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Abstract
FAIL BETTER:

TOWARDS A CONCEPTION OF NARRATIVE TOTALITY

by

Haydar Sinan Hosadam

Adviser: Professor Marshall Berman

Two opposing visions dominate the manifold wayswimch totality has been conceived
throughout the history: the expressive notion ¢éltty and the generic notion of totality.
This thesis argues that these conceptions shoulohtberstood as determinate negations of
each other. It pays particular attention to thergerece of a narrative concept of totality in
the transformation of subjectless, goalless anahlegs flux of history into a frame depicted
by the mediated-expressive totality. It claims tltais this narration that allows the
emergence and subjects in history. To make thisnaegt, it juxtaposes two periods of the
work of G. Lukécs as exemples of these differesiovis of totality. It further discusses the
introduction of the concept of finitude to ®@entury political philosophy by Heidegger
and evaluates its consequences that establisimawirark where the access to the whole is
considered to be impossible and the attempt toodwmositically dangerous. The discussion
of Heidegger is followed by a discussion of Althersaround whose work the impasses of
the rejection of a dialectically conceived notiohf totality is analyzed. The argument

culminates around the work of Badiou which provittes context in which questions that
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were left with Lukacs can be asked again: questabwut the political subject: political
party: the state: questions about the relation éetwthe standpoint of totality and

emancipatory politics.
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Introduction: Can dialectics break bricks?

“Can dialectics break bricks?” this is the timelegggestion of political philosophy
whose urgency is being increasingly felt today: tenthought become a material force to
change reality. The question is obviously the basighe well-known (and out-of fashion)
idealism — materialism division, but it is also titee of René Viénet's 1973 “deturned”
movie. For this dissertation, the latter is a mioteresting starting point than the former
one: The original movie, before Viénet's intervent takes place in a small Chinese
village under Japanese occupation (probably dfefitst Sino-Japanese war) where there
are two antagonistic groups: the occupants an@dabe peasants. After Viénet's redubbing,
the Japanese occupants —depending on the sceneintarthe bourgeoisie, the union
bosses, the bureaucrats, the leadership of the oamtrparty and the representatives of
big capital, i.e. into the various forms of oppass the locals remain peasants and
workers, i.e. the oppressed. The occupants haveythirey: their samurai swords, the

police, an army but also more. At one point theader threatens the workers:

| don’'t want to hear any more about class strugglénot, I'll send in my
sociologists! And if necessary my psychiatrists! Mgpban planners! My
architects! My Foucaults! My Lacans! And if that®t enough, I'll even
send my structuralists!

! Détournement is a technique developed by thetiiniat movement. In cinema, Woody Allen’s
redubbed debut movie “What's Up, Tiger Lily?” candeen as another famous example of this technique.
2 Viénet's movie is available &ttp://www.ubu.com/film/vienet_dialectics.html




Against this total attack, the poor has only onapan to rely on: the dialectics,
which in the movie is a synonym for martial artdted practicing and sharpening their
“dialectics” daily, the workers face their enemytire final battle where the command of
the dialectics helps them win the decisive victdrya quite literal yet absurd way, Viénet's
movie depicts how dialectics came to be seen ir2@lecentury especially until the 1970s:

as a powerful weapon, if not a form of martial arts

The key feature of this weapon is that it featutesl “point of view of totality” that
enabled the dialectician to connect the seemirggliated parts of the reality. Totality gave
him the eyes of the owl of Athena: a sharpened gaseted toward the borders, toward
the limits of the possible in the given society.ushotality helped form ideas, vision,
strategy, tactics, and slogans in the fight agathst capitalism. But this vision, the
Archimedean point of history was not always con®ddo be available at any moment. In
the words of the greatest dialectician of th& 26ntury, it emerged only in the struggle for

emancipation:

Only when a historical situation has arisen in \Whacclass must understand
society if it is to assert itself; only when thectfahat a class understands
itself means that it understands society as a whate when, in
consequence, the class becomes both the subjectthendobject of
knowledge; in short, only when these conditions altesatisfied will the
unity of theory and practice, the precondition k¢ revolutionary function
of the theory, become possible.



Such a situation has in fact arisen with the emtiythe proletariat into
history.™

Accordingly, the formation of the point of view tdtality not only requires the
conjunction of a specific set of objective facts mifundamentally dependent upon the
moment of the emergence of the new collective sulgé history which will become the
bearer of this vision. This thesis will add thaterthis moment comes to fruition and what
Badiou calls a “sequence” is complete, the poinviefv of totality will be once again
impossibility from within the new status quo esisiikd. What once declared itself to be

the the subjeatbf history will join the subjects history.
I.  Defining totality

But what is to be understood by the word totalifyi® concept never assumed an
ultimate definition. One can speculate that it igshably the most used concept which has
no clear meaning. Not only totality’s definitionnes among different authors but the same
author often uses it with different meanings infetént contexts without bothering to
explain what s/he means by the word. Probablyiteedttempt to make a proper definition

of totality is to be found with Aristotle, who talabout it as a closed system:

We call a whole (1) that from which is absent nohée parts of which it is
said to be naturally a whole, and (2) that whichceatains the things it

! Gyorgy LukéacsHistory and Class Consciousness: Studies in Mamisiects Trans. Rodney
Livingstone (London: Merlin Press, 1971), 2-3. (ekfterHCC)



contains that they form a unity; and this in twoses—either as each and all
one, or as making up the unity between ttem.

This definition posits the whole as a unity whigltks nothing in its constitution
and is thus perfect. After Aristotle, philosophdeveloped a diverging range of definitions
of totality. One can talk about totality as a cbsad perfect system; or as a way to unify
apparently isolated fragments of present; or agyatev unite different episodes of history;
one can even posit it as a goal of harmony to beeged in the society to comiéut today
totality is farthest from the dignified place thieilpsophy had placed it for centuries. Once
the proud concept with which every attempt to bailgenuine understanding of society and
politics had to wrestle, it is now surrounded watlsilent consensus that on the one hand it
is scientifically incapable of explaining the comgty of our world, and on the other that it
is politically complicit in the most horrible crimeof our age. Political thought was once
marked with an open competition for the most adegjnation of totality, today everybody
is running away from the concept today as if it vpdegued; everybody changes their
course even when the shadow of totality appearth@n path. Even those who have some
recourse to the concept —like Habermas, feel cdegpéb disguise their efforts. While the

20" century thought that arguably developed the cudtiom of the past endeavors to grasp

! Aristotle, MetaphysiscsBekker: 1023b. Translation: Aristotl&@he Complete Works of Aristotle:
The Revised Oxford Translatioed. Jonathan Barnes, trans. Benjamin Jowett ¢&wn, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1984), 1616.

% For these and other usages of the concept edyeftih the Marxist perspective, the seminal
study is: Martin JayMarxism and Totality: The Adventures of a Concepinf Lukacs to Habermas
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984).



totality and provided the space for their violetdst, is also responsible for leaving the

concept to oblivion during its last quarter.

How did this happen? Slavoj Zizek notes that thiskas different as Popper,
Adorno and Levinas unite and lead the efforts irealy linking the political crime of
totalitarianism to the theoretical crime of totalitThus he identifies them as the
philosophical policemen who are responsible fotemting the evidence about the straight
line between totality and totalitarianisnHere ZiZek is going probably too fast, especially
about Adorno, who is probably the philosopher wimglerstood the ambivalence of the
concept more than anybody else. Adorno knew well the 28 century is marked by the
radical antagonism between totality and “the skghof its fragments®The Adorno that is
depicted by ZiZek is indeed an empirical realitjisSTAdorno, by the powerful argument of
Jay is also elevated to the established, dominaetpretation of his work as the arch-
enemy of Lukacsian/Hegelian totality within criticdheory. But there is also another
Adorno; an Adorno who writes that “automobiles, lnand films hold the totality

together until their leveling element demonstratespower against the very system of

! This thesis does not claim that the forgettingtatfility is a recent phenomenon and simply a
product of postmodernism. For example, as earlyl288 Perry Anderson was complaining about the
elimination of the category of totality as one b&treasons for the lack of radical student movenment
England. See: Perry Anderson, "Components of theh& Culture,"New Left Review, no. 50 (1968).

2 Slavoj Zizek|n Defense of Lost Caus@sondon; New York: Verso, 2008), 98-99.

% The expression belongs to Badiou who does notioreAmorno in this particular passage, but still
this expression brings Adorno’s position in oneteece. See: Alain Badiod,he Centurytrans. Alberto
Toscano (Cambridge, Mass.: Polity, 2007), 39.



injustice it served This Adorno is definitely providing a “total” ciifue of his society that
does not even admit the possibility of a crack fhravides a fragile space for at least his
own critique of totally administered society. Hesalexplicitly uses a very Lukacsian
understanding of the concept, especially in anrmgrmt against PoppérJust like Lukacs,
he understands totality as a category of mediatiat, as a category of “immediate
domination and subjugatiori.What Adorno opposes thus is not the mediateditytas$ a
depiction and criticism of capitalist society, latality understood as the harmony of the
dominant tune, a harmony imposed upon its fragmehitss is why he claimed that
“totality is not an affirmative but rather a criticcategory.* In other words, his famous
aphorism “the whole is the falses not a call to give up the category of totabiyt rather

a way to understand it: the whole is the name efwihong that is done against us, not an
objective to be achieved. To understand the wramg, need to develop an adequate

understanding of the present totality, only in erdeovercome it.

Adorno’s ambivalence in the face of totality guidlee implicit yet central question

of this dissertation: is it possible to talk abtwfiality that is not “anti-semitic,” i.e. that is

! Theodor W. Adorno and Max Horkheim@ialectic of Enlightenment: Philosophical Fragments
ed. Gunzelin Schmid Noerr, trans. Edmund Jeph&iutfural Memory in the Present (Stanford, Calif.:
Stanford University Press, 2002), 95.

2| will rarely mention Adorno; when | do, my integgation will bring him as an ally of Lukacs, not
his enemy. On this occasion Adorno writes: “Withthé anticipation of that structural moment of ttieole,
which in individual observations can hardly everdoequately realized, no individual observation ldind
its relative place.” Theodor W. Adorno, "On the io@f Social Sciences," iThe Positivist Dispute in
German Sociolog{. ondon: Heinemann, 1976), 106.

® |bid., 107.

4 , "Introduction," 12.

> , Minima Moralia: Reflections on a Damaged Lifeans. E. F. N. Jephcott (London: Verso,
2005), 50.




not hostile to the Difference? Even with this gigstin mind, one can nonetheless ask
whether it is a dangerous nostalgia that guides ithquiry into the conditions of the
reactivation of the concept of totality. Nostalglzecause this attempt may well be the
outcome of a longing for the good old days where philosophy was bold and naive
enough that it could pretend to explain everythibgngerous: because the concept is
inextricably linked with the totalitarian regimes$ the 20" century. In the present, the
commonplace function of the criticism of totality to provide the easy link between two
distinct criminal regimes of 2Dcentury: totality and totalitarianism connects tiwerors of
Stalinism with the horrors of Nazism and Fascism.tHis sense, the current usage of
totalitarianism owes a lot to the Cold War, whdre toncept was deployed to prove that
these are not two different regimes but essentsigre a common ground in their refusal
of western democratic values. Thus the concept séswed to legitimize the form of
democracy that is widespread in the West: those agkdor a radical change of the system
in fact wanted to drive Western Democracy towaekéhtotalitarian nightmares. Of course
it was not only the cold war propaganda machind, fegures like Hayek and Brzezinski
that invented these ideas; for instance one canhnmore refined and well thought
association of concepts in the work of Arendt. Véhiat these earlier criticisms were, they
culminated in the post-modern rejection of the emtcagainst which this thesis stands.
But it would be wrong to blame the recent polititaéory and cold war theorists for this
easy association. For instance it is Gramsci whes tise word totalitarian in an approving
or at least in a neutral way and then brings “itatadn party” and “total” conception
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together in the same analySi®©ne can defend Gramsci's usage stating that thel wo
totalitarian had not yet assumed its current mearbnt Gramsci made no effort to
distinguish fascist totalitarianism and the totalanism he defended even in instances
where he explicitly quoted Mussolini talking abofatscist totalitarianism. Thus the
defense of Gramsci’s use of totalitarianism wilt hold if it is only shown that the inherent
horrors of the concepts were not yet revealed revalready there. Such countermove
may even go further and argue that Gramsci togetitarothers laid the intellectuals basis
of these horrors to come. Maybe there a good retistriotality is left to oblivion. Maybe
totality necessarily leads to totalitarian reginaesl there is no way to think totality that
will dissociate itself from totalitarian politicds there any reason one should attempt to

rethink and redefine this archaic concept?

One of the answers lies in the recent historys tturious to note that during the last
decades of the past century, while theory was lbigying the grave of totality and was
diverting its attention away from economics throoghthe “cultural turn,” the greatest
project of economic globalization was going headgmmposing a planetary consensus on
the set of rules that would affect every single hanbeing living on the world. While
philosophy was concerned with “difference;” a silagyuridico-political-economic-moral

order has been summoned under the name “neolimraivas put into use all over the

! Antonio GramsciSelections from the Prison Notebooks of Antonion@@ Trans. Quintin Hoare
and Geoffrey Nowell Smith (New York,: InternationRlublishers, 1972), 147-58. Total conception is
translated to English as “global.”

2 For instance: ibid., 254. It is the ltalian fassisvho appropriated the concept and started the
widespread usage of the wortbtalitario” (totalitarian) in a positive sense with Giovar@entile.



world.* The totalitarianism of capital, with the one-sfits-all solutions provided by the
institutions such as the IMF that ignored the dpety of the locality, was not an
interesting topic for post-moderns. Despite thepiyfindness to this process, the present
bourgeoisie is effectively acting as a “universidss.” This pretension of universality
cannot be negated by merely pointing to the engliriifferences among the types of
capitalisms thus effectively denying the validitiyabaims that there is “no outside” to the
global capitaf One of the tasks of the critical thinking todaysnbe to forge conceptual
tools not only to analyze the present “totality” sufcial relations but also help imagine a
world that is one step beyond the existing one avhgiconsidering the lessons of thé'20

century.

How to understand the existing totality? This studyends to conduct an
exploration of totality as a 30century concept. This neither means that it isiee 20"
century invention, nor that the 2@entury usage of the concept owes nothing to &sé p

To the contrary, much of the ®@entury discussions concerning totality are athmt to

! There is a wealth of publications on the transfatiom that took place during 1970s and onwards.
To name a few: David Harvey Brief History of NeoliberalisnfOxford; New York: Oxford University
Press, 2005); Neil SmithAmerican Empire: Roosevelt's Geographer and theluBee to Globalization
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003);——, The Endgame of GlobalizatioNew York:
Routledge, 2005); Gérard Duménil and Dominique Lé@ppital Resurgent: Roots of the Neoliberal
Revolution(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 20Bépert Brenner, "The Economics of Global
Turbulence,'New Left Review no. 229 (1998).

2 One important work in this regard is: Dipesh Cladlarty, Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial
Thought and Historical DifferencéPrinceton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, J0@hakrabarty argues
that there is no universal history of capitalismiachhoperates beyond the cultural / religious tiadi of the
given society. He insists that what is called urdeé capitalism is nothing but the generalizatidnthe
contingent experience of Western Europe and thatyewccurrence of capitalism is a local occurrence
immersed in the contingent and historical featwfethis locality. His argument was later repeated shorter
article: , "Universalism and Belonging in thedio of Capital,"Public Culture12, no. 3 (2000).




interpret the earlier usages of the concept: hodet with the ghosts of mainly Hegel and
Marx but also of Kant, Spinoza, Vico, Leibniz, Haish Rousseau and other great figures of
the political thought. However taking part in theksbates about the interpretation of the
past uses of the concept may deviate the presguaitrynfrom its course: contribution to an
ever-evolving definition of totality. Given the fact that Jay’s previously mentionedigtu
brought an authoritative exploration of the totalit its 20" century usage one can ask in
what ways this present study will distinguish it$sdm Jay’s. One of the possible answers
is the perspective: Jay’s study conducted througifis provided a retrospective when an
age of political thought marked by the totality wamsning to an end. | believe that we are
standing at the dawn of a new age where “pointi@iv\of totality” (if not “totality” itself)
has an important role to play. Will the concepturesct? One can never know. But | will
insist that political thought as well as emancipgatoolitical movements will gain a lot if

this happens.

How can think of the 2B century totality from the perspective of this stad
Although this will be further discussed in detailthe following chapters, at this point an
overview of the overall argument can be usefulite ghe reader a broader picture of what
will be discussed in this dissertation. It is pbisito argue that the $century usages of
the concept can be centered around two diametrioglbosed definitions: expressive vs.

unbounded totalities. The first of these concepiggests that the social whole, in its

! My goal is after this study is to direct my futuineestigations, including the interpretation oé th
earlier usages of the concept under the light efuihderstanding of the concept that will be esthblil with
this dissertation.
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multitude of fragments, in its endless transforomadi and in its contradictions that guide
these transformations must be seen as a manitestatia singular kernel / principle /

essence / contradiction. Each particular thus besam expression of the totality.

This version also comes in two forms: first of thesiggest that the particular is an
immediate manifestation of the center. In Marxistiis notion is illustrated by the
“economic determinism” which reduces every phenanaithe so-called superstructure to
the appearances (images) of the transformatiortheneconomic base (real or as Plato
would call it: idea). The immediate totality is mn@tclusive to Marxism: fascism as well as
negative and positive stereotypes about differectas groups also rely on this type of
totality. When one says “Blacks are (...);” “Chineme (...);” “Jews are (...);” “Women
are (...);” "Homosexuals are (...);” these categoriestaeated as if they had essences that
are manifest in each individual belonging to thdaventually, | will argue that the
immediate totality that describes the appearansafiract manifestations of the essence is

the basis of totalitarianisms of the'2€entury.

A second usage of the “expressive totality” suggebtat the essence becomes
manifest only through a series of irreducible medres that involve chance and accidents
as well as dialectical tendencies. In this conoeptihe essence can never appear in its pure
form. As a result of the endless mediations thae dgirth to the phenomena, it is very
difficult to decisively distinguish the essentiabrin the accidental in the appearances.

Besides, the dialectics work both ways: the matafems of the essence and the events
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belonging to the “superstructure” transform theletiical center. In this sense, dialectics

provide not a formula but approximations.

Against both usages of the expressive totalityndgaa definition of the social
whole that is “non genetic,” of a whole that hasceater. This definition has varieties from
those that posit a loosely bound whole to thosertjact that there is anything beyond the
fragments. It is possible to say that the lattererg became increasingly dominant in social
and political philosophy under the name post-modernThe premise of this post-modern
version of the emancipatory politics was indeedopted by Neoliberalism. Margaret
Thatcher summarizes this view in an interview wilomen's Owmagazine (October 31,

1987): “There is no such thing as society.”

