The best waglaoify what Marcuse means here is
perhaps to reiterate that in the most general telifesis merely the process of creating
stable identities. The difficulty of course is tlaaty one description of ‘who’ or ‘what’
does so presumes the anterior activity of Lifealoough according to Marcuse this has
definitive anthropological suppositions (i.e.,gta social process, it is a mode of being in
the world, etc.), any description of what these finayequires one to invoke an
historically contingent aspect of this process (ddige 1987, 162; 168; 169). In the same
way it would be impossible of distinguishing betwdéfe as generative of ‘material’ or
‘ideal’ realities — this would be only to presunwerse historical milieu where such
distinctions are specifiatile

The main implication is that ironically, this woutdeclude any conceptual
understanding of an ‘ontology’ or trans-historicause’ of the way Life might create
stable meaningful horizons, as any one such desxsrigefers only to a particular

‘accident’ of the way Life is meaningful. The coasion that Marcuse draws from this

¢ In a gesture to Heidegger he defines Life as prtidel of ‘facticity’ (Marcuse 1987, 265), and Beftib identifies
his discussion of Life as ‘objectification’ to bgeocess as analogous to how Dilthey defines ‘difigations’ (1987,
xxvi). Although certainly not identical, these sth@nds are quite helpful in clarifying what exaddymeant by Life.
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understanding of Life with regards to Hegel’s sgsis that this would deny any

privilege to cognition or any one particular ‘moaé’Life; Marcuse insists that Hegel
does a disservice to the rest of his system bylaiimg the Absolute Idea with the
“highest and most true form of being” (1987, 188)s necessary however to point out
that the persistent themeHlegels Ontologiés that this confusion about Life and
cognition persists throughout Hegel’'s entire corul moreover, perseveres in more
developed understandings of historicity like Dilflse(Marcuse 1987, 322-323). Marcuse
is not entirely successful in drawing this distiaot On the one hand, he denies any
conceptual understanding of this process, whileerteeless a major thesis of his
interpretation requires that Life be defined innmapological or crypto-materialist terfns

- in his interpretation of thEhenomenologfor instanceMarcuse defines desire and
labor as categories of Life. | will not dwell dmg here, although this distinction
provides a better vantage point from which to eatduhe difference between history and

historicity.

4.3 Historicity in Hegel’'s Phenomenology

According to Marcuse, Hegel has a more comprehensex of history and

historicity in his early writings, particularly ithe Phenomenologwith respect to Spirit.

7 Or the parallels he alludes to between this sugfipstegelian understanding of Life and Dilthey’'srogioss on the
concept, as well Heidegger's understandinaseinandExiztenz Indeed these similarities have provoked dispute
among interpreters. Pippin, for instance, (1988 ,midintains that Marcuse uses the term synonymauisiy
Heidegger'€xistenzand Feenberg (2005, 53-54) similarly interprette’ to be analogous to Dasein’s relation to
Being. ConverselyBenhabib (1987, xxi) claims that although Marcedgmself might have taken the two terms to be
near-identical, he tends to vacillate between Bjin and Heideggerean understandings of histarititg central
difference is that Pippin’s interpretation stres@essubjective, existential aspects of Life, ahinately concedes that
Marcuse allows for some (albeit very limited) claiabout human finitude and potential in the veifhlefdeggerian
ontology (1988, 78). Benhabib argues that it idfmatic to foreground the Heideggerian aspectsfefbecause
Marcuse’s explication does not allow historicitylte derived from individual temporality (19787, ixx The narrow
concerns of the present analysis, however, allovitragrivilege of not needing to adjudicate betwimse
interpretations.
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Clearly the relationship between Spirit and historthePhenomenologis quite
multifaceted, though as Marcuse himself acknowledge problems of Spinh history
and Spiritashistory are outside the purview of the presentudismon (Marcuse 1987,
299) and will not be elaborated upon here. Pregérghould be noted that Marcuse finds
it regrettable that “the entire post-Hegelian dsstan of historicity has primarily