The fundamental thesis of this dissertation is thattwo conceptions of totality:
mediated-expressive-totality and the unbounded-g/hfalr from being binary opposites,
are dialectically related to each other. This stawhintains in agreement with the second
definition that the history is a process that hasmeta-subject; and that has no ultimate
Goal; there is no essence of history that exprassel§in its moments. It also accepts that
within the “situation;” or during the “consensuanés,” when there is no prospect of
radical change, the depiction of society as a lydseund whole is also accurate. However,
it insists that this understanding leads to a depicof history as a static existence: an

eternal present of unrelated contemporaneitiess Tihargues that the history as a process

Y In her case this also meant that there is no thioly as the private appropriation of the socially
produced value.
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is only possible through the brief moments markedemergence of a mediated-expressive
totality. These moments are momentums where a nbyed is born; this subject ascribes
a new goal to the historic process; it reinventsetg’s origins; it thus institutes a narrative
of “expressive totality.” This narrative becomesnifiest in the universals created or
discovered by the subject. In this sense, universaé born within history; they are
contingent products of the conditions of their nmgkiyet they are still valid for the entire
human history. In this dissertation, the procesthefemergence of a universal vision will
be called —with an inspiration from Luk&cs’ “Naeair describe?"as the construction of a
“narrative totality”. Accordingly, “history as a @cess without a Subject and Goal” is
possible because of the moments where subjects tdabe the Subject of history and posit
final goals to the process. Totality as an unbodnistoric whole is possible because of

the revolutionary sequences that posit expresetadities.
I. Plan of Study

This study starts with a chapter focusing on thekwsd Lukacs; not only because
he is the founder of the #@entury understanding of revolutionary totalityt because his
thought contains the elements of both of the opgpsnderstandings of totality. Through a
reading inspired by the work of Alain Badiou, tleisapter will show that Lukacs contains
two separate notions of totality appropriate to thfferent historic moments. Although

both of these understandings are always preseathtegin the work of Lukacs, for analytic

! Gybrgy Lukécs, "Narrate or Describe,"\iriter & Critic, and Other Essay@New York: Grosset
& Dunlap, 1971).
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reasons, a contrast will be highlighted betweenalmisngs of 1920s and 1960s. While the
first of these periods can be seen as an examptheofnediated expressive totality, it
focuses more othe point of viewof totality rather than totality itseff.The task of this
period is not defining the structure of the sogvble but to inquire into the conditions of
the formation of a subject that can lead to whabusside this whole. As with Hegel,
Lukacs knows that whole can only be understoodutyinat limits, by transgressing these
limits. The use of totality in this period is ipseable from its construction by the
revolutionary subject. On the other hand, the séqmariod is explicitly aimed to build a
new definition of totality albeit without using theord; here, society is defined as a
complex that consists of complexes: it depicts alodomplexes that have neither
beginnings nor ends. Curiously, in this periodwwed proletariat is no longer the center of
Lukacs’ writings. By juxtaposing these periods,stiatudy will show that these two
positions are not mutually exclusive interpretasiarf totality but “determinate negations”
of each othef.Formally speaking the first chapter will also lyidifferent understandings
of totality. While my focus will be specifically éhwork of Lukacs, | will also discuss
different ways of interpreting totality and udnediunderline the relation between a non-

mediated totality and totalitarian crimes of"2&entury.

! What | understand by the “point of view of totglitis best described by Brecht asalism
ironically in a polemic against Lukacs: “Realisticeans: discovering the causal complexes of sodiety
unmasking the prevailing view of things as the vigwhose who rule it / writing from the standpodftthe
class which offers the broadest solutions for thesging difficulties in which human society is chug
emphasizing the element of development / makingsiples the concrete, and making possible abstraction
from it.” Bertolt Brecht, "Against Georg Lukacd\lew Left Review no. 84 (1974): 50.

2 It should be admitted that Luk&cs who claimed tisdatter work is a correction of the mistakes of
1920s, would be the first one to object to thispmsition

14



On the basis of this “possible Lukacs,” an evabratof the actual Lukacs will
become possible: in the third chapter, the unfatfilpromises of his thought will thus be
explored and contrasted with his expressed idedsaations concerning party, class and
the state. The intention here is to constituteianptited” politics of Lukacs. In constructing
this “imputed” Lukacs, | will not deny the mistakét Lukacs did and | will definitely not
intend to absolve him from these mistakes. Howel@vill not insist so much on these
mistakes either; these are so well-known todaytthatstudy can contribute nothing to the
established knowledge in this respect. My goal ete listen closely to what Lukacs can
still say about our present, and can help to formsen to understand our present. The
intention of this chapter is thus to follow the segquences of the definition of totality that
describes the concept in its movement between eeption of a central conflict, a subject,
and a goal to the history and the conception aftality without subject, without goal and
with multiple conflicts. Once totality is defined its movement, the next question is how
to think of the place of political party, statehies and the political action based on this
conception. The thesis advanced here proposesdéheoi a political party as the collective
place of an experiment in thought that helps to ewtarily transform the unbounded

whole to the mediated-expressive totality; and #zatishes when the task is complete.

1 Did | overinterpret Lukéacs’ arguments in these dirend put words in his mouth that he would
never say? Honestly | do not know: drinking intok&as’ work | was only too glad to see my voice mii
with his. Not knowing and not minding which oneusfis the “original” source of the ideas developeds, |
will still maintain that they exist in Lukacs atl& as an “imputed possibility.”
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The discussion of the Lukacsian concept will béofeed with a long detour. In
order to understand the process whereby the tpialifirst established as an unreachable
and incommunicable entity and secondly is deniadtexce, the following two chapters
will be focused on Heidegger and Althusser. In #@sond step, the immediate-expressive-
totality becomes established as the only versioexpfessive whole, thus Lukacs is thrown

to the dustbin without ever being admitted to th#lefield of political philosophy.

It should be admitted here that the chapter on étggdr is much less generous than
the ones on Lukacs. It is not interested in disdogean “imputed” Heidegger that can
speak to us in our present. It rather intends scalier the material basis of what can be
called Heidegger effect. So my aim will be to explthe basis and problems of the “really
existing” Heidegger. | will start my discussion wibne of the central themesBéing and
Time Death. | will show how Heidegger creates an agmal truth by universalizing the
experience of death that is contingent to a spegéography and time. | will then show
that after the 1920s Heidegger seldom uses the demth, and that in its stead “finitude”
becomes his central concept. On the other handdéfiaition of death barely changes
when it becomes finitude. | will thus show how H=gder universalizes his own totality
that is born with an ontologization of the contingexperience of death in the Germany of
1920s. But Heidegger does more than to universaligarticular: | will further argue that
Heidegger’s concept of finitude created a philosogdhframework within which it was

impossible for humans to achieve the point of vadwotality; it was a framework where
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universalism became impossible. In other wordsni# accepts Heidegger's universal, all
others lose their legitimacy. Finally | will clainthat this framework results in an
understanding of worlds that cannot communicaté wéch other. A few questions will be
left at the end of this chapter and will not beveei®d until the chapter on Badiou: How is
it possible today to not to accept Heidegger'stdae? Is it possible to affirm his
philosophical operation and yet still create a spfac universalism? What is the place of

totality in this universalism to come?

The discussion of Heidegger will then be followgdabchapter on Althusser. This
chapter in a way follows the consequences of fil@twithin Marxism. At the pure
philosophical level, Althusser's operation is witlthe confines of Heideggerian limits —
although improved and changed with Althusser's ghts about the philosophy and
dialectical materialism. Althusser is important motly for the original translation of the
idea of finitude to Marxism, but also for his legador his influence over the French
intellectual milieu through his ideas and his awsioThe theme of this chapter is Althusser's
substitution of his understanding of decenteredlevimothe place of what he claimed to be
Hegelian totality. As Perry Anderson notes, Altharsslassified not only Lukacs (actually
he wrote very little about him) but almost all tipeeat figures of 2‘bcentrury marxism as

historicists, he argued that they reflected

an ideology in which society becomes a circulapregsive' totality, history
a homogeneous flow of linear time, philosophy d-sehsciousness of the
historical process, class struggle a combat okcblle 'subjects’, capitalism
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a universe essentially defined by alienation, comisma a state of true
humanism beyond alienatidn.

Althusser thus proposed to replace the expresshaeywith the idea of history as
a process without subject and without goals butdlie not pay any attention to the
difference between the unmediated (immediate) whobe mediated one. While | do agree
with Althusser about the history as a non-teleaabprocess, | claim here that Althusser's
conception fails to provide a space for the emeargesf a subject that posits goals, works
to accomplish these goals and thus gives this std$s process a subjective momentum

thus making history a process rather than a dtefitg.

The discussion of Heidegger and Althusser coulameen followed with a chapter
on the child of their unexpected encounter: postlenoism. However, the fusion of these
two thinkers that end up in postmodernism throughaverdetermined” process will not
be discussed here. Nor the figures associated pegh-modernism will become the topics
for discussion. From the perspective of politi¢adught, the arguments about post-modern
condition will be rather developed around its ilgetual roots to be found with Heidegger

and Althusser.

The last section of this study will focus on therkvof Badiou which provides an
opportunity to move beyond the scope of postmogeititics and provide the space for an
attempt to rearticulate the unfulfilled promise lafkacs’ thought. This will not be done

because Badiou has the answers but because his provides the conditions to ask

! Perry AndersonConsiderations on Western Marxighondon: Verso, 1979), 70.
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guestions that were left with Lukacs. Badiou’s thlauwill thus be read as a way to
partially accept the terms of the world as undedtoy Althusser and Heidegger, but also
as a way to inscribe the possibility of universaths in this world. But for this to happen
the “point of view of totality” has to be first ingbed into his work, and this is not an easy
task. | will show that Luk&cs’ concept needs tottaaslated as “the truth of the void” in

order for such an inscription becomes possible.

Although these days Badiou is becoming the newdfrauiperstar of the academic
milieu, he is still lesser known than the othewufigs discussed in this study. This is why |
will start the last thematic chapter with a broadrdduction to his work: about his
philosophical system, about his concepts, abouptuisedure... etc. Then | will make what
was implicit in the second chapter apparent: | digicuss what Badiou calls “situation” and
“event” in politics with a focus on the place oftdlity in these moments. For Badiou,
situation can be roughly described as status quaadanot by the domination of One but
by the undifferentiated multiplicity. In the situan, totality is what maintains the order and
is closely related with the state (of situationieTevent, which can be roughly translated as
revolution, is thus a transitory moment that dissughve order and becomes the basis of a
new situation. | claim here that the event can didgome possible with and through the
emergence of a point of view of totality and | witllow this claim in Badiou’s work on

his discussion of the subject, party and state.
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In this dissertation, while | highlighted a numioéisimilarities between Badiou and
Lukacs on a number of occasions, | left many otb@en. The reason is that my intention
is not to create a catalogue of similarities betwtdeese two thinkers but to establish a
space where two thoughts can combine and tell $ongetin my research, | did not
encounter any serious discussion of Lukacs by Badior | did find any extensive studies
comparing them. Given the lack of any empiricahtien and the different traditions of
thought that Lukacs and Badiou belong, it was aglee to find a common space of
thought as well as many points of similarities meit arguments. | hope my readers will

also share this joy in discovering these pointstiemselves.

There is one last question about the plan of mpieha: Do these three parts repeat
the vulgar dialectics and its thesis (Lukacs) —itlesis (Heidegger and Althusser) —
synthesis (Badiou) model? The answer is no: Lukies not provide a clear thesis; his
definition of totality is no origin in itself. Heather provides a Dcentury take on 19
century understanding of totality. Besides, rattigan giving a clear definition of a
practically applicable concept; the legacy of Luk@oovides nothing but a tension between
two understandings. It gives a tension that willrbeonstructed through the concept of

narrative totality.

Moreover, Heidegger is not an “antithesis” of Luka€o the contrary, his idea of
Being and Lukécs’ totality show fundamental similas. It is of course the argument of

this dissertation that accepting positions of Hgges prohibits the access to the whole, and
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denies the possibility of universals. But it shoblkel underlined that Heidegger proceeds
only by inventing his own definition of the wholadiby producing his own universal:
finitude. The same goes with Althusser: this studfuses the established animosity
between Althusserian and Lukacsian Marxisms. Itshthat the thought of two thinkers
appear almost homologous and that the differeneesi o be minute and almost look like
an “appendage” to the main body of agreement. Buhe basis of this small disagreement
this thesis further shows that there is even ang#pdifference between the two thinkers
than what is commonly accepted. In other words,fiam the antithesis of Lukacs, the
second section discusses attempts to further hsstigges in such a way to lay the

philosophical basis for their impossibility.

Finally Badiou is no synthesis: he does not brirsgtilement to the open questions
of the past, he only provides new ones. Moreovas leir to Althusser and Heidegger in a
more powerful way than he is to Lukacs. He will dmnsidered not because he has the
answers but because his questions (about the eudnject, militant, state, party... etc.)
provide the context to revitalize some of the Ligido concepts left to oblivion. Thus a
Lukacs inspired reading of Badiou will complemdr Badiou inspired reading of Lukacs.
The goal is to show the relevance of the conceptafative totality in Badiou’s conception
of event and thus also to highlight that his diseus relies on an unacknowledged

presupposition about the “point of view of totalityn other words, Badiou will be
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discussed not because he provides an adequaten métiotality but because his idea of

event depends on a “point of view of totality” whiis far from being explicit in his work.

1. Future Studies

Together with both Lukacs and Badiou, this theggmies that politics belongs first
to the intellectual order: politics is its thoughthis does not necessarily mean that
academics, scientists, theoreticians or philosephee in a privileged position to
understand totality. The thought of politics iscdlective creation. Yet people who are paid
to read, think, talk and write politics do have tresponsibility to contribute to the
collective creation more than anybody else. Then€e custom officer of 2600 years ago
who forced Lao-Tzu to write Tao-Te-Ching knew tlpisrfectly well: According to the
legend, he had asked the wise Lao-Tzu who refusedvh anything to pay the tax for his
wisdom. | will never pretend to possess such wisgetafter this dissertation | want to

become a part of the process where the narrativguate to our age will be constructed.

This contribution can start with what is missingtlms dissertation. First, | plan to
make the invisible dialogue with Adorno visiblevant to conduct a study of Adorno with
the explicit question of whether his work allows ghossibility for the construction of non
totalitarian totality: on how to deal with the reten between normative totality and
narrative whole. A “we” subject that does not exéithe difference cannot be imagined
without thinking together with Adorno. His work this sense can be read together with

Arendt, Levinas but also with Bernard Yack.
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Second figure that could have been included in stigly is Sartre. While his
Critique of the Dialectical Reasas very close to the thesis of this dissertaticexcluded
this work. The reason is not the difference butdinalarity of the accounts: basically | was
afraid that his strong gravity would pull this threto itself and not allow something very
close to continue to its direction. In a futuredstuwith a clearer idea of how to understand
the relation between the two totalities | also plarreturn to Sartre’s two-volume study.
Here | want to ask whether the second volume ofCheque that ended up in Stalinism

was inevitable.

Finally 1 want to consider the post-structuralistsdendants of Althusser: |
especially want to study Foucault's conception adal resistance movements, and ask
whether his thought allows a possibility of the egemce of universalism in particulars.
Moreover | plan to work on the contemporary debas®rging from this context and

produce critical work on figures Laclau and Negri.
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Miracles alternate with the effects of the
natural laws — they each limit the other,
and together they constitute a whole.

Chapter two: Inner Tensions of Lukacs’ Totality
I.  Concerning the Two Thousand Men that Lukacs Is

It is a commonly accepted fact thatchOentury understanding of totality has its
“origins” in the work of Gyorgy Lukacs, who had faosly declared imdistory and Class
Consciousnesthat the exclusive difference of Marxism does stetn from the primacy of
economy in the explanation of history but from gwent of view of totality; and had thus

defined totality as “the bearer of the principle refsolution in science?” This defines
totality not as a mere scientific method for Mamidut as the embodiment of the
revolutionary principle itself. Lukacs underlinegist point by stating that Lenin’s
distinction lies in the fact that for him, totality “the basis and standard of everything,” it

is not just a tool in the debate or “principle eathing.” The reality of political action has

three fundamental properties: “universality, tasaland plain concreteness.”

! Novalis, Philosophical Writingstrans. Margaret Mahony Stoljar (Albany: State \énsity of New
York, 1997), 24.

2 Lukécs,HCC, 27, italics removed.

3 , "Lenin — Theoretician of Practice," Marxism and Human Liberation; Essays on History,
Culture and Revolutigned. E San Juan (New York: Dell Pub. Co., 1978R.1n a similar fashion in the
1967 postscript theninhe wrote: “Universality, totality and concrete umémess are decisive features of the
reality in which action should and must be takdme é&xtent to which they are understood is therefioee
measure of the true efficacy of any practice.” See=—, Lenin: A Study on the Unity of His Thoughtans.
Nicholas Jacobs (London: N.L.B., 1970), 98. It dHoalso be noted that Lukacs’ discussion of Lengneh
and elsewhere is a very particular one. He definisants to follow the path of the leader of thealation.
But to do so he should forget about some of Lemnimegor works, such adaterialism and Empirio-Criticism
and emphasize and over-interpret even some mirgsagas in lesser known speeches, letters... etc.
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The first question that arises here is what is mdgnthe “origin” of the 28
century understanding of totality? Probably Lukatt®ught suffers the most from the
chronology that imprisons hinklCC is often taught as the foundation of western Marki
but serious consideration of Lukacs’ ideas seemsetsomething of the past. It is as if
everything that could be said about Lukacs is cowsliduring the debates of the 1970s
and nothing is left after the early 1980s. Luk&sow established as the philosopher of
ideology as false consciousness. Discussions gbrisent day often choose to ignore him
even when his thought is the most relevant; thampson is that nothing new can come
out of his work. This study does not share the iopithat Lukacs belongs to the venerable
place he is offered in the museum of frozen id€hass is why when one talks about Lukacs
as the “origin,” the word “origin” should not be idered as the beginning of a tradition
that belongs merely to the history of ideas butusthde taken as Heidegger understood it;
as the source of a spring that continuously giveshf water: as the&rsprung Then the
next question is: how to engage with thesprung of totality? The approach adopted here
will be to think through the inner tensions of Lokatexts. As Martin Jay noted, it is
perfectly possible that the word totality meanfeatiént things at different stages of Lukacs’
life.> Confirming this point, in the 1967 prefaceHEC Lukacs argues that the totality as

the epicenter oHCC was a “Hegelian distortion” that was “overridiniget primacy of

! Jay,Marxism and Totality84. This argument about the discontinuity in fleesonal history of
Lukacs can be understood in parallel with his defeaf discontinuities in history in general. Seebfgy
Lukacs, "Lukacs on His Life and WorkNew Left Review no. 68 (1971).
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economics.” This point is interesting to ponder for two reasofirst, in this preface
Lukacs spends lengthy efforts to perform self-cistn even about the smallest “mistakes”
of HCC. However, the “Hegelian distortion” concerning arfehe central concepts of the
book (together with the reification) is merely aoltedged in half a paragraph and nothing
else is uttered as to what was the "mistake,” whyas a “mistake,” what were the
consequences of this “mistake”... etc. Secondly, reayts exaggerated to say that Lukacs
never believed in the “primacy of economics,” boeaan safely say that in 1967, when he
was preparing for thé@ntology of Social Beinghe was as far as possible from this
understanding. Moreover, in the very same textdcgkreaffirms his earlier conviction that
the privilege of Marxism is the method, dialecticaterialism. As dialectical materialism
always meant the recognition and the transcendehtiee immediate facts, one can say
that the concept of totality is still maintainedtime defense of method. Thus it is possible to
say that what is cancelled in the 1967 prefaceotstatality as a concept, but its earlier
usage. Is it possible to bring the young / oldidgton to the concept of totality? But
maybe one can go further than that: maybe the wuednt different things even in the
same work. Lukéacs, in the 1967 prefaceHGC also writes that a person can unite
conflicting intellectual trend$.Although in this context Lukacs meant that hisisiion
from what he called a bourgeois stance to whatalied a proletarian one was not yet

complete while writing the essays that became prtisis book; this passage encourages a

! , HCC, xx-xxi.
2 bid., x.
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further question: can it be th&tCC contains not one but several different versions of
revolutionary politics? A younger Lukacs had writt® his lover that the self consists of
“two thousand men, not twa:'ls it possible to find two thousand approachewtality in

HCC?