oriented itself toward [a] secondary and derivatigacept of history in Hegel's work”
(2976, 323), namely, the succession of shapesiat,Sghich we turn to now. Marcuse
draws attention to thehenomenologwhere Life - here defined as Self-Consciousness-
develops into Spirit. Life makes this transitiotoitspirit when its activity can be
generalized among a ‘people’ (1987, 196); thimisay that Life becomes Spirit when
customs, duties, and practices are shared by atgo€his is merely the ‘external’ aspect
of Spirit, or Spirit as it actualizes itself in hamhistory. According to Marcuse, this
understanding of Spirit identifies Life only whdrconvalesces into generalizable
historical patterns, and therefore, cannot telvthele story. Namely, it necessarily omits
the generative aspect of Life; Life “could at theshserve as a presupposition or an
enabling condition of [...] history” (Marcuse 198R4). In less cryptic terms, Marcuse is
accusing thinkers like Dilthey for ignoring the raalist presuppositions of Hegel's
historical thought, at least in tliRhenomenologyMore pointedly, Hegel himself
suppresses this aspect of his thought by idengfgistable or final end of history. This
may seem like a strange reproach — after all, Ma¢umself notes that the crypto-
materialism of Hegel’s thought is readily specifeabyet this is only one aspect of

Marcuse’s interpretation. Strongly related to finst argument is that Marcuse identifies
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Hegel’s philosophy of history to be dependent o tology, and specifically his
particular understanding of historicity.

As alluded to above, Marcuse identifies historieiiyh the processual aspect of
the development of theogic, although he is particularly attentive to the dasmn of
the ‘Doctrine of Being'. Schematically, his integpation can be outlined as follows:
Recall any positing includes what it is ‘not’, $@t a positing of Being always also
includes nothingness. Clearly ‘nothingness’ or -Being’ is never present, though
nonetheless this ‘nothing’ is constitutive of Beiog the essence of Being. It follows
from this that any present being implies a ‘notAigéin its “atemporal” past, so that
“Being can only be what it is immediately in theepent through recollection
(Errinnerung” (Marcuse 1987, 68). Now Marcuse identifies higtity with Life, which
better clarifies why any discussion about a paldictorm of life will necessarily gloss
over historicity. More to the point, historicity asfoundational and permanent character
of beings, which thus denies the type of stasislired in an end of history.

Reiterating the discussion above, Marcuse’s inggbion is, at least in part,
meant to clarify some of the implicit assumptiofshe post-Hegelian discussion on
historicity. The materialist and ontological prepapitions have already been discussed
above, although one must be careful to avoid canmhs about what Marcuse’s position
is on all of this, or take the above to be indi@tf his own views. Most prescient to the
discussion of idealism is certainly the contentioat Life is ‘irreducible’ or beyond
conceptual understanding; because Marcuse identifee‘subject’ of history - for lack of
a better term - as ‘ineffable’, it seems that amghike a potential class consciousness is

self-defeating. My own view is that this is not assarily the case, and Marcuse does not
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see a problem in holding Life to be a pre-discuegivocess while simultaneously giving
it various materialist and anthropological quaafions, though the argument Marcuse is
advancing here is somewhat better or ‘more’ histstrthan that in the ‘Contributions’ -
particularly if one is to consider the respectiesiions on social reproduction in both
pieces. Certainly Marcuse still holds a productipissition inHegels Ontologigthough
with some ambivalence; the discussion of Life ialtbgic precludes holding labor to be
a permanent aspect of human life. Admittedly, Maecvacillates between holding
‘human life’ to be the subject of history, and takthuman life’ to be a contingent aspect
of historical development. The latter view seembeanore in line with his 1931 review
of Landshut'Xritik der Soziologigalthough he does still understand historicityeinms
of Dasein. | cite an exemplary passage here:

[historicity] is primarily in transforming and ineing transformed that existence

(Dasein is historical. Historicity as [the] ontological nildly [of Daseirj does

not unfold with or towardsljaseir], but is itself this unfolding and only this

unfolding Geschehen(Marcuse 1992, 26)
The question of ‘who’ or ‘what’ is the subject aétory in these pieces is raised only to
further consider what sorts of knowledge claims thiho’ or ‘what’ can make. It is
worth highlighting that Marcuse denies the legitoyjaf any final comprehension of
history in both the_ogic and thePhenomenologywhile further attention to his claims
about historicity pre-empts any ultimate conclusion this score: Instead of
successively better self-understandimgpughout history, Marcuse speaks of
‘recollection’ of previous forms of Life, and it rot immediately apparent if or how

either of these concepts are distinct. Pippin (1983 claims that the essential

component of this recollection is “the extent taethsubjects can and do understand the
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‘totality’ of that periodastheir own historical doing, and thereby activaBsumehe role
of subject”. In this case ‘recollection’ would beerely a disguised idealism, and | think
this is partly true: Marcuse (1987, 323) claimd thatoricity is defined by Hegel “as that
exceptional mode of the self-relation of self-caagsness to its own motility”, which
certainly corroborates Pippin’s reading, althougardtise himself is careful to

distinguish recollection from any psychic phenonre(darcuse 1987, 68).
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5. Conclusion

Although ultimately it might make little sense tolige the boundaries of
Marxism, it is worthwhile to note that Marcuse leawery little room for saying
anything about productive relations, or social gatasm in general, points which seem
to me to be decisive for Marxism. However, thismppts some reflection on why
Marcuse is not particularly successful during ffesiod. On one hand, Heideggerian
ontology is not particularly amenable to ‘real brst, although this is not the whole
story. As Adorno (1932) had pointed out in his esviof Hegels Ontologigidentifying
particular, local historical phenomena with a panerd feature of humanity or some such
subject is particularly a-historical, and with respto the narrow problem of validity the
problem is more poignant: The evaluation of anyreggion of historical knowledge
according to some fundamental character of hissongcessarily reductive, and
moreover, evades the type of ‘concreteness’ thatiée had hoped to ascertain. This is
particularly true of the ‘Contributions’, althougls we have sedfiegels Ontologiés
more ambivalent in this regard. The problem arfg®s best to consider this aspect of
Marcuse’s early corpus. It is well known that Maewvould come to disavow Heidegger
(Marcuse and Olafson 1988), although whether Hgjdepgad any sustained influence on
Marcuse’s later work is a subject of continued deb&artre, Merleau-Ponty, Kosik, and
Tran Duc Thao had combined Marxism and phenomegoldtl greater success than
Marcuse’s early experiments. Moreover, the collagggbe fact-value distinction seems

to have resolved the problems of ‘proving’ Marxidamally, if current scholarship is any

L C.f. Abromeit 2004, 2010; Feenberg 2005; Wolin 2@@r excellent studies on the subject.
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indication, Hegel'd.ogic seems to be poorly equipped to give any solutiobesalient
problems of social and political thought

However, this is not to suggest that Marcuse igétyeconcerned with the
intellectual debates of the last century, and ef/ins were the case it would be hasty to
assume that these debates have been substitutedlydmnt newer ones. In order to
evaluate Marcuse’s early work, it is useful to direne titular question in Croce’s well-
known studyWhat is living and what is dead in the philosophyiegel?(1985), toward
Marcuse. It should be preliminarily noted thaHagels Ontologie'Marcuse’s Hegel’ is
far removed from Croce’s ‘dead Hegel'. This is &y shat Marcuse disassociates ‘his’
Hegel from the facets of Hegelianism that Croceisadigmatic study finds to be
objectionable; namely, epiphenomenalism and thd higrarchy which places
philosophical cognition above all other domain&mbwledge’. Pinkard (2007, 128)
suggests that Croce’s emphasis on the individgakall as his dispute against the more
systemic aspects of Hegel’s thought, lays the fatiod for the existentialist
interpretation of Hegel in France; however, desthgefact that Croce’s criticisms of the
Logic anticipate the eroding interest in Hegel's maphi#osophy in Europe, these
parallels to Croce’s study are raised in ordentbdate that Marcuse’s interpretation is

much fresher than its subject matter would suggest.