How does one consider the two thousand Lukacses@léhne ask which ones are
dead and which ones are living today, or shouldevsuate what are the correct versions
of revolutionary politics advocated by Lukacses avidch ones lead to totalitarianism?
Given the fact that Lukacs always called for ai@itevaluation of his past work, one can
easily thread this pathOn the other hand, here it is impossible to notremember
Adorno’s frustration against Croce for assumingnailar position of a judge about Hegel.
For Adorno, the correct question to ask for Hegelat “what is living and what is dead in
Hegel” but “what the present means in the face @§él.”® Adorno’s claim can be extended
to any original thinker, including Lukacs: thus wimaatters is not which of Lukacs’ ideas
are relevant to present politics but ask how oasent would appear to the eyes of Lukacs.
Under this light, the tension within the two thondd.ukacses should not be seen as inner

contradictions, or “antinomies” of his thought theged to be resolved in order to make

! The letter is addressed to Hilda Bauer and is efliait: Arpad KadarkayGeorg Lukacs: Life,
Thought, and Politic§Cambridge, Mass.: B. Blackwell, 1991), 92.

2 For example, in 1967 postscriptltenin he called for such criticism: “This work is a pysroduct
of the mid twenties (...) it must always be remembetieat its ideas were determined more by the
conceptions of the period — including their illussoand extravagances — than was Lenin’s own theakéfe
work. (...) | hope that sober, thoughtful readerd thiemselves establish a critical distance.” Lukaesin:
A Study 90.

® Theodor W. Adorno,Hegel: Three Studiestrans. Shierry Weber Nicholsen, Studies in
Contemporary German Social Thought (Cambridge, M43 Press, 1993), 1.
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Lukacs relevant for our present; but precisely astwnakes Lukacs a ‘real presence’ in

our contemporaneity.

This study claims that the foundational moment @th2century understanding of
totality embodied in the work of Lukacs is born lwian inner tension between two
understandings of totality. This tension, neverliekty acknowledged by Lukéacs himself
is the central speculative motor of his politichllpsophy. This chapter will try to show in
its conclusion that Lukacs produces two totaliiethe same time: a “generic,” subjectless,
non-teleological ever-evolving, indefinable, fluithderstanding of totality; as well as a
totality developed with a fidelity to the proletani revolution, a totality whose subject is
working class, whose central narrative is the clstssggle, and whose final vision is
directed toward the end of history as socialismesehtwo different understanding of
totalities are often understood in direct contraditwith each other. The studies in Lukacs
are often oriented toward seeking the trace of totaity —or its related concepts, or the
other; but never both. So Lukécs is either depietedhe philosopher of Leninism with
regards to his work in 1920’s or as the ontologisb attempted to develop a new way out
of the mistakes of 20th century. The unheard Luksitee one who has both totalities in a
dialectical unity. This Lukacs, who is maybe evamknown to himself, has valuable
lessons for the emancipatory projects of our presEmese lessons may help us move
beyond the assertion of post-modern politics that universals are empty as well as a

“totalitarian” imposition of the universal over téferences that constitute the society.
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l.a. Studies on Lukacsian Totality

Lukacs’ understanding of totality has deservediyaated a number of important
studies. When one looks at the broader picture, tagic trends become apparent. The
mainstream understanding of Lukacs focuses onvaiigon up until the publication of
HCC, if not until his “autocriticism” following theBlum Thesesvhere Lukacs explicitly
renounces his earlier work and aligns himself wité party line. After this period, what
attracts more attention is not what Lukacs writes what Lukéacs does. It can be argued
that these studies are mostly concerned aboutidice pf Lukacs in the history of ideas and
do not aim to build an understanding of totalitydialogue with Lukacs. Their fundamental

concern is to establish the ‘truth’ of Lukacs’ idéa

! This group includes the best known works in theddfisuch as Jayarxism and Totality ibid.
Jay’'s work, being the best known is partly an ekiospto the argument presented above. Despitealligés
in the evaluation of the concept, Pelletier argyaives the best account of the path that Lukadsvied
toward theHCC. See: Lucien Pelletier, "L’émergence Du Concept Ta#alité Chez Lukécs (1),Laval
Theologique et Philosophiqu, no. 3 (1991); , "L’émergence Du ConceptTd¢alité Chez Lukacs
(2)," Laval Theologique et Philosophique, no. 3 (1992). Other than theg&ul Breines, "Young Lukacs,
Old Lukacs, New Lukacs," The Journal of Modern ¢tis61, no. 3 (1979)rovides useful biographical data
on the concerns of young Lukacs leading to his t&#dpith. In a similar way, Zoltan Tarr, "A NotendVeber
and Lukacs,"International Journal of Politics, Culture, and Sety 3, no. 1 (1989). explores the ethical
concerns of young Luk&cs in embracing totality: cae lie his way to the truth? His ‘discovery’ ofaMt is
discussed in Ferenc Lendvai, "Gyorgy Lukacs 190281%is Way to Marx,"Studies in East European
Thought60, no. 1/2 (2008). Some other well-known contiiims include: Andrew Arato and Paul Breines,
The Young Lukéacs and the Origins of Western MarXNew York: Seabury Press, 1979); Andrew Arato,
"Lukacs' Path to Marxism (1910-1923)¢los no. 7 (1971); Gareth Stedman Jones, "The MarxiEihe
Early Lukéacs: An Evaluation,New Left Review, no. 70 (1971); Michael LéowyGeorge Lukacs: From
Romanticism to Bolshevisfhondon: NLB, 1979).
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The other trend consists of a smaller number afistuwhich maintain that Lukacs
developed a very original understanding of totailithis incompleteOntology® Either by
arguing that late-early division is not approprifiea thinker like Lukéc$,or by showing
that after his masterpiece Lukécs never gave upttéspts to grasp totalitghe authors in
this group go against the main current establisiiogacs as the philosopher of the
October revolution and solely focusing on his wdiking the 1920s. Timothy Murphy
argues that by establishing Lukacs place in reiatiothe Russian revolution “we think we
know (...) where it fits into the taxonomy of Marxistought,” but this comes with a price:
his ideas on “aesthetics, de-stalinization andcaddilemocracy,” which are very much
relevant to the present never receive the recagnitiat they deserveln a similar way,
Joos claims that the late work of Lukéacs, writte a prelude to ethics reveals a
reconsideration of his earlier ideas about tactius ethics,which should be independently
considered as an original attempt to think politibespite the vigor of these appeals, the

mainstream appreciation of these ideas can beiséem Rockmore’s review of Joos: the

! Only three manuscripts of the multi-volume projéstpublished in English: Gyérgy Lukacs,
Labour, trans. David Fernbach (London: Merlin Press,0098——, Marx's Basic Ontological Principles
trans. David Fernbach (London: Merlin Press, 1988)—, Hegel's False and His Genuine Ontolpgy
trans. David Fernbach (London: Merlin Press, 1980ne of these were ready for publication during
Lukacs’ life. The intent of the missing chapters d& inferred from Lukacs’ last interviews and frdis
draft plans for the book.

2 |stvan Mészarod,ukacs' Concept of Dialectit.ondon: Merlin Press, 1972), 17-19.

3 Csaba VargaThe Place of Law in Lukacs' World ConcefBudapest: Akadémiai Kiadd, 1985),
75.

* Timothy S. Murphy, "The Ontological Turn in the M&m of Georg Lukacs and Antonio Negri,"
Strategies: Journal of Theory, Culture & Politit§, no. 2 (2003): 164-65.

® Ernest Jodd,ukacs's Last Autocriticism, the OntologAtlantic Highlands, N.J.: Humanities Press,
1983).
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best of Lukacs was around thCC, he never reached this level again, let alondéase

incomplete manuscripfs.

On the other hand, there is virtually no study plgdhese two periods of Lukacs
together This study aims to bring together Lukacs’ writingé the 1920s with his
incomplete project. As the importance of the forrrexts is already well established, the
emphasis on the latter deserves an explanatiomé&eghere is another question that needs
to be answered: if Lukacs never stopped thinkinguaibotality why exclude three decades
of his life’s work and focus only to two periods?ajbe Lukacs’ excluded writings may
help illuminate the gaps in the incomplete essdyss true that some of the key concepts
can be found in these excluded works: for exantpke earliest discussion of labor, which
is the key concept of th®ntology can be found indeed iNoung Heget These two
discussions of labor process are indeed signifig@itise to each other in such a way that it
is even possible to find almost exact matches messections of these two works of
separate periods. However, there are crucial éiffees as well: it is arguable that the

incompleteOntologyis more complete in terms of the ripeness of t®as. For example,

! Tom Rockmore, "Lukécs's Last Autocriticism - that@ogy - Jods, ErnestStudies in Soviet
Thought28, no. 1 (1984).

2 One important exception is Roy Pascal, "Georg tekalhe Concept of Totality," iGeorg
Lukéacs: The Man, His Work and His Ideasl. G. H. R. Parkinson (London: Weidenfeld & N&om, 1970).
However Pascal’s inquiry is mainly directed towaukécs’ aesthetics not toward totality as a pditiclea.
Frederic Jameson, who refuses the periodizatiohusfics and reads his work as variations on and the
development of some fundamental concerns doesnohtde the late Lukacs in his study. Fredric Jamgso
Marxism and Form; Twentieth-Century Dialectical ®hies of Literature (Princeton, N.J.,: Princeton
University Press, 1972), 160-206.

¥ Murphy, "The Ontological Turn in the Marxism of &g Lukacs and Antonio Negri."

* Gyorgy LukéacsThe Young Hegel: Studies in the Relations betweatedics and Economics
trans. Rodney Livingstone (Cambridge, Mass.: MI&d3r 1976), 338-64.
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Young Hegetliscusses the labor process in terms of the dii@letCpurpose and causality;
whereas whiléOntologymaintains the dialectic, it additionally providggoncrete analysis
of labor process with the intention of establishings a model for human actiot further
introduces the category of “accident” as an indligpart of human developmenfis a
further issue, there is the difficulty caused bykécs’ subservience to the Stalinist dogma
in this period. The author of the present studyagrthat despite this appearance Lukacs
tried to incorporate the criticism of Stalinismthee body of the work he wrote during these
decades albeit in a hidden form that allowed himstiovive®> The work of uncovering
Lukacs’ hidden criticism; or observing the evoluatiof his ideas can be very interesting
aspects of a study. However, the present one doesmitend to establish the ‘objective

truth’ of Lukécs but intends to engage in a critaialogue with his notion of totality.

There are further reasons to include Lukacs’ labekvio this investigation into the

Ursprung of totality. First is the goal of the project thlatkdcs aimed to undertake: to

! For a recent analysis of the role of the categafrjabor in Ontology’s conception of totality:
Michael J. Thompson, "Ontology and Totality: Redamsting Lukacs’ Concept of Critical Theory," @eorg
Lukacs Reconsidered: Essays in Politics, Philospphyg Aestheticsed. Michael J. Thompson (New York:
Continuum Press, 2011).

2 These ideas will be discussed in the followingaf this study. Preparing for his work during the
1960s Lukacs himself had spoken that he no longerted to be “homo duplex” and speak directly and
clearly without trying to remodel his ideas to camfi to the official position of the party. Kadark&eorg
Lukacs 439.

3 This argument is presented at: George Lichth&@emgrge Lukac§New York: Viking Press, 1970).
For instance Lukacs criticizes a concept nobodlagipose but his criticism is made in such a way thcan
be extended to a criticism of the party line; orelxglicitly approves an idea, but when the webedémrences
are explored in their totality this explicit apped¥urns out to be a criticism... etc.
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assert “Marxism in the J0century, and the Z0century in Marxism.* This double task
makes this work all the way more interesting: thieerapt to renew the fundamental
categories of his thought by drawing lessons fréma tentury and to make Marxism
relevant in a world that has moved farther from tbeditions of the revolution of 1917
may help considering a similar attempt for thé' 2&ntury. After all, the goal of his last
work is to show the “ontological bases for the absin of every-day life? One other
reason that makes ti@ntologyrelevant is that Lukacs explicitly referred tostiwork as an
attempt to “solve the problems that were posededfaitsely” inHCC such as “the relation
between necessity and freedoinThis does not mean that the last work of Lukacs is
superior toHCC or that it brings a better, more adequate notibrtotality. But the
guestions as to which ideas have changed, whi@sidamain the same, which ones appear
changed but remain the same, which ones appeaathe but have substantively changed,
which ones are completely out of the picture, waratnew ideas that come to the forefront
opens a new space into a better understandingtalityothat can be relevant today. This
space is that of the pronounced pardllbatween these two works which may shed a light

to the way in which the social whole should be ewed today.

! Ervin Gyertyan, "Lukacs Gyorgy Szellemi Odiisszeifihe Intellectual Odyssey of Gydrgy
Lukécs)," inParbeszéd Sokszemkdzt (Public Dialog(B)dapest: Szépirodalmi Kényvkiadd, 1973), 143.
quoted in VargaThe Place of Law in Lukéacs' World Concefit.

2 Lukécs, "Lukacs on His Life and Work ": 51-52. Tkey part of this project is the establishment of
the preconditions of “meaningful life,” see: ——abour, 108.

3 , "Lukécs on His Life and Work ": 51.

* The word used in the Kantian sense, that the tiestin none of the positions but in the movement
between them. See: Immanuel Kabteams of a Spirit-Seer lllustrated by Dreams oftdhysics trans.
Emanuel F. Goerwitz (London: New-Church Press Laohit1915), 85-86.
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Excursus: Honneth's Reification

Axel Honneth recently made an attempt to reactivate of the notable concepts of
Marxist humanism that was left to oblivion: reifiim.* This essay provides a unique and
exciting occasion where the leading representatitbe latest generation of the Frankfurt
School returns to the school’s arguably founding &nd offers a reconsideration of one of
the founding conceptions of this tradition of @dti theory. Thus, this reading is a moment
where the beginning and the end stand togethemdh a way that enables one to observe

the gap that separates them.

Honneth begins his discussion with a well-knowngegph: “All reification is a
forgetting.” It is a striking point because hisiemessay is based upon a forgetting: namely
the relation between totality and reification. Unifmately, through this forgetting the
reification itself turns into a reified concept ims overall discussion. It is obviously a
mistake to argue that Honneth is incapable seéieg@bvious relation between totality and
reification in the context of thelCC. His reading rather represents a conscious fonggtti
of this relation which leads to cutting the tievbeén these two concepts in such a way to

turn the problem of reification into an individualmost to a psychological one.

! Axel Honneth, "Reification and Recognition: A Néwok at an Old Idea," iiReification: A New
Look at an Old Idea (the Berkeley Tanner Lectyred) Martin Jay (Oxford ; New York: Oxford Univéss
Press, 2008). Another notable attempt to resisbiifiwion of reification is Timothy BewegReification, or,
the Anxiety of Late Capitalisthondon; New York: Verso, 2002).
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Briefly, HCC argues that the historic knowledge of totality tlee principal
revolutionary force that the proletariat can andwti accumulate to counter all the forces
that are at the disposal bourgeoisie. But in thetdaday practice of politics, proletariat
(not just the individual proletarians, but proléahias a class) seems to be out of touch with
the totality. The concept of reification is mearfiign Lukacs’ system in this context, as
the answer to the question of why the only socghdy that has the objective possibility to
access the totality is not relating to it in aciyalln other words, reification in the first
place is a concept that belongs to class polifite individual aspects of reification can
only be understood within this framework. When theess-political notion of reification is
excluded from the picture, one is left only witketimdividual implications of reification;
but this individual is out of history, out of sogieout of the relations of individuation and
thus the concept is out of context. Honneth, in thi® is precisely interested in this:
reification as an individual phenomenon. In higsaduction to Honneth’s essay, Martin Jay
draws attention to the connection between totalitg reification and he underlines the
class nature of both conceptslowever, Jay does not ask why the concept ofitpial not
mentioned even once by Honneth. Jay also notesnbatlass, social movement, no
privileged actor exists in Honneth’'s polititsJay rather than problematizing this

appearance, celebrates it as a ‘democratic’ atiigory that puts all the actors on a level

! Martin Jay, "Introduction,” irReification: A New Look at an Old Idea (the Berieleanner
Lectures) ed. Martin Jay (Oxford ; New York: Oxford UnivéysPress, 2008), 6-7. Jay writes: “only by
adopting an active, world-changing practice cohlel contemplative passivity of a class that haddieg its
constitutzive role in the making of the social weiild fashioning history, be rectified”

Ibid., 9.
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plain! But behind this appearance, at least in this qaet text, Honneth has a privileged
subject: the abstract individual hidden behind tiagegory: “everyone,” the abstract

individual who suffers from the forgetting of thistoricity of its being.

Under the conditions of reification, how do the tadst individuals relate to the

world? Honneth writes:

(a) to perceive given objects solely as “thingsgttbne can potentially make
a profit on, (b) to regard each other solely asjéots” of profitable
transactions, and finally (c) to regard their ownlibes as nothing but
supplemental “resources” in the calculation of firopportunities. Lukacs
subsumes all these changes in the person’s stamcd the objective
world, society, and himself or herself under thecapt of “reification,”
without taking the many nuances and diversitiesragrihese attitudes into
account’

In other words, shifting the gaze from the clagseats of reification to individual is
not enough; the personal consequences of reifitatmuld be further broken down into
more specific components. When one looks at theomand thinks, "What have | got that |
can sell?® the answer may vary: my products, my relations, taents. Honneth is
absolutely right that these answers are quitendistirom each other, but Lukacs is not
interested in the psychology of reification, heingerested in the social situation where
everyone is forced to establish a thing-like relativith what constitutes their ‘self.” It can

further be observed here that Honneth’s take ofication as “detached, neutrally

! The difference between the ‘privileged’ meta-his@l actor and the ‘privileged’ actor as the
bearer of the universal in a concrete situatioh béldiscussed in the sixth chapter of this study.

2 Honneth, "Reification and Recognition: A New Lomkan Old Idea," 22.

% Marshall Berman, "Unchained Melody," Adventures in MarxisniLondon ; New York: Verso,
1999), 262.
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observing mode of behavidris already assuming an active subject: The subject
Honneth is the one who treats others like the thirog the one being treated like the thing.
Following Habermas, Honneth argues that Lukacgigere of reification may also have
“gravely underestimated the extent to which higldgveloped societies require—for
reasons of efficiency—that their members learn eal étrategically with themselves and
others® What Honneth uses as a neutral-objective ternficfeficy” is exactly the problem
for Lukacs: it is nothing but the symptom of therpeation of “productivity” into every
human relation. In other words, what Lukacs seepraducts of historic development
subject to change in time; Honneth takes as obggtigiven, unchangeable aspect of

society.