2 The present study, however, neglects to discieseefhtionship of spirit and nature, which is aengjoint of
contention in Croce, Marcuse, and indeed the Frahthool more broadly. C.f. Jacoby 19However, this is not to
say that Marcuse and Croce fundamentally concdeed, there are major differences between Marau$&€eoce’s
thought. Particularly, Croce makes the distincbetween thought and action, retains the affirmaticgnent in
Hegel’s thought, and is well within the traditiohamnventional idealism (this is of course to sayhing of his
discussion of distinction and opposition).
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Contrary to the widely-held contention among histemporaries, Marcuse
suggests that Hegel's contemporary relevance duoeseed to be recovered at the
expense of his metaphysical aspirations; ratheret@gnizes that attempts to separate
the problem of ‘historicity’ from the seemingly adiluvian concerns of Hegelian
metaphysics is revealing of the implicit philosag@iiassumptions of early twentieth
century social inquiry. Indeed, regardless of whetflarcuse successfully outlined the
unstated philosophical assumptiongte concept, the question as to whether the
advocates of an attenuated Hegelianism are alplatsibly ground his concepts
independently of the more ‘anachronistic’ facetisfthought is certainly ‘living’ in
contemporary Hegel scholarship; Michael Rosen’skwfar instance, answers this
guestion in the negati@984). | think the more presently salient probliat Marcuse
highlights is how post-Hegelian discussions abagtohicism are not quite able to
simultaneously hold Hegel's seemingly contradictitigses on history: On one hand,
Hegel presents an extra-historical law of histdritevelopment (for instance, that reason
realizes itself progressively throughout humandmgt and conversely, reason itself is
historical. In other words, while the criteria astdndards of validity may be local to an
historical epoch, presumably their developmentésaly an iteration of a supra-historical
reason. This is not to suggest that this is necéssgoroblem for Hegel, as Marcuse
himself acknowledges, though as Allen Pattbows (199927-34) this is a problem for
contemporary Hegel scholarship, particularly fdidars who advocate a historicist
interpretation ofSittlichkeit Regrettably Marcuse does not pursue this lindiaking

further.
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So while on first glance it would appear as if Mae's Hegel presages
something like the mid-century French receptiothefPhenomenologythere are
definite aspects dfilegels Ontologievhich problematize anything like a humanist or
anthropological interpretation of Hegel. Marcus&ading, as we have seen, makes it
quite difficult to show that Hegel is pointing toree sort of a-historical subjectivity
which is implicit or ‘nascent’ in various historiogpochs. In this same regard, Marcuse
seems to have anticipated the infatuation withMlaex of the 1844 Manuscripts in the
1930’s as much as the reception oftiare flexible historicism of th&rundrisse which
was only to be discovered much I4tédowever, one must be careful not to overstat thi
point. Shortly afteHegels OntologieMarcuse wrote a review of the 1844 Manuscripts,
and his interpretation is well within the purvieiHeideggerian ontologylt is
necessary to reiterate that Marcuse had hopeddonelate the broader foundations of
Marxism in order to restore its practical dimensiamd to accommodate lived
experience. Above all, Marcuse’s concern lies isroding the priestly authority of the
theoretician and furnishing a foundation for ddsiag social phenomena; ironically,
Marcuse believed that this aim requires an expysiti one of the most impenetrable
books in the Western cannon. Moreover, as Schnaslpleinted out, deducting a
philosophical foundation for Marxist practice magliwery be an impotent gesture
(1988, 63). This privilege of praxis is in any casatingent on demonstrating the
commensurability of Marx and Heidegger, and theeegmod reasons to seriously doubt

that Marcuse was successful. Nevertheless, beyawlding merely a footnote to the

3 For an especially comprehensive treatment oféiscovery and reception of tlundrisse c.f. Musto 2008.
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history of ideas, Marcuse points to a problem wigclipses the work of his
contemporaries and issues a permanent imperats@ctal inquiry: “Recovering the
ground for genuine commitment without which no harhétory can long survive, can

only be achieved by entering into history, not gaoeyond it” (Marcuse 1990, 138).
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