In this way, reification can be understood by redgdt to a normative category
that “deviates from a more genuine or better foritheman praxis® The task is not
anymore the class struggle as envisaged by Lulkadsthe rehabilitation of the reified
individuals. Then the first thing to do is to shdvat the “atrophied” praxis of reification
does not exhaust all possible human actions. Horargues that the “ought” of Lukacs as
to the constitution of the non-reified individualgect is available in the famous reification

essay:

! Honneth, "Reification and Recognition: A New Lomkan Old Idea," 26.
2 .
Ibid., 28.
® He also writes, echoing Heidegger's criticism afkhcs inBeing and Time*“his analysis of
reification is obviously not without normative cent. After all, his mere use of the concept offication’
betrays his assumption that the phenomena he Hescare in fact deviations from a ‘genuine’ or jmed
stance toward the world.” Ibid., 20, 26.
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For instance, an active subject must be conceigeskperiencing the world
directly or in an unmediated [miterlebend] way,aems “organic part of his

personality,” and as “cooperative,” while objectgs1de experienced by the
active subject as being qualitatively unique,” ‘&dfal,” and particular in

content:

Honneth’s discovery of the active (individual) seddj in Lukacs carries several
problems: First, the quotations are used out ofcthreext. For instance when Lukacs is
talking about the subject who is experiencing tharlav directly, he is comparing the
perspective of the historian against the person wabwally lived in the past. They
obviously perceive the same situation in differemys? However, Lukacs never says that
one point of view is preferable to the other; besithey do not appear in the context of a
comparison between reified vs. non-reified humatioac Secondly, the quotations about
the active subject are pulled from the passagesenbekacs describes the way that the
human beings related to their present before theatsm. These are passages pointing to
the times where one was acting as a part of thenizgommunity’ There is no evidence

that Lukacs considered this type of agency as adgnto the problems caused by the

! Ibid., 26-27. | do not know whether Honneth hapraped the translation of “miterleben” (to
experience, witness) as unmediated, which is testation of “unvermittelt.” The incredible problewith
this translation is that it suggests that the gstadlialectician of Z0century not only admits the possibility
but also argues for the superiority of unmediatguedence. Not only unmediated experience is diilaity
impossible, but the attempt to build it leads te thtalitarianisms of the J0century. (this argument will be
elaborated on the section: “Parts and the Wholandof the present study.)

2 “This is the source of the - apparently - paradakisituation whereby the ‘law’ of primitive
societies, which has scarcely altered in hundredsometimes even thousands of years, can be feexifdl
irrational in character, renewing itself with evergw legal decision, while modern law, caught upghe
continuous turmoil of change, should appear rigidtic and fixed. But the paradox dissolves wheneatise
that it arises only because the same situatiorbbes regarded from two different points of view:tba one
hand, from that of the historian (who stands ‘algsithe actual process) and, on the other, fron dfia
someone who experiences the effects of the somiar an question upon his consciousness.” LUKBEC,
97. It should be underlined once again that in frassage Lukacs uses “Standpunkt des miterlebenden
Subjekts,” not “unvermittelt”

% |bid., 47.
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capitalism. In other words, far from being a pesitisublation’ of the reified human being,
the human being characterized in these lines isoyeécome an individual. Lukacs kept on

underlining that such return to the past is neitlesirable nor possible.

“All reification is forgetting,” Adorno and Horkhaier were in complete agreement
with Lukécs’ notion when they wrote this line thecame the epigraph of Honneth'’s text.
One should be absolutely clear about the concept k®rgetting in question here is the
forgetting of the past tortures, real and symbwiadence to which humanity was subject so
that the “progress” could take place. Forgettisgorgetting the ruin that is piling in front
of the feet of the “Angel of History:’As Marcuse would say, to forget is to forgive faast
repressive forces that caused the present injssticiy without first defeating thehBut
Honneth also uses Adorno and Horkheimer out ofeednih order to build the complete
opposite image of history: the romantic notion loé thappy past. Honneth’s happy past
though is not the historic past of humanity; ithe past that suits to the conception that
takes “everyone” as its subject. The past heragdfea stage that “everyone” has to go
through: the “nine month revolutiorf’According to Honneth, the transformations that the
babies go through around this period are a praatfdh human beings are capable of non-

reified praxis, yet human beings forget their happijdhood and become reified subjetts.

! Walter Benjamin, "Theses on the Philosophy of éfigt in llluminations ed. Hannah Arendt
(New York: Schocken Books, 1986), 257-58.
2 Herbert MarcuseEros and Civilization; a Philosophical Inquiry intBreud (Boston,: Beacon
Press, 1966), 232.
j Honneth, "Reification and Recognition: A New Laatkan Old Idea," 42.
Ibid., 57.
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All that needs to be done is to recover the forigraxis that reification did not eliminate

“but merely concealed from our awareness.”

There remains one question: how to define the mabiothis subject constructed
with an out of context understanding of forgettiag,out of context image of past ages, and
the romantic notion of a happy past applied toitlokvidual. Honneth uses the concept of
“engaged praxis” to define the type of action prigsxl by Lukacg. The nature of this
engagement is completely absent in Honneth’'s essayagement is also treated as an
abstract category without dealing with what, whgwhwhen and with whom one engages
with. Moreover without an explanation as to the rge he is introducing, Honneth
transforms “engaged praxis” into “empathetic engagyet.”® Despite the fact that Honneth
gives no explicit reference as to where Lukacssiagi“engaged praxis,” it is possible to
argue that the concept falls somewhere within thkdksian territory. However, the same
does not hold true for “empathetic engagement.” iédim again gives no reference as to
where Lukécs is using the concept and it is vefficdit to imagine as to why, where, how
Lukacs might have used it: in the end, class warfamot done with empathy. Without a
proper explanation of the place of this conceptLirtkdcs’ thought, Honneth does not
hesitate to place it as its central category. Tteblpm here is not to show that unless
Honneth brings a new definition of empathy as #wolutionary struggle of the working

class, Lukacs not even implied “empathy” within tentext of theHCC. The problem is

Ybid., 31.
2 bid., 30, 31, 32.
% Ibid., 35.
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neither Honneth’s own views about how human beargscapable empathy but they forget
it. The problem is the philosophical operation thahgs the name Lukacs to justify a
theory that he would find devoid of any concretétpal content. Honneth writes: “Lukacs
intended ‘reification’ to be understood as a kirfdneental habit or habitually ossified
perspective, which when taken up by human subgaises them to lose their ability for
empathetic engagement in other persons and occesgnlLukacs’ concept of reification
had nothing to do with the empathetic engagemeritad everything to do with totality.
The forgetting of totality does not necessarilydi¢a Honneth; but without the omission of

totality it is impossible to get Lukacs’ reificatiavithout its political consequences.
.  The Aleph: Toward Narrative Totality

The aleph is the beginning. It is more than thet fetter of the Arabic, Hebrew and
other Semitic alphabets; in the dizzying imaginmat@f Borges, it designates a point in
space that contains all other poifit®©ne of these points, located at the cellar of @arl
Argentino allows one to see all places, clearlythaut confusion, and simultaneously.
Though its diameter is just about an inch, it cot#aan undiminished, infinite universe.

Looking through it, Borges sees everything fromrguangle:

1 .
Ibid., 53.
2 Jorge Luis BorgesThe Aleph and Other Storiegans. Andrew Hurley (New York: Penguin

Books, 2004), 118-34. In this context, | am sui Borges refers to the HebréwlIn set theory represents
the cardinality (number of elements in the set)irdinite sets. After George Cantor’'s formulationath

different infinite sets can have different carditie$, the notation is invented &g as the smallest infinite
cardinal number representing the cardinality ofureltnumbers. Cardinalities continue with X, and so

on...TheX is different from the infinity ¢): while the latter is the extreme limit of a realmber line that
diverges in an unbounded way, the former measheesize of a set.
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the populous sea (...) dawn and dusk (...) the mukguaf America (...) a
broken labyrinth (it was London) (...) endless eyes) (grapes, snow,
tobacco, veins of metal, water vapor (...) convexaggual deserts and their
every grains of sand (...) a woman in Inverness fer)violent hair, her
haughty body (...) cancer in her breast (...) tigeistops, bisons, tides, and
armies (...) the circulation of my own dark blood (.the Aleph from
everywhere at once (...) the earth in the Aleph d&@dAleph once more in
the earth and the earth in the Aleph (...) the inedrable universé.

The Aleph, is it the point of view of totality thatikacs is talking about? The point
of view of totality; is it a gaze directed to evélripng from every angle? If so, there are
several major problems: First, in the Aleph evanghis simultaneous, but language is
sequential; aleph escapes language. In other wgndeg an account of the Aleph is an
impossible task because Aleph is infinite and #regliage is finité.Secondly, Borges just
goes on living after facing the Aleph, nothing dpkdappens to him. However, the
consequence of facing such an object is exploreghiither short story: the ZafiHere
Borges tells the story of acquiring an object, Zahir who forces a single thought upon
whoever encounters it. The Zahir can be a tigevei in one of the pillars of the
synagogue of Cérdoba, a blind man, or in the cddgoages, a coin. All these have the
same property. Those who come to encounter themmstalitating into the fact that every
being is related to every other being. So the taéle occurs: thinking through the infinite
ways of the relations that are mediated through single object, those who come to

encounter the Zahir are drawn into madness. Inrotwds, even if it is possible to

! Ibid., 130-31.

2 This point will be further developed in the chapia Heidegger.

% Borges,The Aleph and Other Storieg9-89. In Arabic Zahir means: the manifest, thpagent, the
visible.
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encounter totality as the infinite multiplicity, éle would be no coming back from this

encounter.

It is not only that the Aleph and Zahir denote imc@ivable, inexpressible entities.
But overall, they represent “partial totalities"da@ise the passing of time is entirely absent
in them. Borges only talks about the infinite mulitity of being that exists in a single
moment. If the history can be seen simply as tlggieece of such instances, the moments
of history added to one another would form an itdircomposed of infinites. How to
define the infinite of infinites? The point of viewf totality, the concept so crucial for
Lukacs, is it a gaze that looks through an AleplalbAlephs? Who can gaze through this
rich madness? But first the question needs to elgied: let's consider only the totality

so far as the society and politics are concerned!

Here it is possible to argue that the mountairs séas and the grains of sand are at
best indirectly relevant so long as the goal isattain the social whole. This statement
indeed is correct; however there are no less thanfmite number of relations conceivable
among the human beings. Thus reducing totalityomesy does not make the job easier.
Here, the four categories of totality that Martay Hiscussed may offer a starting point for
a workable definition of the concept. AccordingJay, different versions of the idea of
totality may be grouped around four basic defimsidescriptivetotality that is concerned
with the relations between parts of the wholermativetotality, i.e. totality as a goal as to

the harmony vs. the disharmonlngitudinal totality that perceives the history as a

43



developmental whole; and thatitudinal totality that deals with the unifying features of
historical stages. These four notions form an irnpble heuristic device that enables Jay to
map the entire 2Dcentury Marxism in his immenddarxism and TotalityHowever, as
discussed above just to count the elements of igéser totality alone is an impossible
task. Even if the time can be stopped in a givemerd and one starts describing the
relations among the human beings occurring jugtatmoment, from the global capitalism
to the small talk taking place in the barber shop remote village of Anatolia, one may fill
all the libraries in the world in an incoherent amdzy encyclopedia, yet the list will not be
exhaustive: only the “Library of Babel” would bé& énough to contain this descriptive list.
When one resumes the time and the longitudinal latididinal totalities enter into the
picture, the job will get even more complex. Insteense, Jay’s definitions are very useful
to grasp different usages of totality; however tlaeg not very helpful to build a positive
content of it. What does the totality consist of? dnswer this question, it should be first
stated that the four notions of Jay are possibtalse they are in the first place grounded

by a fifth: thenarrativetotality.*

In his essay, “Narrate or Describe” Lukacs had cameg the “descriptive” mode
with the “narrative” mode, not in social relatiolbst in their reflection in literature What

Lukécs argues in this text is that even if one rgasdo describe everything, it will amount

! Although “narration” belongs to the order of Luk&evork on literature | will be coining it as a
“political narrative” as well. For a study explogirthe relation of Lukacs’ thoughts on literatured aris
broader philosophy: Sara Nadal-Melsio, "Georg Lek&dagus Realismus?Diacritics 34, no. 2 (2004).

% Luké&cs, "Narrate or Describe."
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to nothing. Description creates a “kaleidoscopiaadi of “false contemporaneity” rather
than an adequate understanding the totality ofgoein contrast to description, narration is
the art of telling more by telling less. A greatnwof drama contains one “single conflict,”
yet nothing is missing in this reduction becausk ather conflicts are dialectically
connected to this epicentein a way, narrative totality can be seen as a epindeduced
from the infamous “expressive totality” that suggeshat every single relation is a
manifestation of the central contradiction of higtoFor instance when Fredric Jameson
points to the connection between totality and nema—in order to prove that the
deployment of the concept of realism in literatarel totality in politics is not inconsistent,
the purpose that he assigns to totality is to Iggihlthe central determinants of the act or
experience in question. The operation this stusypgses is the opposite: to look at the
function of narration inside the totalifyrrom a Lukacsian perspective it can be argued that
while the narrative totality is about the “truthf the given moment in time, it nonetheless
belongs to a story, to a fiction. It does not comiid the pretense that it is the unchangeable
scientific truth of history, not even it suggediattit is the absolute truth of the time. Thus
the act of narration is not merely about expressieggiven truth of the age, but about its
invention. As Lukacs oDie Eigenart Des Asthetischemould insist: science is objective

and is interested in generalities; whereas creatiaart is subjective, almost personal and

! Ibid., 133.

2 |bid., 127. Borges also joins Lukacs here in hésck for a single tale where all the voices of
humanity can be found. See: Jorge Luis Borges, Téiing of the Tale," inThis Craft of Verse (the Charles
Eliot Norton Lectures 1967-1968kd. Calin Andrei Mihailescu (Cambridge, Mass.:ntad University
Press, 2000).

% Fredric Jamesonalences of the Dialectit.ondon; New York: Verso, 2009), 205.

45



singular. On the other hand while science cannotenume step beyond the generality; in
art, the subjective can get beyond the generafityceence. The subjectivity of art is the
precondition of its universalityIn this definition, the idea of the narration béttruth is far
from the postmodern definition of the concept ibu$éid against the claims of truth,
universality... etc. On the other hand, a versibpast-structuralism is useful to remind that
narration also exists in sciedcand in other areas where human beings display thei

creative potentials; this definition may as wedlude politics.

In politics, narrative totality provides a subjeetipoint on social whole which
connects seemingly unrelated realms of existericatagnifies some of them, dismisses
some others. Narrative totality invents the epieewf the whole; only to undo it as the
cause of injustice. This invention is indeed noteation out of nothing; it is the realization
of an objective tendency; of an imputed possihilitfaus the center of totality cannot be
“discovered” as an objective phenomenon; its objecteality needs to be an act of

subjective assertion narrated to others. Thus tngrtotality concerns less “totality” itself

! Gyérgy LukécsDie Eigenart Des Asthetischewol. 1 (Berlin: Aufbau-Verlag, 1987). | mostly
consulted this book in its Turkish translation: —Estetik trans. Ahmet Cemal, vol. 1 (Istanbul: Payel
1985). For an evaluation of these concepts in Lsikaesthetic theory: Agnes Heller, "Lukacs’s Aetitisg"
The New Hungarian Quarterlyll no. 24 (1966). G. H. R. Parkinson, "Lukacs thie Central Category of
Aesthetics," inGeorg Lukacs: The Man, His Work and His Ideasl. G. H. R. Parkinson (London:
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1970). | would like to extkmy gratitude to H. Unal Nalbargiei who introduced
me to Lukacs’ aesthetic theory. Had | not known lthié&cs of aesthetics and ontology before any other
reading of Lukacs, none of the ideas that appetnisdissertation would be possible.

2| am thinking of the work of Bruno Latour: Bruncatour, Science in Action: How to Follow
Scientists and Engineers through Soci@Bambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 198A—,
Aramis, or, the Love of Technolo§g@ambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1988)no Latour and
Steve Woolgarlaboratory Life: The Construction of Scientific Ea¢Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 1986).
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but “the point of view of totality.” This is whiACC's central focus is not the structure of
the capitalist totality but the proletarian perdperaimed to understand and destroy this
totality. Still, the key point of narration, thenteal focus of the gaze is about the singular
conflict that brings all others under its own réefis For most of the Z0century politics,
this operation was conducted by the mode of “exgioes’ today, this mode of narration
seems to be untenable. The task of today’'s poliiasot only to identify the dialectical
center of the social whole but also to create a mewe of narration adequate to it. But
which conflict dares today to occupy the dialedtmare of the multiplicity of irreducible
social & political issues that stand in distinctimom each other? Labor conflict; the
environment; the religious cleavages; central state regions asking for their autonomy
and independence; urban-rural cleavages; movemeitslandless peasants; the
immigration; cultural rights; women’s movementsg tqueer movement; new forms of
colonialism and imperialism as well as the strugglgainst these... among this multitude
of struggles, how can one choose The struggle oftime, not in literature but in the
practice of politics? Or should one argue like Hadd Negri that the mark of our age is
the multiplicity itself and that the task is to elefate it rather than choosing One in this
multiplicity. Should politics learn to appreciateet multiplicity as such and do something
with it? But what if the multiplicity is and has ér@ a characteristic of “normal” human
existence, a property of status quo, thus an aspch in itself carries no ontological or

political value? These questions will become metevant for the final part of this study in
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relation to the work of Alain Badiou. Here, thesfipreliminary task is to establish Lukacs’

concept of totality.
Il.a. Totality and Mediation

In the final chapter oBavage Mind-as a polemic against Sartre’s idea of dialectic,
Lévi-Strauss argues that totality is not the exgkiprivilege of the modern man and his
historical perspective. He insists that the “chtmastic feature of the savage mind is its
timelessness; its object is to grasp the worldadls b synchronic and a diachronic totality.”
Lévi-Strauss also adds that this totality is a prtaf the analogical thought; he thinks that
the urge to form continuities and unify is a prodoicthe domesticatioh The problem here
is that while Lévi-Strauss correctly underlinesttimodern man did not invent the category
of totality, he pays no attention in these lineghe central category of modern notion of
totality: mediation. So where does the concept efliation fit in Lukacs’ thought? How

does Lukéacs define totality?

It is very curious and very crucial to note thakéas, arguably the founder of the
20" century understanding of Marxist totality, nowhgrees a definite description of what
he understands by the word totality, and he doegw it for a good reason. Lukacs would
be the first one to object the discussion of totadis presented in these lines. Lukacsian

understanding of dialectics prohibits the discussibtotality in the abstract; totality should

! Claude Lévi-Straus§he Savage Mindrans. John Weightman and Doreen Weightman (@bica
University of Chicago Press, 1966).
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always be brought to question as a “concrete tgtakfrom a pure analytical point of view,
concrete totality may be seen as contradictioreims similar to transcendental finite, the
particular universal, etc... Totality as the negatof concrete should stand in complete
opposition to it. This thought is of course onlyspible when one does not think
dialectically. Without proper dialectics, concreite a simple concrete fact, not the
beginning of a journey that ends back in the cdecr®bviously, this is not the path of
Lukacs who follows Marx in striving to bring theetbry up to the concrete: “concrete
analysis of the concrete situation is not the opebdsut “the culmination of all genuine
theory.™ Does this mean that the concrete is prior toppnédiately linked to totality? The
very beginning ofHCC claims the contrary: while positivism and empingigely on
“isolated and isolating” facts; dialectics is comu with the unity of the whofePositivist
science falls prey to the immediate, helping torodpce the fetishism of commodities,
through which relations between men appear asaetabetween thingsThe “dialectical
nexus” which dictates the “simultaneous recognitemd transcendence of immediate
facts,” stands in complete opposition to the fetish. lmeowords, the concrete stands both

at the beginning and at the end of the dialecjmainey of totality. But this journey will

! Lukéacs,Lenin: A Study43, italics removed. Thus “theory is useless lifits itself to generalities.
It has to solve particular problems,” ibid., 16cén also be legitimately argued that this apprasctot new
to HCC and onwardseven the young Lukacs was not far from this persgecin Lukdcs’ “upside down
Platonism” the forms are similar to Plato’s idedbey are the manifestation of the universalitytiie real,”
see: Pelletier, "L’émergence Du Concept De Tot&iéz Lukacs (1)," 295.

% Lukécs,HCC, 6.

% Ibid., 14. i.e “With the totality out of the wathe fetishistic relations of the isolated parts egpd
asa timgless law valid for every human societyid., 9.

Ibid., 8.
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never be understood without the key element of wigole, of the “continuous

transformation:* mediation.

Transcendence of immediate facts through mediadimes not mean to shift the
perspective from one point to another. As Martig dates, the concrete totality of HCC
must include all the mediations that linked thet$abat appeared to be isolated from each
other? Quoting Hegel, Lukacs adds further that whattaiméd in the concrete whole is the
result plus the process of arriving at it: withdbhe process, the naked result is only a
corpse® Thus dialectical totality is a historical totaliof “qualitative changes of specific
complexes, both in themselves and in relation teeotomplexes? which reveals the
“moving and moved contradictions of the genesimah himself in the process of creating

and comprehending his world.”

It is in this sense that Lukacs’ prominent studbléiszaros argues that the two
central categories of Lukacs’ dialectic are toyatind mediatiofi.He also underlines the

interrelationship between these two concepts bingtahat the “social totality without

Y bid., 7. “(...) facts must be interpreted, and #iere they must be transcended. It is not a questio
which comes first, facts or abstraction. Thereadirst and there is no later. If we forget this amd up in a
hyperstatis of the terms of the problem and theeefelapse into insoluble metaphysics.”

2 Jay,Marxism and Totality105.

% Luk&cs,Hegel's False and His Genuine Ontolo@2. He refers to: “For the real issue is not
exhausted by stating it as an aim, but by carritiogit, nor is the result the actual whole, buheatthe result
together with the process through which it cameutibbhe aim by itself is a lifeless universal, jast the
guiding tendency is a mere drive that as yet lagksictual existence; and the bare result is theseowhich
has left the guiding tendency behind it.” from Ge&ilhelm Friedrich HegelPhenomenology of Spirit
trans. Arnold V. Miller (Oxford: Oxford UniversitRress, 1977), 2.

* Lukacs,Marx's Basic Ontological Principleg2.

> , Hegel's False and His Genuine Ontology.

® Mészaroslukécs' Concept of Dialecti61.
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mediation is like freedom without equality: an ahst and empty postulaté.One may add

to his observation that it is also a very dangemus. Mészaros is right in pointing out to
the fact that Marxism is not alone in claiming @ecess to totality. Fascism and Nazism
almost simultaneously with Lukacs’ texts had aksised the claim that it is them who had
the privileged access to totality. One can arga time path of liberal criticism of totality

best expressed by the work of Hannah Arendt isiggBcbased on this simultaneous
demand. However, it is possible to argue that oaeldvbe rushing too fast to conclusions
by associating totality with totalitarianism. Mésza shows perfectly that the mediated
totality of Lukacs and the direct cult of totaliey Fascism and Nazism are fundamentally
different. On this point Lukacs makes no mistaklifism shares this similar element

with other totalitarianisms:

Stalinist method consists of abolishing all mediati establishing an
immediate relation between the crude fact and thstgeneral theoretical
propositions. (From fact immediately up to the tlyeaot vice versa —
theory up to the concrefe)

First thing to note here is that Lukacs refuseesetmrt to ethics or human rights in
his critique of Stalinism: “Stalinism is more thée evils of Stalin. It cannot be understood

by reference to the categories of morality. It iste] simply the substitution of tactics to

! Ibid., 63.
2 Gyorgy Lukacs, "Reflections on the Cult of Stdlin,
http://www.marxists.org/archive/lukacs/works/19&alis.htm.
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theory.™ What is important here is to note that Lukacs dussdeny the horrible abuses of
human rights that took place under Stalin's rulet, Yacknowledging the evils of the
regime, he does not want to limit his criticism lwitnorality. He wants to understand
Stalinism as a political project: a criminal paél project responsible for the deaths of
millions of people. This means that the moral catesg will bring at best a partial picture
of Stalinism as a political sequence. In orderrsg Stalinism, and what made possible the
crimes of Stalin, one should think it as a politioeoject; this also means to understand the
mistake in the thought that is peculiar to Statipslitics. For Lukacs, this mistake is to

abolish the category of mediation in the conceptibtotality; it is to think totality without

! Franco Ferrarotti, "Conversation with Gyorgy LuAdNorldview15, no. 5 (1972): 32. This is
precisely the point that Léwy is missing in his lgss of Lukacs’ relation with Stalinism. For Lowthe fact
that Lukacs was subscribed to one of the core idE&salinism, socialism in one country, constitugeproof
by itself of the way in which he became sympatheticStalinism. See: Michael Léwy, "Lukacs and
Stalinism,"New Left Review, no. 91 (1975). It is interesting to note thatis later interviews Lukacs refers
precisely to this approval when he argues thatirStahde some correct strategic decisions. The itapbr
word that LOwy misses here is “strategic.” Durifg tlater stages of his life, Lukacs was far fronmgpe
apologetic to Stalinism, however he still wantedight against the revolutionary nostalgia thattSky could
have become a better leader than Stalin. If therene figure in the revolutionary leadership thakécs
disapproved more than Stalin, this has always beetsky. He always believed that Trotsky was more
susceptible for the “cult of personality,” than IBtaand that his revolutionary adventurism would/éa@ven
more disastrous consequences than Stalin's actiadgics thought that during the 1920s, the idea of
permanent revolution would bring more wars. Whatdas does not consider here —maybe because hos visi
is limited to the opposition between Trotsky andlit is the possibility of a permanent revolutizarried on
not on the basis of aggression but on the basigtefnational solidarity among different movements.
Excluding prematurely the “peaceful” alternatives thinks that the only alternative to “socialismdne
country” is another war. The horrible consequenaiethis war aside, the young communist state cduldn
even afford maintaining an army ready for the puesivars. At a pure strategic level, even feedinguany
meant reducing the number of peasants (turning tinémnsoldiers) and forcing them to produce everreno
than what they used to produce. This meant an opdtation to famine. He thus viewed “socialismane
country” as a correct strategic choice that wasssary to survive the difficult early days of tleealution.

On the other hand, when this turns into a genextidia Neil Smith's comment is absolutely right,iasm in
one country is as absurd and as impossible asatiapitin one factory. See: Neil Smith, “#&a Bir Devrim
Mimkin (Another Revolution Is Possible)Birikim, no. 205-206 (2006). Thus what Stalin did and is
absolutely the wrong thing to do, is to immediatelgvate these momentary strategic political decssito
the generalizations about human society and histamg thus to create a totality out of the immegliac
Unfortunately, this point is often missed while girnly Lukdcs peace with Stalin. For the purposethisf
dissertation, this issue will be brought againhia tliscussion of the place of the political party.
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the dialectics. Secondly, this immediate totalityy totalitarianism is not about the

contradictions, the fissures, the gaps, the disgoities that make the social whole; it is not
about a totality that is out of joint; to the canyy it refuses the ontological place of the
inconsistent parts. It is a “normative totalitymed at harmony, and totalitarian politics
consist of the real elimination of the parts whadhnot properly belong to the harmonious
whole. Unlike totalitarian totality, the social &lity of Lukacs exists “through those

manifold mediations” which links “partial totalig’ specific complexes “to each other in a
constantly shifting and changing, dynamic overalinplex.” Thus Luk&cs’ concept of

totality calls for an articulation of the relatiof the parts and the whole. How to formulate
this relationship? Maybe before trying to underdtdme proper way, it is better to analyze

in what ways the conception of totality may be fafated in wrong ways
Il.b. Parts and the Whole: Wrong

How does Lukacs’ notion separate from the totaéitatotality? One can point out
to the lines where Lukacs underlines that totadhguld not be conceived in such a way to
reduce its various elements to an “undifferentiatadormity and identity.? It is possible
to say that these examples provide an impliciiceré of totalitarianisms that deny the

autonomous existence to the parts. However, besitse remarks it is very difficult to

! Mészaros|ukacs' Concept of Dialecti63.
% Lukéacs,HCC, 11.
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find his explicit interventions which criticized Kiaand Fascist totaliti€sHowever, at
different occasions he mentions wrong ways of coog totality. From these comments

one can deduce three interrelated approachesrthtteabasics of the repressive totality.

The first wrong can be found in hignin as a critique of “revisionism.” Lukacs
here argues that the foremost mistake of revismonssto start with the interest of society
taken as a whole. As the descriptive mode in liteeaintends to mention everything,
revisionism is concerned with the interests of stycat large. The theoretical problem that
is discovered here is that as a result of staxtiitig the whole as such, the “revisionist takes
an ever-changing product of the historical procss fixed theoretical starting poirit.”
Much like the positivist science criticized in th#CC, revisionism becomes obliged to
accept the capitalist social whole as the unqueski® reality of the time. Once the social
whole under capitalism is accepted as a givenasttrting point, revisionism has to deny
the imminent possibility of a radical change. Thus only sphere of appropriate action that
remains is theealpolitik. This concept, not to be confused by taeolutionary realpolitik,
designates a vision of politics reduced to a mdey pf interest among the different

segments of society. The logic is simple: if théesuof the game cannot be changed,

! Kéwes argues that Lukacs’ critique of fascism bananalyzed in three different periods. If one
builds a larger picture of his engagement in thps#ods ignoring the particular differences, follog/ points
can be highlighted: a. considering it as an enemtphé day-to-day politics b. unfolding the gap lestw the
deeds and the words of fascism c. revealing thé4dustorical conditions that created the mass as$i
fascism d. inquiring the intellectual roots of Nami in the post-enlightenment irrationalist tendeacdf
philosophy. See: Margit Kdwes, "Lukacs and FascisSocial ScientisR5, no. 7-8 (1997). However, in none
of these moments Lukacs provided fascism with tigaity of the serious analysis of its concepts,reire
order to refute them.

2 Luk&cs,Lenin: A Study55 italics removed.
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political action should be aimed to win whatevee a@an within these rules. Revisionism
thus, “sacrifices the genuine interests of thesclas a whole (...) so as to represent the
interests of specific groups. What happens here is that paradoxically the aizalyst
begins with the totality as such is doomed to emavith the particular. On the other hand,
for Lukacs of theHCC the only way to reach the concrete definition @& social whole is

to begin with a singular. This is why against tlemeralization of the revisionist approach,
Lukacs defends historical materialism that drawsinspiration from the idea of “single
conflict” in narration, thus interpretsall socio-historic phenomenaxclusivelyfrom the

class standpoint of the proletariat.”

Another mistaken concept of totality is produced thg “abuse” of logic: the
concept of harmonious whole. It is only a logic ttheecame corrupted with its own
imagination that is capable to impose “a homogemoadium of thought whose structure
must be qualitatively different from that of thetrinsically heterogeneous realifyover
that reality. This point is the basis of Lukacsticism of the false ontology of Hegel, i.e.
the criticism of his formalism and his resort te tbontradiction as a logical necesSity.
When the “logic is conceived as the theoreticaihfitation of ontology, it is unavoidable
that logical deductions come to be conceived apthper forms of ontological genesrs.”

The practical problem is to impose homogenous foahdhought into heterogeneous

! Ibid., 56 italics removed.

% |bid., 54.

3 , Hegel's False and His Genuine Ontolod9.
* Ibid., 40-49.

® |bid., 51.

55



reality; i.e. the political repression required teansform the amorphous, chaotic
multiplicity into a harmonious unity. It is preclgeon this point that Marxian dialectics

differ from what is false in Hegel:

Marx proceeds from the totality of the existentd aeeks to comprehend
this as closely as possible with all its intricated manifold relationships.
Here the totality is in no way formal and simplyea, but rather the
reproduction in thought of the really existing, ate categories are not
building blocks of a hierarchical system, but attjuare ‘forms of being,
characteristics of existence’, elements for thestmction of relatively total,
real and dynamic complexes, whose reciprocal irglations produce ever
more comprehensive complexes.

This means that the realm of totality is not tha@lmeof smooth continuities; rather
that in “the ontological realm of reflection detenations, the growth or decline of a
moment, in the dialectical relationship that camgsis any complex” is marked by
contingent “sudden changes” and “leaps” that ageddent on the “concrete conte&t
other words, the social development under capmatiwes not follow a “simple, straight

line.”®

Ignoring this point leads to a third mistake thah de observed with respect to this
central “territory of dialectic” that is called #ity. This mistake is to think that the
“historical process as a whole;” with its “indivialy concrete, unrepeatable moments;” with

the “qualitative differences” among these; and tbentinuous transformation of their

! Ibid., 19. One should add here that the Marxiaaledtic is synonymous with Hegel's genuine
ontology..

% |bid., 82-83.

3 , Lenin: A Study33.
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objective structure”can be reduced to a law. The “concrete historydiafectics does not
fit to a “schematic, simplified formula,” especialthose of economic and technological
determinismé.1t is this understanding that authorizes Lukacgd@gainst the mechanistic
understandings of dialectics. One of the reasaaisLihkacs has resorted to the category of
totality is precisely to refute the idea of “stagésdevelopment® In this sense Lukécs, is
even willing to argue that Lenin himself, did neeshistory as conforming to the laws of

development.

But those who think that they can find in his dexis ‘formulas’ and

‘precepts’ for correct and practical action appiea everywhere

misunderstand him even more deeply. Lenin nevdrdaivn ‘general rules’
which could be *applied’ in a number of differerdses. His ‘truths’ grow
from a concrete analysis of the concrete situabased on a dialectical
approach to history.

This does not mean that dialectical method is tadyevented each case a new
situation arises. An example can be seen in Lukémsiparison between Stalin and Marx
(after he was in a relative safety to be able tenbp criticize Stalin, he kept on
emphasizing that Stalin was the anti-Marx): Wheidasx, based on the dialectical method
had a “world historical perspective” that enablach ho make concrete, strategic choices;

Stalin first made a concrete, tactical, stratedicice and elevated this choice to a general

1

, "Technology and Social Relations," 57.
2 |bid., 50.
3 , Lenin: A Study17-18.

* Ibid., 83-84. These lines contained an impliciticism of the way in which Lenin was becoming a
dogma in the Soviet Union. Later on he would wtitat under Stalin “Lenin’s strategic formulas, eatrat
their time, turned into unchangeable rules.” See=—, "Reflections on the Cult of Stalin.”
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theory! The point to be emphasized here is that the diefgavorld historical perspective
cannot be reduced to “schematic and mechanistics that are “eternal” and “fixed. The
“eternal laws of history” cannot contain the netuations that will emerge; the situations
that will be guided by new laws or the situatiomghbse outcome depends on the will of

the proletariat®

The “new” is thus one of the central problems tleahnot be answered by
mechanistic understanding of history. This “new” asradical new, a new that is
inconceivable in the order of the previous situatiNo formula leads toward it, no book,
however dense can contain it. Lukacsian dialectisss political strategy does not prescribe
the denial of this new; rather it states the mofleeadiness for it. In the polemical
beginning of theHCC this is precisely what permits Lukacs to claim thdrxism is
correct even if everything Marx said is wrch@his often misunderstood passage involves
no dogma; the emphasis on the method already isnfiie everything Marx said, and that
everything Lukacs himself said will become antigaiags a result of the historical change
that will certainly bring an unforeseen new. Mamiss not correct because everything
Marx said is immediately applicable to every simatbut because it teaches how to deal

with the new: as a part of a concrete totality.

! In the last decade of his life, Luk&cs made thasesnent in a number of occasions. This particular
guote is from , "The Twin Crises," 313.

2 , Lenin: A Study55.
3 Ibid., 55-56.
4 ,HCC, 1.
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In an interview, Georger Steiner says that Lukagsteg him Brecht's maxim and
that he “had on his wall written in letters of fineot real letters, letter of fire: ‘Brecht:
always leave the good old for the bad new, verlasseer das gute Alte flr das schlechte

Neue.™

Steiner uses this anecdote in order to illustvelty Lukacs chose the bad new
(socialism under Stalin) to the good old (best fisscapitalism), however it tells more
about Lukacs’ decisiveness about leaving the Jastllustrate this point, one may look at
the latter self-criticism abouwdCC's analysis of reification. What Lukacs argues i late
interviews is not only a minor objection; he sdyattthe latest developments in capitalism
rendered the earlier critique of alienation obsokatd that an entirely new definition of the
concept of alienation is necessarifhis is of crucial importance firstly, for persdna
reasons: it is this discussion of reification that brought him international fame, not just
for the quality of the analysis but also for hislighto detect the concept of alienation

without reading Marx’s 1844 manuscripts. But alsoaasecond point, this self-criticism

indirectly means that the alienation as described/lbrx, or the mainstream interpretation

! Eva L. Corredor|.ukacs after Communism: Interviews with Contemppiatellectuals(Durham:
Duke University Press, 1997), 69. The story of tpimtation is an interesting one, it owes its origp an
essay that Brecht had written as a critique of kgk&he original quote in English translation igheén
writers must simply retain the old patterns, pradacaich life of the spirit, hold back the pacesgénts by a
slow narrative, advance the individual to the centf the stage by their art, and so on. Here specif
instructions dwindle into an indistinct murmur. ThHas proposals are impractical is obvious. No @
believes Lukacs’s basic principle to be correch ba surprised at this. Is there no solution thEhére is.
The new ascendant class shows it. It is not a vaal.lit is not linked to the good old days but to the baw
ones.It does not involve undoing techniques but devielpphem.” See: Brecht, "Against Georg Lukacs," 40,
italics added. The essay, although was not puldighdrecht’s life, was read by Walter Benjamin winex
written: “A Brechtian maxim: don’t start from theogd old things but the bad new ones™ See: Walter
Benjamin, Understanding Brechttrans. Anna Bostock (London: Verso, 2003), 121.this sense, it is
doubtful whether Steiner’'s quotation abjectivelycorrect, however it tells the truth of Lukacs mumtter
than any objective fact.

2 Gybrgy Lukacs,Conversations with Lukac®d. Theodor Pinkus, et al. (London: Merlin Press,
1974), 58-59.
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of it, originated by Lukacs himself is no longetigaA new concept of alienation is called
by the radical transformations that took placeha tapitalist system. He says that that
there is an increasing integration of the worldhbas a result of the world trade and as a
result of the fact that the labor increases sagisibn?! this in turn creates the possibilities
for new forms of global solidarities. He also adhat the situation of capitalism can now
be best described with the terms of “real subswnpfi As labor productivity has been
increased to the levels beyond imagination in thleaaced capitalist countries, the
exploitation does not take place on the absoluteohuhe relative surplus value allowing
workers to work in better conditions and affordiogtter standards of living. For Lukacs,
this means that the old concept of alienation,indhe sense understood by Marx, but in
the sense that became commonplace; based on theflbemanity and laboring in horrible

conditions is not capable of describing the sitwratdf the worker of advanced capitalist

! bid., 120-22.

2 In one of his last interviews Lukacs says: “Butiag capitalism collides with, and conditions all
aspects of life. The logic of capitalism tends ¢incide with the logic of social process itselfushspreading
and engulfing the whole life of society. We havesged from the partial capitalism of the last centiar
today’'s generalized capitalism” Lukdcs here alsplies the need to go beyond Marx himself: “Marxism
must be developed as we study things that Marx meaisable to study.” He insists that the ‘new’ reqsi
‘new’ tools of study: “Believe me, today it is nesary to do what Marx did for the capitalism of tiise. We
must do it for the sake of capitalism today andtfe sake of socialism.” This must nonethelessidree
following the Marxian method overthrown by Stalimis This method “analyzed the whole of society, its
style, its movement, the rhythm of its developniefhe holistic analysis Lukacs insists escapes ftom
reach of the academic disciplines, especially $ogio even in its interdisciplinary forms. Ferrarot
"Conversation with Gyérgy Lukacs," 31.
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world today; and thus it is incapable to appeahtocontemporary proletariatn advanced
capitalist countries where working people definentselves as “middle class” because they
can afford a house, a car and slightly more thair thasic needs, it practically makes no
sense to try to convince them on how horrible theing conditions are. Thus he calls for a
new effort to redefine alienation in the new wotlik goal of the concept and the new goal
of political action should be oriented toward a nexed fit to this new world: the need for a

meaningful life?

What can be maintained about Lukacs’ shift thakofes the historical change is
that every new situation brings a new range of ipddges for political action, and requires
new strategies and goals. Moreover, there is notwgyedict the outcome of any struggle
in the midst of this image of ever changing histoFjie dialectician is not a clairvoyant
who can ease the metaphysical pain of human mimhted toward the unknown future.

Human society cannot be solely calculated aswfai$ only a product of conscious actions

! Here Lukacs does not refer to the concept of atien as described 844 Manuscriptbut to
what became commonly understood as alienation: &gpi” workers doing heavy physical work in the most
horrible conditions, for long hours, compensateditde, no benefits, no welfare state... etc... Siatdeast
in the “advanced” capitalist part of the world, tbenditions of labor are much better than a cenaggy,
Lukacs argues that this depiction of work does aygpeal to the present working classes. Otherwise hi
analysis is perfectly close to that of the youngMa

2 LukAcs,Conversations with Lukac§3-58. It is important to note that all alonggaénterviews,
Lukacs underlines the decline of religion and erisi faith in western societies and almost imptiest the
Marxists should be filling the void before the metwf religion. It should be further underlined thaikéacs’
analysis is based upon the situation of capitalisithe West during the 60’s. There is no reasohelieve
that he would insist on this particular positiorifihe were to analyze the global capitalism today.
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of man. There are also forces born out of theses@ouns interactions yet are out of

control?!

This understanding of society and change allowsatsko refuse any teleology in
history: “The process itself has no goalDoes this statement include the rejection of
communism as the finaélos of human history? Does Lukacs not believe in thaadism
to come? One may be rushing to easy conclusionsmtgrlining passages where he argues
that even when economic developments prepare thkerialebasis (e.g. the reduction of the
necessary labour time to a minimum) socialism ils redt a necessity.But when Lukacs
argues that communism is not a necessity he says the sense that it is not a
“mechanical” or “causal’ necessity; for Lukacs rinmn is still a necessity, but a
dialectical oné. Communism as a dialectical necessity means tot gesmmunist
hypothesis® as an Idea that becomes a material force in its @alization. The riddle of
the philosophy of history is well-known: on the dmend in any given moment the future is
an unknown, the change is contingent upon an urtablennumber of variables; but on the
other, when one looks at the history what one geasneaningful story where it seems as
if everything that has happened could not have &agg in any other way. Lukacs is

proposing a dialectical reading of the riddle.

1
, HCC, 15.
2 , "The Ontological Bases of Human Thought ardién," The Philosophical Forunvll,
no. 1 (1975): 32.
3

, Conversations with Lukac$27.
4 ,HCC, 129.
® See Chapter 6 on Badiou.
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In order to get in tune with the core of Lukacsgwament it is necessary but not
enough to shift our vision of history and adoptadigtic vision that dialectically connects
the cave man to the Silicon Valley. What shoulduréher brought into the question is the
dialectics of freedom and necessity, which showidh® conceived as binary opposites. In
a magnificent discussion, Hegel had shown thahéf infinite was to be thought as the
opposite of the finite it would be immediately redd to a very large finite set. When the
finite beings are left outside of its definitiomhet infinite would no longer contain
everything thus would be reduced to a particlilaran analogous way, Lukacs posits that
freedom cannot be free so long as it stands in $ppo to necessity. To the contrary, the
true meaning of freedom is that it is conditiongdniecessity: “life provides men concrete
alternatives® Unless it stands in relation to the concrete, sslé is conditioned by

necessity human freedom will be a completely enoptggory.

The question of socialism hence gains a new diroarss an expression of human
will. The way to achieve socialism, class strugghn be seen as a synthesis of the
materiality of the given conditions (economic laanyd the exercise of human will (non-
economic components). Lukacs here is absolutebr ¢teat the law can never be extended
to the individual conflicts: the relation betwedretgeneral and the particular is always a
mediated relation. Accident and chance play a nrajerin determining the outcome of the

specific conflicts. What is very important herahat the outcome of a conflict determined

! Georg Wilhelm Friedrich HegeHegel's Logic: Being Part One of the Encyclopaedfathe
Philosophical Sciences (183@)ans. William Wallace (Oxford: Clarendon Prek375), 139.
2 Lukécs,Conversations with Luk&cg29.
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in part by chance and contingencies turns itsétf enmaterial force and in turn affects the
economic law’ In other words, “scientific laws can only fulfthemselves in the real world
as tendencies, and necessities only in the tarfigippmsing forces, only in a mediation that
takes place by way of endless accidefts\'its turn,tendencyis also a concept that is born
out of totality. Lukadcs argues that “tendential i@mities, convergences, types, etc.”
emerge once “totality of acts and their mutualtretes with one another in a given society
are taken into consideratiofIf the law is not a formula but a tendency, knaige cannot
be the exact science of everything but an appraimaThis does not mean a failure in
terms of heuristic capacity of historical matesai; rather it means that dialectics do not
provide a blue print of history. Each individualseamust be analyzed given the concrete

circumstances of its existence:

For Marx, dialectical knowledge has a merely appnate character, and
this is because reality consists of the incessataraction of complexes,
which are located both internally and externally ireterogeneous
relationships, and are themselves dynamic synthefseféen heterogeneous
components, so that the number of effective elesnazdgn be quite
unlimited?

Coming to be of Totality

Before explaining in what ways (for there is mohart one way) the relation

between the parts and whole should be understo@pseful to discuss the historicity of

1

, Marx's Basic Ontological Principle®7-98.
% |bid., 103.

3 , Labour, 38-39.

4 , Marx's Basic Ontological Principled.03.
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totality. Does the history of mankind amount tootality? Can different historical epochs
be understood as closed totalities? Or is totaifgroduct of capitalism? If it came into
being with capitalism, how can one know that it sloet belong to the cluster of the evils

of capitalism together with others such as explioiteor imperialism?

Lukéacs begins higheory of Novewith a eulogy for a much earlier notion of

totality:
Happy are those ages when the starry sky is theahalb possible paths—
ages whose paths are illuminated by the light efstars. Everything in such
ages is new and yet familiar, full of adventure gmtitheir own. The world
is wide and yet it is like a home, for the firefttairns in the soul is of the
same essential nature as the stars; the worldrenddlf, the light and the

fire, are sharply distinct, yet they never becoreenanent strangers to one
another, for fire is the soul of all light and fite clothes itself in light.

These wonderfully written lines depict the suppbgedicient Greek understanding
of totality as an organic whole. Despite Lukacs'ntestation that the birth of the
philosophy is a result of the split between theégand the whole (maybe in order to bridge
this gap), the best political expression of thility is given by Aristotle: the difference
between the habits or custondfdg - éthos) of a communityggvoc - éthnos) and the moral

character of a persondu - éthike or ﬁeog - &thos) lies only in the slight difference in the

1

, The Theory of the Novel: A Historico-Philosophi&dsay on the Forms of Great Epic
Literature. Trans. Anna Bostock (London: Merlin Press, 1929),
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first letter of the word. This is a world, says Lukécs, where the individaad the

community are inseparable:

For totality as the formative prime reality of eyendividual phenomenon
implies that something closed within itself can d@mmpleted; completed
because everything occurs within it, nothing islaested from it and nothing
points at a higher reality outside it; completeddese everything within it
ripens to its own perfection and, by attaining Iftseubmits to limitation.
Totality of being is possible only where everythisgalready homogeneous
before it has been contained by forms; where faresnot a constraint but
only the becoming conscious, the coming to theaserfof everything that
had been lying dormant as a vague longing in therimost depths of that
which had to be given form; where knowledge isuartand virtue is
happiness, where beauty is the meaning of the vmoade visibl€.

Here one finds also a very commonsensical notiototaflity as a closed system
where there is no “outside.” The poetic languagéefbook, which is quite different from
Lukacs’ later writings, makes one think whether &ok is nostalgic about the ancient
Greek polis. However, even Lukacs who was not yaaxist is very clear about this: the
restoration of the ancient Greek totality is an assgible task. The modern age is an epoch
where totality is no longer given, yet marked byoaging toward totality as a closed
system. This is what gives birth to the novel. Tiogel as a literary form is possible in an
age where the “extensive totality” does not existraore, leading to a new problem about

the “the immanence of meaning in life,” for the agf@l “thinks in terms of totality.*

! Aristotle, The Nicomachean Ethicgans. David Ross (Oxford: Oxford University Pre$998), 28,
Bekker: 1103a.

2 Lukéacs,The Theory of the Nove34.

® Ibid., 38-39.

* Ibid., 56.
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Therefore the task of the novel is to “uncover aadstruct the concealed totality of life,”
totality is no longer given but it exists as an aliere emerges a difference between the
“extensive totality of life” and the “intensive #dity of essence® According to Pelletier,
this is a very crucial difference that will be rumg throughout theHCC? Indeed it is
perfectly possible to show how the October Revolutand the idea of socialism as the
reconstruction of the ethical totality of the amti@olis provided an easy answer for the
ethical impasses of the young Lukacs. One canialagine totalitarian resonances of this
approach, where the individual becomes part ofdtadity of the state, leaving no space for
difference. Every part of the whole has to be hoemegus: the more one insists on the
natural homogeneity, the more force would be reguio suppress empirical differences.
However, after this earlier text, Lukacs never useéslity in the sense of a closed system;
in his later writings there is no sign for a yeagioward a static world where everything
would remain where it is and stay what it is. Hoe\this work is still important to draw
attention to the fact that totality has become @bj@m in the modern age. Why did it

become so?

It is hardly possible to find in Lukacs’ work, amparably clear definition of the

way in which the ages between the distant Greekgvab capitalism related themselves to

" Ibid., 60.

2 “Great epic writing gives form to the extensiveatily of life, drama to the intensive totality of
essence. That is why, when essence has lost itgesmmusly rounded, sensually present totalityndraan
nevertheless, in its formal priori nature, find a world that is perhaps problemati¢t Wwhich still is all-
embracing and closed within itself.” Ibid., 46.

? Pelletier, "L’émergence Du Concept De Totalité £hekéacs (1)," 315.
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totality.! These ages, in the quick descriptions emerge agrfections that are to be
situated between the two ideal types: capitalisthacient Greece. They seem to be closer
to the ancient Greece because the capitalist diliendid not yet occur and the individuals
act as immediate parts of the organic community. duthe other hand the life persists as
closed totalities that are disconnected from eabtlero villages, guilds, etc. This lack of
mediation in everyday experience does not meatjameth thought, that this mode of
experience is superior to the alienated modern ibinerather caught up in the drift toward
it. Yet the knot is broken, in pre-capitalist sagisome of “the particular aspects of the
economic process” are “separate from each othemiesothers are in an “indissoluble
unity” with other economic and “non-economic fastét This means that the world (of
Western Europe) provides a unity where religiorgssés, power structures, military
mechanisms and mode of production perfectly fits itheir designated place, and those
who do not fit are coerced to fit. But this smadnd is not a completely synchronized one:
the languages, the rhythms of life, the levels odremic development, techniques of
production, trade... etc. varies tremendously everthivi small distances. The
fragmentation of the world further increases whee adds the other continents into the

picture as well as the disconnectedness between the

It is curious to note that Lukacs never uses the tmediation in theTheory of

Novel even in order to describe the modern societatence that led to the birth of the

! Luké&cs is also completely silent about the nontwes
% Lukécs,HCC, 230.
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novel! But it is possible to argue that the first of thédeal types, the Greek totality as
described by Lukacs, can be considered as thetgpiba definition of a totality without
mediation. Had he not abandoned this position, takaould be philosophically closer to
fascist totalities: As discussed above, the impolsgeate a totality without mediation is
the common element of totalitarian regimes of' 2@ntury. The totality of the modern
world exists not as an immediate totality but asomplex relation, as a complex of
manifold relations between its irreducible parts.bring this multiplicity into a unity is not
possible except through repressive violence. Thegdvarx had raised a warning against
the type of communism that stood not as a positimascendence of private property;
against a communism that had not yet attained fgripeoperty. An analogy is evident here
with the pre-capitalist totality; it is a totalityhich does not stand as a positive overcoming

of the fragmentation of modern society, it is aligy which has not yet attained it.

What happens under capitalism is that the partsh(sxs the world of clergy, the
world of the artisan, or the world of the aristdftthat stood as isolated totalities begin to
stand in dialectical relation to one another, eirettheir appearance of autonomifhis
relation works in two opposite directions: The ffiis the dissolution of the past totalities,
the fragmentation of the society, and the furthagmentation of the new fragments until
the one reaches the individual as the indivisibtsmad of modern society. In the words of

Lukacs, “capitalism separates the producers froenpiftocess of production; society from

! The words about mediatioWérmittlung) occur only three times in the book and withostrang
emphasis.
% Lukéacs,HCC, 231.
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the individual, isolates the man and thus makes loise his humanity™ This reified
individual, ascribed a fictitious autonomy is peasas the epicenter of capitalism by its
ideologues. This is why “the survival of the bowigee rests upon the assumption that it
never attains a clear insight into the special gmelitions of its own existencé.These
preconditions lie with the second tendency undgitaklsm that leads toward a global
totality, toward the progressive annihilation o€ tfoutside” of capitalism. For instance,
through an “inconsistent” and “contradictory” caist development colonial people are
drawn to the capitalist system. If there is anyifpasresult of the colonization process it is
that “the oppressed and exploited by capitalisnonger fight isolated wars>"This is what
Lukadcs means with the declaration: “category oélitt is the bearer of the principle of
revolution in science.” Revolutionary totality ibet simultaneous negation of bourgeois

individualism, capitalist totalization, and thedlitarian abuse of the concept.

How to overcome capitalist fragmentation? Accordind.ukacs, the fragmentation
of capitalism already leads the way by exceedimglitinit of the individual, by dividing
One. What does this mean about the status of thmahieing with respect to totality?

Bourgeois democracy dates from the French Constitudf 1793, which

was its highest and most radical expression. Ifmidg principle is the
division of man into the citoyen of public life atide bourgeois of private

1 Ibid., 27. With these lines Luk&cs maybe stilhtting in terms of the “Golden Age” of the ancient
totality when the man still had his “humanity.”

% |bid., 225.

3 , Lenin: A Study44.
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life—the one endowed with universal political rightthe other the
expression of particular and unequal economic ésts

This split in the constitution of the human exaatyresponds to the split between
the universal and the particular in every-day exise. The “citoyen” is the political man,
he is the one concerned with the universal valwéh,the common good of the society; the
“bourgeois” is the one seeking to satisfy his gaitr selfish interest. Lukacs is saying not
only that the society is divided into two, eachresenting one of the incommensurable
positions, but that this division became constiitof what came to be known as the
modern mar. It is also possible to say that this rupture détutsts one of the main
problems in political philosophy, starting with tBalightenment, leading up to the present.
The one side of the debate intends to show thae thee timeless values toward which
human civilization is (or should be) moving. Théet side opposes this claim by showing
that each enunciation of the universal is nothirayarthan the declaration of a particular.

For example it is shown that the subject of Béxlaration des droits de 'Homme et du

1

, "Lukacs on His Life and Work ": 49. The tagskovercoming this division can be traced
back to “The OId Culture and the New Culture,” argly published in 1920. In this essay Lukacs was
emphasizing the importance of the realm of cultoreegain man’s unity. He returned to this taskamivthe
end of his life and he insisted that the great warkart have a power to transform the everydaypnéssan
“der ganze Mensch” to “Menschen ganz:” to a humaingp in his totality. ,Die Eigenart Des
Asthetischen

2 pelletier shows brilliantly that this split wasala concern for the young Lukéacs for whom “life”
stood for: “the world of profusion, of inauthentieing, network of mechanical cause and effect,& ‘$loul”
for the “authentic individual, the irreplaceableusz® of wealth of human existence,” and “form” the
“mediation between life and soul,” which gives miegnto life, structure existence, provide cohesim
allow the subjectivity to achieve universal vahditSee: Pelletier, "L’émergence Du Concept De Tital
Chez Lukéacs (1)," 295. Though this concern remaiwét Lukacs until the end of his life, the way he
cultivated and formulated it has changed to sucexaent that it is impossible to find any affinltgtween the
philosophical consequences of this earlier and tsilend the Marxist Lukacs.
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Citoyenis firstly a property owner (Marx), secondly icigizen (Arendt), thirdly is a man

(feminist theory)... et¢.

Revolutionary totality that stands as the sublafeufhebung of capitalist totality
and fragmentation should be also oriented to oveecthe split between the bourgeois and
the citoyen. Lukacs’ unending interest in Hegelrisaningful especially in this regard.
While the Enlightenment is the “philosophy of theeparation of the French revolution,”
Luk&cs says, Hegel is the “philosophy of its comsempes.® What Lukacs reads in Hegel is
not about the shortcomings of the Enlightenmenfjegtobut also about its unfulfilled
promises. On this point, one encounters a new fiaskhe revolution: to fulfill the gap
between the modern ideas and the modern formspmEsgion. Against the capitalism that
creates isolated individuals who are divided evethemselves, socialism has to assert the
status of the individual as a whole in oneselfate Lukacs underlines that Marx had
criticized Feuerbach for failing to realize thagitd is a third option to the binary opposition
among the “isolated individuals” and “dungienu$ which is merely a collection of many

isolated individuals. This third option is the loistal materialist ontology, which has:

! Of course these positions are rather misrepregemteer postmodernism beyond the intent of their
authors. Lukacs’ own position is to assert thatrdghare “movable limits” with regards to the uniadrs
“human understanding is in a position to estabtisttain things that are valid for the whole huméastdny”
but every man is involved in social struggles, gveran speaks from a class position. Thus accepmting
denying any one statement in a given point in hysi® determined by the particular position in whine is
situated. However, this acceptance or denial saysing as to the intrinsic quality of the univers8ke:
Lukacs,Conversations with Lukacé3-44.

2 , Hegel's False and His Genuine Ontolp§yIn a similar way, Lukéacs’ thought can be seen
as the philosophical consequence of October reeolut

3 , "The Old Culture and the New Culture," 16-17.
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to discover the genesis, the growth and the coietrads within this unified
development. It has to show that man, as the peydarnd at the same time,
as the product of society, actualizes in his hutgansomething
<ontologically> higher than to be an abstract spea of an abstragienus
(...) <It has to show> that these individuals willther <find> an
increasingly articulate <collective> voice, and lwdise themselves to the
level of an ontological-social synthesis of indivadls-become-personalities
and conscious humankirid.

The next question is then how to define the totafdr the purposes of this
ontological project. As an answer it can be clainteat Lukacs provides two solutions
instead of one. These seemingly contradictory wassiof totality, in fact stand in

dialectical relation to one another.
Two Versions of Totality Properly Conceived

Despite the fact that this thesis rejects the rison between the old and young
Lukécs, there is one way in which the late Lukdus the Lukéacs of the HCC stand in two
opposing positions. Martin Jay argues that stamith mid 1920s Lukacs had shifted his
account toward a more “decentered,” and “non gehetiderstanding of totalit§. The
argument that will be defended here is that althotigs shift had started at an earlier
period, it did not become crystallized until tBatology? It should also be said that both

understandings are not completely apart from e#toér @nd the purity presented here is the

1

, "The Ontological Bases of Human Thought armtigh," 33.

2 Jay,Marxism and Totality122. Unlike Jay, | will consider the book on Leris the continuation
of the position irHCC.

% The personal belief of the author of this studshiast both of these positions can be detected at al
stages of his life coexisting in a tension with leather. Thus, here it is not claimed is not thakadcs
changed his position toward the end of his life, that different texts written at different periodsder the
two individual trends more visible.
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result of an abstraction to highlight the differeacin these two positions. The first
understanding can be called a “class concept alfittand the second a “labor concept of
totality.” The first approach is the product of tperspective that is opened up by the
radicalism of 1917; thus in this version the paifitview of totality is marked by the
“actuality of revolution.” As mentioned above, L& focus is on the “point of view of
totality” rather than totality itself. The secondderstanding of totality views society as
“complex of complexes,” it is a much more maturdiorg it makes no injustice to the
irreducibility of the parts, yet it is the produst a world where there is no revolution to
come, a world where the degeneration of Russianlugun is obvious, a world where
Lukacs’ own efforts of an alternative socialism Haded, a world with no possibility of
radical change in the near future. Moreover, tlfieidince between the Lukacsi€C and

of Ontologyis that whereas for the former the knowledge tdlity or the knowledge of
socialism (for these are the same) can be attaingdthrough the class strugdidor the
latter the emphasis is on latfoNot merely to labor itself, but to all human aitiiwvhich

takes labor as its model. These two notiargotality require further discussion:

! Lukécs,Lenin: A Study73.

2 Norman Levine argues that the entire intellectrajectory of Lukacs is based upon the “inherent
discontinuity between Jacobin Leninism and Hegelarxism, a Marxism predicated upon the teleolofy o
work.” See: Norman Levine, "Lukacs on Lenigtudies in Soviet Though8, no. 1 (1978): 17. It is possible
to interpret the two understandings of totalitycdissed here as products of Jacobin Leninism anelldag
Marxism. It should also be noted that Lukacs alwaysed to reconcile these apparently irreconcilable
positions. For a study that situates Lukacs readingenin within the broader context of Western Mam,
see: Kevin Anderson, "Lenin, Hegel and Western lsanx From the 1920s to 1953S8tudies in Soviet
Thought44, no. 1 (1992).

% These two versions will also become of crucial @mance in the discussion of Badiou.
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Here it is worth reciting the purpose of t@mtology to “solve the problems that
were posed quite falsely,” particularly HHCC! One of these is declared in the 1967
preface:HCC lacked a conception of labor “as the mediatorhef inetabolic interaction
between society and naturelt is a known fact that from a very early stagehi life,
labor was the privileged human activity for Lukaegpressed in his motto “laboro ergo
sum.” However, his writings of 1920s show no partictitserest in discussing what is
special in the “work” of working class. One expléoa as to why the HCC lacked a proper
analysis of labor can be that Luk&cs saw no needddofurther commentaries to what Marx
had already written. However, it is more likely tifzd this stage he was not interested in
developing a theory of labor at all, what he wasriested in was a theory of the strugyle.
The revolutionary subject did not need any jusifien, any theoretical grounding, or any
elucidation; it was simply there and already iuggle, so Lukacs went on and joined it in
combat. In other wordsvhy and how of labor were not questions to deahvidr the
purposes oHCC; work was nothing else than the attribute of thleject/object of history.
On the other hand, the complete opposite of thrageh can be observed in the later

Ontology There, one may see a very detailed analysiseohtiman character of work, but

! Lukécs, "Lukéacs on His Life and Work ": 51.

2 , HCC, xvii.

% Kadarkay,Georg Lukacs44. This biography also mentions that after tbatl of his best friend
Leo Popper (1911), Lukacs was obsessed with tteeaflevercoming death through work. Ibid., 43-47.

* For example, his notorious 1919 essay, “tacticsethics” claims that the class struggle is both th
means and the end; i.e. class struggle is not asrteaachieve the goal of communism, but is aniefdelf

® The role of labor was not questioned even indts in the being identical of the subject and objec
The ideas of Lukacs on the status of working clas®lation to other social actors will be discutge the
next chapter .
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one will look in vain to find any explicit class agsis made from a revolutionary
perspective; thus no theory of class struggle. @frge, for the dialectician there is no
dilemma to be solved here; both of these periodsha@ moments of the same analysis: one
belongs to the moment of the struggle, the otheéh¢ofoundation of the future struggles.
What will be highlighted here is the distinction thiese two moments, even though they

belong to the same process.

In theOntology Lukécs follows the footsteps of Nicolai Hartmanrhis distinction
between three forms of being that are qualitatiwdifferent from each other: inorganic
being, organic being and social being. This schisnmot simply another way of repeating
the well-known forms of being as stone, animal anan. In the first place, Lukacs’
definition tells something about what is the manisinot the emotional being, not the
thinking being but in the very first place, it iSsocial” being; and in the leap from organic
to social, labor is the key category: While all etltategories assume a leap from organic

being to the social being, labor provides a

relationship of interchange between man (sociaty)) ature, and moreover
with inorganic nature (tool, raw material, obje€tabour) as well as organic
(...) it characterizes above all the transition ia #orking man himself from

purely biological being to social beiny..

In other words, man is the “animal who has beconmaan through work® In his

explanation, Lukécs follows closely Aristotle ingamg that human work consists of two

! Lukéacs,Labour, iv.
, "The Ontological Bases of Human Thought amtigh,” 25.
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parts: thinking that is the mental plan to changality, and the actual process of
production’ In labor, the goal positing consciousness of humard sets up causal chains
to achieve the finaklosthat allows the human being to engage in the faptanluction. At

the end of this process, “something qualitativeig aadically new in relation to natufe”

emerges. However, labor process is not just simmptause and effect relationship. The
“teleological project of the laborer” is indeed avfethe reasons why labor has “no analogy
in the organic world,” but once the causal serressat into motion, there can be no project
that can exhaust all the possibilities that may e@ut of this chain. In the labor process,
something exterior to the final aim is always botm@merge. For Lukacs, this is no mere
accident, to the contrary the “whole of human depeient depends on such minimal

displacements,” on “something elskgt the radical new that comes unexpectedly.

Moreover, the dialectics of work are not limitedtie external world; labor changes
“the nature of the men performing ft.This occurs in the first place in the formationtioé
mental images, because human beings must alwaywiticia “definite picture” of the
world in which they are acting. Although, formatiohmental images can be found among
other animals, these are limited ones: for instanepider views a fly as “that which gets

caught in its web.” In labor, human beings crea@ntept of things,” they get beyond the

! , Labour, 4-10.

2 bid., 10.

3 , Conversations with Lukac$8.
4 , Labour, 103.
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life preserving function$.This means that human beings will never be satisfiith the

imminent, the immediate; their world will become ma@nd more complex. Here one can
speculate that the idea of totality is a produdiabbr in two ways: first it is a result of the
increasingly complex social being created by lalsecondly it is an outcome of labor’s

need to create a concept to make sense of the eritypdf social being.

However, this does not mean that labor is supéoi@ther human activities. To the
contrary, none of the categories “such as labopeesh, cooperation and division of
labour” can be properly understood in isolation..cisbbeing must be understood in its

“real totality.”

Among the human activities, labor is neither alameepresenting a leap
from the organic to social being; language is dgusdmething which has no analogy in
the animal world. On this point the question of @fhhuman activity is the first one, what

is the prime act that gave birth to others, whiate as hierarchically superior is a

completely unnecessary seafchhe leap from a pure biological existence to ddming is

1

, Conversations with Lukac27-28. In the well-known words of Marx, this ishat
“distinguishes the worst architect from the besbeés.” Moreover, Lukacs argues that the humangbedi
even the most “primitive” civilizations encountersaecial question in the labor process: the questio
value. The question of which stone should one ahdode able to cut a tree, the question of whasésful
and what is not useful is the beginning of an ehtidifferent set of activities in human mind. 1Ri80. When
contemporary philosophy intends to abolish all &iehies starting with human and animal, it tendsrtot
this aspect. For example, one would look in vairGtorgio AgambenThe Open: Man and Animalrans.
Kevin Attell (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford UniversiBress, 2004). to find any single reference torapocess.
Agamben not only omits the ontology of Lukacs blsibadisregards the place of labor in the thought of
Heidegger, who is his main interlocutor in the book

% Lukéacs,Labour, i.

% That is to say, the political leadership of therkilg class cannot be justified with referencette t
ontologically privileged position of the human cheter of the labor.
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not a sudden event but a lengthy process thatttamlsands of years to be completéthe
length of the process makes it impossible to cjedesignate which one came first.
Moreover, in the materialist ontology the fact thatnething is the first does not mean that
it stands in a hierarchically higher position thha others. For example consciousness is a
late product of human development but a “later pobdmust never be regarded as
ontologically inferior.” So why to focus on labor? The answer is that labtre model for
any social practice. It is not superior to othens the common elements of human action
stand in clarity in the labor process. Thus theimiton of labor is that it can help

understand other social-teleological positings a.v

Based on this ontological understanding of labory lloes Lukacs formulate the
social totality? In its basic definition, it is a “complex of coneples.® In other words,
totality is the complex outcome of the interactiaisndividual complexes. What Lukécs
thinks here is far beyond a simple schema wherestizgety is seen as the interactions

between groups, where the groups further dividéd #maller and smaller sets until the

! Lukéacs,Labour, 102.

2 , "The Ontological Bases of Human Thought amtién," 23-24.

3 , Labour, 3. Also this attempt is useful to reconsiderstatus of labor under the conditions
of “real subsumption.” If the exploitation does matcur only in the factory, rather the entire stycleas been
revolutionized in such a way to contribute to theation of surplus value it will make no sense nalgze
labor solely as what is going on in the work pldeoethe analysis of real subsumption what one shédt
figure out is how human actions, modeled on lahog, capable of producing values. What Lukéacs faited
write (something that he would probably talk abwmuthe unfinished project) is the specific mechanisf
how this socially produced good is appropriatedenirile conditions of the late capitalism.

* The basic problem here is that the sectior®mtblogywhere Lukacs would specifically address to
this problem are not written: the plan of the baoktains a chapter titled “reproduction” with thisalission
of “complexes of complexes” and “the reproductidrsociety as a totality.” On the other hand, théttem
parts of the book as well as Lukacs’ interviews daoivthe end of his life contain traces (as objectiv
possibility) of what he might be writing in thesections.

® See also: Lukac§onversations with Lukac8, 135.
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individual human being, which ultimately forms tl@it of the divisibility of the society.
However, the isolated individual is not at all amad: it is a divisible entity in the ontology
of Lukacs. Through this division, the human-subgimes not become something less than a
‘human’ or an individual; to the contrary it becasmauch more than the mortal that one is:
one becomes not two but two thousand men. Formsplyaking, individual human being is
to be understood also as a complex of complexesrdated in its inorganic composure,
biological being and in its multitude of compleXatéons to the other social complexes.
This totality has no center, no fixed boundaries;isi not reducible to a simple

determination, to a singular contradiction:

For Hegel, however, the totality was far more thenmere synthetic
summarization of extensive universality; it was thessic structure in the
construction of reality as a whole. Thus realityeslmot have a property of
totality as such, but it rather consists of pads,‘elements’, that are
similarly structured as totalities in their turrh& whole that Hegel refers to
programmatically is a totality built up out of tkdgnamic inter-connections
of relative and partial, particular totalitiés.

What comes out of this vision is an ever changimgjad world where everything is

“both a moving and moved part of a concrete, compldiole.” Reciting how Lenin

, Hegel's False and His Genuine Ontolpgy. The same argument is also repeated on p. 72.
, "The Ontological Bases of Human Thought amatigh,” 23.
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introduced the category of totality in the tradeemndebate, Lukacs underlines one crucial

aspect of complex whole: “we can never fully kndw totality of determinations.”

If so, one may ask: “what about the primacy of ernits?” For Marxists economy
has always been the primary concern. Where doesciomy stand in the interactions of
complexes? Mészaros writes that economy is not agienwand’ or a “common

denominator;”

the assertion about the importance of economicrhesaneaningful only if

one is able to grasp the manifold specific medmian the most varied
fields of human activity, which are not simply “Huiipon” on “economic

reality” but also actively structure he latter thgh the immensely complex
and relatively autonomous structure of their dwn.

As a matter of fact, this understanding of totaitityrot only limited to later Lukacs.
For example even the Lukacs of 1920s reminds Macdmmentary on Hegel that

dialectical totality can never be the subsumptidnddferent parts under a general

1

, Conversations with Lukacd55. Although the explicit reference is not giverthis book,
the text that Luk&cs is referring to should beftilewing:

“But the dictatorship of the proletariat cannot d»eercised through an organisation embracing the
whole of that class, because in all capitalist ¢des (and not only over here, in one of the mastkiward)
the proletariat is still so divided, so degradedj ao corrupted in parts (by imperialism in somantoes)
that an organisation taking in the whole proletacennot directly exercise proletarian dictatorshigan be
exercised only by a vanguard that has absorbedetr@utionary energy of the clasEhe whole is like an
arrangement of cogwheelSuch is the basic mechanism of the dictatorshiphe proletariat, and of the
essentials of transition from capitalism to commsumi(...) the fact that we have here a complex agaremt
of cogwheels which cannot be a simple one; fordistatorship of the proletariat cannot be exercisgd
mass proletarian organisation” Vladimir llich LeplfThe Trade Unions, the Present Situation andskgos
Mistakes," inCollected Works, Vol. 32ed. Yuri Sdobnikov (Moscow: Progress Publishdi$65), 21,
underlined.

The problem here is that the cogwheel metaphoreasigely what Lukacs does not mean by the
complex of complexes. A cogwheel is only externaated to others, it is an internally consistanit
whose essence does not change with the interactioather words a cogwheel is not a complex.

2 Mészarosl.ukécs' Concept of Dialecti@l.
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principle! He also adds that the interaction can never be asethe “reciprocal causal

impact of two otherwise unchangeable objeéts.”

How does the class-concept of totality differ frdime labor-concept of totality? To
highlight the two different usages of this concepg latter will be written as totality and
the former as [totality]. Here the brackets areus#d in the well-known phenomenological
sense of bracketing which designate that the curestif entity’s real existence is
suspended. In this dissertation bracketing ratigrally shows that in a given moment the
shifting boundaries of social whole are forced tstandstill, that the entire flux of the
whole is enframed.From the spectator’s position (always problemédicLukacs) what
happens can be seen as if somebody pressed the Ipatsn while the images of history
were rapidly passing from the screen. Needlesayo this pause is only descriptive; the
flow of history never stops. The act of pausingeaframing serves to render this flow
meaningful, explainable. Based on this enframingagative of the present and of the
history can be invented. In other words, this terapp limitation transforms the social
totality into something conceivable to those whe waithin it. The borders of otherwise

amorphous, ever shifting entities can be seen wthemw movement is suspended; the

! Lukécs,Lenin: A Study84.

z ,HCC, 12.

% Here the word “enframing,” should be understoodit; Heideggerian usage aséstell”
Accordingly, it implies a double movement: Firstatlows the essence of the technological age ¢hedtes a
world picture by forcing every being to fit intof@me. On the other hand, Heidegger's discussisn gives
it a positive content in the sense that the framse allows beings to come to presence; withoutfthme
there is no presence. See: Martin Heidegger, "Thes@n Concerning Technology," Basic Writings:
From Being and Time (1927) to the Task of ThinKit264) ed. David Farrell Krell (San Francisco: Harper
San Francisco, 1993).
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central figures, the central contradictions andptirat are related to these suddenly appear
meaningful in their relation to the [totality.] Bhis why outside the [whole,] “elements,” or
“partial totalities” lack proper historicity, it isnly in the [whole] that they “they have a real
existence.” Totality is a placeholder to designate the unimalie multiplicity of beings
and the manifold relations in which every indivitlbaing finds itself. [Totality] allows for

a central contradiction of the time: the developtrm&nthis central contradiction is called
“fusion” by Althusser (through Mao). Yet, as wilelshown, in Althusser the fusion is a
gift: it happens. The perspective adopted in thiesis is different; the multiple
contradictions of totality fuse into one anothethe process and as a result of the creation

of the narrative totality. The narrative transforiie “levels” into “proportions?

Totality is the unnamable; [totality] gives the rmmWhat this means is that the
social agents caught up in the [totality] starsé® their being in terms of the terms of the
[whole,] they rewrite their histories, reinvent tbeder of the meaning, discover the new
truths within the guidance of the new [whole]: tisswhat this study callthe narrative
totality. [Totality] is an internally ordered web of beingdere every element stands in
clarity. In the world of totality, a bourgeois ig bo means only a bourgeois, it can be said
that even his being bourgeois is always alreadyd®termined by the other aspects of his
being. Under [totality] one’s entire being is detared by being a bourgeois, or by being

black, or by being proletarian, or by being homasgxbut always with one central aspect.

! Lukacs,Marx's Basic Ontological Principlesl12. The brackets are the invention of the autfior
this study, probably Lukacs would have hated deai
z , "Narrate or Describe," 127.
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The other parts are also relevant, but their relesamatters so far as they stand in a
dialectical relation with this center of being. &litly is the child of labor, [totality] of
working class. Totality explains why [totalitiesjliaalways be constructed and will remain
insufficient to account for the infinitely compldlux of life, [totality] sees itself as the
ultimate explanation of totality. [Totality] allowslear distinction between friends and

enemies; [totality] authorizes political action.

Politically speaking, the vision of [totality] isnty possible through “a Devil's pact
with historical necessity.” The “daemon” in hisriyrovides “the secret of objective truth;”
“the power to confer blessing or pronounce anathientlae name of revolution-Devil’s
pact,” calls for the political party. As will be stiussed later, the price that the devil kept
asking from Lukécs was precisely this: the selfifiae that is required for being a party

member.

The simple distinction of two visions of totalityaw be understood when one
juxtaposes Lukacs’ own statements about the tptaditthe irreducible multiplicity of being
with others testifying that there is “only one trithat the history can be nothing but “the
history of class struggle’”or that every situation contains one central pwblnd that
“once related to this central problerall other moments of the historical process can

thereby be correctly understood and solveddw these two understandings can stand

! George Steiner, "George Lukécs and His Devil's,P@be Kenyon RevieXXIl, no. 1 (1960): 15.
2 Lukacs, "The Twin Crises," 326. It should be matieat his remark comes from the late Lukacs.
3 , Lenin: A Study85.
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together? In an interview with Lukacs, Holz makesoanment on the infinitely complex
real world with the closed totality created by therk of art. His argument, verified by
Lukacs, is that through projecting the reality iat@maller context, the work of art creates
an “internally ordered system of meanirfg& similar argument can be made about the
narrative totality of the revolutionary struggle: fizeting image of the infinite - the
irreducible - the complex reveals itself around ti@ments of the revolutionary struggle. In
Lenin Lukacs suggests that the point of view of togafior the purposes of this text “point
of view of totality” is the same with [totality]ithe point where every single event will be
understood from the perspective of the actualitthefrevolutiorf. This vision of [totality]

is also apparent in his discussion against theestayf development where [totality]
signifies the knowledge of the link between thetpasesent and the future of human
society. The political action is meaningful so laagyit is directed toward the realization of
the telos of human existence, which is socialism. In theohetronary praxis, the past,
present and the future do not stand in a chroncdddine; they exist as the constitutive
elements of the momenAggenblick. The point of view of [totality] should be undaysd

as a gaze directed from the point of view of thenimence of revolution, from the point of

view of the society to come.

! , Conversations with Lukac®7. On this point, the idea at hand is strangabse to

Benjamin: “We do not always proclaim loudly the momportant thing we have to say. Nor do we always
privately share it with those closest to us, otimate friends, those who have been most devotedigy to
receive our confession. If it is true that not opople but also ages have such a chaste—thatdk, &
devious and frivolous—way of communicating whatisst their own to a passing acquaintance, then the
nineteenth century did not reveal itself to ZolaAmatole France, but to the young Proust...” Benjartilime
Image of Proust," 205.

2 Lukacs,Lenin: A Study9-13.
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Totality knows that the teleological consummatioh hastory is impossible,
however it also knows that history is not possibigside the positings dtlos. In this
sense, totality always knows that it has to tramsfaself into the [totality] that will posit
the final goal of the struggle. Thus totality cdits its own negation. In its turn [totality]
posits the final goal of history; claims that itasishes the Subject of history; initiates a
chain of events whose outcome is unpredictable;tlansi dissolves into goals and acts that

constitute the goalless and subjectless flow dbhysthat is totality.

Narrative totality, the construction of the “poiwit view of totality” depends on the
possibility of a correct yet limited perspective thre unbounded totality. The emerging
subject, the proletariat, can see the existing [@jhwith its cracks, fissures and limits only
with the knowledge that there is something beydrel limits of the present society. The
beyondcan be in the form an image of the past or iffdine of a concrete possibility about
the future; but it exists as the constitutive elatref the explosive now-timelétztzeix of
the present. For Lukacs, tHieyondis not a mere abstract “another world is possibite,
belongs to the realm of the concrete possibility.al way it posits what Jay calls the
“normative totality,” the construction of a new coete form of social organization is its

goal. Is this goal the final goal of history? [Tidtg believes it is; totality knows it is not.
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Another question is the importance of the revohdiy struggle in reaching a
concrete understanding of [totality)hy point of view of totality is not achievablerihg
‘normal’ times? Why the knowledge of totality isba to remain abstract outside the
context of the political struggle? The matter aadhdere is once again “the new,” whose
coming cannot be predicted by any philosophy, h@vewphisticated and deep it may be;
a “new,” that “cannot be forecast by any infallibheory;? a “new” which is irreducible to
the conditions that gave birth to it. How is it pide to not to mistake the new with
something already in existence? Is it possiblestmgnize, let alone understand the new?
This is a crucial question because for Lukacs,dteation of the “new” is precisely the
founding element of history. The answer to the dahof the emerging unknown is that the
novelty of the “new” can only be grasped througtuggle® This is not simply because a
philosophical stance appropriate to the “new,” oaty be created from the revolutionary
perspective. In history, the new subject emergdg tmough the struggle in which the
“new” is recognized. The historical subject becomwdst it is through this struggle. This is

what Lukacs means when he claims that “massesrdgniearn through action”

! Benjamin is once again is not alien to the idest the truth of an age is revealed in struggle:
“Proust describes a class which is everywhere glédo camouflage its material basis and for this/ ve
reason is attached to a feudalism which has nméitreconomic significance but is all the morevsmrable
as a mask of the upper middle class. (...) And mdchegreatness of this work will remain inaccelesitr
undiscovered until this class has revealed its mpomtounced features in the final struggle.” BenjartiThe
Image of Proust."

2 Lukécs,Lenin: A Study35-36.

® Ibid., 36.

* Ibid., 35.
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As argued before, Lukacs always rejected abstodality, abstract universals etc.,
however he rejected the world of the immediatelegibeings as well. The action is the
answer to the dualism between the abstraction gtyroncepts and the positivism of the
reification. In a discussion of Fichte, Lukacs aguhat if the philosophy starts with the
fact, it remains stuck in the world of the finityded infinite will remain unattainable. On
the other hand, if it starts with the action, itlwstand at the point where two worlds
meet.? Luké&cs sums the division between what this thesiis the totality and [totality] in
a wonderful way: “the totality of objectively unftihg existence is —as Lenin knew—infinite
and, therefore, never completely cognizable.” Haveproblems “that seem abstractly and
theoretically insoluble;” can be solved “in praeti¢ The ethical maxim to overcome the
dilemma between the impossible knowledge of ther-shiting whole and the action
(labor is the model) that requires a clear pictfréotality to be able to start can be found

in Shakespeare as well as Lenin: “readiness IS all.

The infinite, in itself is an abstract categorye timite is imperfect, what matters is
the point where the two worlds meet: in revolutignpractice, as concrete [totality], at a
point where concrete universals will be createdesen universals are product of a
contingent point of history, but that are relevimmtthe entire human history. How are these
created? How do they communicate with the “otherldsd of human existence? These

will be the questions that will be further develdpa the discussion of the work of Alain

! ,HCC, 123.
2 , "Lenin — Theoretician of Practice," 104.
3 Ibid.
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Badiou. At this point this inquiry will follow theonsequences of Lukacs notion of totality
in the areas of: revolutionary subject —class, ligianary agent —party, and on the place of
state. On how Lukacs himself betrayed the prono$éss thought, in his actions as well as

in his own philosophy; and on what stands as uiliedfpromise of his political thought.
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the state is by nature clearly prior to
the family and to the individual,
since the whole is of necessity prior to the part

Chapter Three: Political Implications of Lukacs’ Concept of Totality

In what ways does the Lukacsian notion of totalélate to politics? What are the
implications of his ideas with respect to the paidik subject, political agent and the state?
Before proceeding with these questions it is imigao discuss which version of totality
is to be pursued here: totality or [totality]? Aaimed in the previous chapter, unbounded
whole designates a goalless and subjectless flowistbrical existence. Can a political
entity stand in certain relatedness to this fluxbeing? For theHCC where the idea of
[totality] is the most emhasized, the name of teigtion is knowledge and accosrdingly
subjectivity is thought there as consciousness f®ssible to get a similar notion about
totality? On the other side, the Lukacs who focubedattention to the generic totality
makes a few comments on the relation between tiptaid knowledge. He argues that as a
result of the unlimited number effective elementsshifting interaction that it has to
consider, the dialectical knowledge is always géragimate nature. He also adds that this
does not mean that “structure of social being,”toglity, is unknowable; or that the
“possibility of knowing” is reduced by this infidtcomplexity? However, this is as close

as he gets. He makes no claim as to whom, whethgdass, a political party, or an

! Aristotle, Politics, Bekker: 1253a. Translation: Aristotl®@he Complete Works of Aristotle: The
Revised Oxford Translatiori988.
2 Lukacs,Marx's Basic Ontological Principled03.
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individual can know the totality of mediations. ldiso does not ask the question of what
allows this privileged access to the knowledgehef‘tomplex of complexes.” Although it
may still be possible to speculate on the basica pblitical project that claims access to
the infinite as such, this thesis will not followat path. It will rather maintain that any
relation totality is impossible without transformgiiit to a [totality]. The silence of Lukacs
with respect to the place of the subject shoulditgerstood in this sense. Besides, even if
he had given a name for the subject capable of kmptetality, this would not have been
the decisive act for the late Lukacs had alreadyndised the role of the consciousness in
the constitution of the revolutionary agent. Theliea attempts to relate subjectivity to
consciousness seems futile to this Lukacs, he dersgtiCC's claim that the proletariat is
the identical subject-object of history constitutedough self knowledge as an attempt to
“out-Hegel Hegel.® In this way, he insistslCC does not fall far away from the idealism of
the master, thus, it is totally useless for a nmalist ontology. The identical subject-object
cannot be created through knowledge; even if thmatedge is the most adequate, perfect
understanding of the whole. Besides, not only teaiof self-consciousness but the entire

edifice of the identical subject objet is probleimat this point:

[tihe theory of the identical subject and objectaisphilosophical myth,
which has to violate the basic ontological factsatthieve its intended
unification of subject and objett.

1

, HCC, xxiii. This is very close to Martin Jay who arguthat one of the problems BICC
was its reduction of subjectivity to consciousnes®: JayMarxism and Totality115.
2 Lukacs,Hegel's False and His Genuine Ontolog$.
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Jay notes that unttiCC Lukacs did not believe that any social entity dooécome
universal subject. His transformation to Marxisnought together the shift with the idea
that totality can be achieved by a class allowirtg ibecome the SubjetConsistent with
the argument in the previous chapter, it is possiol argue that the subject emerges
through the act of bracketing the [totality], sudtjes precisely what brackets the totality in
the act of the construction of the narrative of wiele. In this regard, all the writings of
Lukécs about the class and the party are derived the very act of bracketing the totality.
Principally, this chapter will follow these textstiwthe intention of also getting an insight

to the politics of totality
I.  Class: Interest vs. Consciousness

Lukacs’ most famous essay, “Reification and the SCmusness of the Proletariat”
can be seen as the story of a great tragedy. Tire éreoretical edifice that constitutes the
structure of theHCC and this specific essay relies on the idea thawtilg social entity
capable of accessing the totality is the workirags! The proletariat, the single social entity
capable of bearing this precious gift is also the that is the most distant to it as a result of

the process of reification. The objective circumsts keep pushing the proletariat farther

! Jay,Marxism and Totality107-08.

2 As the following chapter is principally concernsith the consequences of [totality], all references
will be referring to this usage. Therefore, in thenainder of this chapter | will not be using theation with
brackets. Unless it is specified otherwise, thedsavhole or totality should be understood with timeéaning
inside the brackets as [totality] and [whole].

Since Lukéacs’ writings on class, party and stalereto the 1920’s the focus of this chapter wél b
this period. This does not contradict with therdaf the previous chapter that the classical pé&aibn is to
a large extent mistaken. What | focus on this odraistthe writings of Lukécs, the militant who stiogide by
side with Lukacs the philosopher in the texts d2@8.
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away from the whole. This gives Lukacs a few fundatal questions to solve: why is the
working class capable of accessing the whole? Wisyanly the working class that has this
privilege? And what is to be done in order to hiblg proletariat overcome reification, turn

the objective possibility into the actuality?

Despite the changes in his understanding of thetitation of subjectivity, Lukacs
was always sure about what was absolutely wrong: pbint of view of the isolated
individual. The polemic of thédCC is based on disqualifying the individual’s place i
social and political change rather than on questgpthe merits of other social groups. His
suspicions on the abilities of the individual hunieing were never lifted until the end of

his life.

[tlhe false appearance corresponds to the viewmditite individual, who is
directly subject here to the operation of a sotaal that determines his
position in society, in production.

This does not mean that the isolated individual alivays be wrong about social
mechanisms, but it means first that her/his viewpuiill always be incomplete. Secondly
and more importantly, that the knowledge producethfthis perspective will never lead to
social change. The knowledge of the partial wholk & best be a useful tool in the
interest based politics. A more-or-less accuratdetstanding of the whole is possible

because every worker in a capitalist society “lsdstquire “a correct understanding of his

! Lukécs,Marx's Basic Ontological Principle$4.
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own class situation” through a “more or less ardupmocess of experiencé.As one’s
class position cannot be properly understood withsituating it inside the totality of the
relations under capitalism, the worker is contirslpded toward the totality. However,
when an individual becomes conscious of the whaogewill find “himself controlled by
(...) social forms mystified into natural relationd’hese appear as “fixed, complete and
immutable entities which can be manipulated andneeemprehended, but never
overthrown.? What the isolated individual cannot see is thesibility of a revolutionary
change, not the empirical elements that constitutetotality. This gives a very important
definition of the correct knowledge of totality:ist the knowledge of the empirical elements
of the whole supplemented by the concrete possilili radical change. That is radical
change not as a “mere utopia,” not an empty “amotiarld is possible” slogan; but a
concrete relatedness to and inclination towardwatd. When this supplement is not there
for the individual, the only thing that remainstéasuse the knowledge as a commaodity; to
fulfill one’s self interest. But this partial knoedge is not always a necessary correlate to
the interest politics. This knowledge brings togetthe possibility of a praxis that will
found a new “ethics” only when it helps to real@eeself as a social being that is both the

subject and the object of socio-historical process.

The most important political aspect of the notidriatality can be found here: The

political subject can only be constituted throubh adequate knowledge of the whole. In

! ,HCC, 326.
2 |bid., 109.
% Ibid.
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other words, becoming of the subject consists & development of its relation to the
whole. The individual can no longer be the politisabject, because no path leads from

him to totality:

The totality of an object can only be posited & thositing subject is itself a
totality; and if the subject wishes to understasdlf, it must conceive of the
object as a totality. In modern society only thesskes can represent this total
point of view?

This definition allows only social classes to begitienate political subjects. Not
only the individual, but also particular groups:ygand lesbians, environmentalists,
women’s right activists, civil rights movement, llists for particular sectors of the
economy, racist groups... etc. none of these groapsataim subjecthood unless they
establish a clear link with class politics. Luk&id not spend so much time with the status
of these groups; he did not attempt to answer ity it is classes but not other social
groups that can link to totality. Why working claissa totality but politically organized
homosexuals are not? There is no way to deternhi@eamswer of this question. Lukacs’
first task inHCC was the dialectical sublation of the individuadaihe second was the
establishment of an adequate notion of the claBgcgo For the first step, he showed that
once the locus is shifted away from the individdlag question is no longer that of ethical
act within the confines of a given totality but theaxis to overcome its boundaries. But
what about the interest, is class politics an esttemof interest politics? The answer to this

guestion is both yes and no. From the perspectivi@oargeois politics, the question is

! bid., 28.
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always that of the interest; from the perspectivthe working class politics, the answer is
more complicated. The class interest exists bigtrieither the aggregation of the interests
of the members of this class, nor the short teterésts of the class as a wholBhis stems
from the peculiar status of the working class whosterest” is the destruction of class
society. This makes the working class an exceptathe rule that exists among all living
beings. The Law is simple: a lion not only wantsstovive (Spinoza’s self preservation)
but also wants to pass its genes to future genestso does a human; bourgeoisie wants
to maintain the capitalist status quo until the ehdime; particular institutions of human
creation will do anything to persevere in existeand in their will to power. The working
class represents the complete opposite of thiggguor survival. The long term interest
of the working class is the end of exploitation jethcan only happen with the end of class
society, which is the same thing with the end dfigtariat itself. This means that unlike
anything in existence the proletariat wills its odestruction. This end cannot be achieved
by furthering the immediate interest of the workatgss within the boundaries of capitalist

system of relations.

As the long term interest of the working class cenlonger be defined as an
interest, the emerging political agenda must bé& brtound a new concept: this is the place
of consciousness iIRHCC. What follows this is that the consciousness cawven be the

consciousness of the class interests, or simplyctimsciousness of one’s class position.

 _ "Tactics and Ethics," iRolitical Writings, 1919-1929d. Rodney Livingstone (London:
NLB, 1972).
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Class-consciousness cannot be the property ofdiwvidnal; it should be the consciousness
of the class in its entirety as a concrete totaBiyt this consciousness is the consciousness
of what? The answer is simple: the end of capitali¥he consciousness is the point of
view of totality. The point of view of totality ithe knowledge of at least one concrete
possibility that is impossible in the present ordéonsciousness is a gaze directed to the
end, to the limits of the closed totality that tapitalism is; it is a look inside the capitalist
sphere of relations directed from the perspectiv@soimminent destruction. Where do
these limits come from? Are they coming from amralate universe? To the contrary, the
limits of capitalism are not exogenous to it; wiias beyond them is nothing but the
unfulfilled promises of the bourgeois society. Gpibeyond the immediate interests
“brings functional change into the consciousnegh@fproletariat,” which is the creation of

"l This is the continuation of the

a new culture that establishes “man as an endniséif.
bourgeois project because it is the bourgeoisié uhaonsciously created the objective
possibility for the human being to understand thist reality is the society. Before

capitalism every class could only have false cansness, they could only become aware
of their partial totalities but they could neveact the consciousness of the social whole.

Adequate conception of totality and the possibibfyexercising “conscious influence on

the historical process” have only become possibith wapitalism, “in the form of

, "The Old Culture and the New Culture," 15.
,HCC, 19.
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proletarian class consciousne$sThe task of furthering the bourgeois project bgkn
exclusively to the proletariat because proletadahnot understand its class situation

without understanding society as a whole.

Lukacs summarizes the evolution of the proletadansciousness in three steps:
The first step is becoming aware of oneself “a®@raodity,” “as a naked object” in the
process of production: When the “immediacy” is thesealed to be the result of the
“multiplicity of mediations,” the fetish of the “ecomodity system” begins to melt. Even
though what is at hand is still the “self conscimess of the commodity,” the worker can
never be completely reduced to an object. Thisdeéadhe second step: “this knowledge
brings about an objective structural change inothject of knowledge.” Object realizes that
he is in fact the subject that appears as an obj®ithout this step, labor is still in the
leading position of the economic process, but withenderstanding its own role. In the
third step, the veil created by “the fetish chazadf every commodity” falls down: what is

now completely visible is the evolution of socieythe product of relations among nien.

While the economic development, the emergenceepthletariat gives the formal
possibility of this consciousness, the real posgibonly comes to being through and

during the class struggfeln other words, class struggle precedes classcimrsness: i.e.

1

, A Defence of History and Class Consciousness:shaitind the DialecticTrans. Esther
Leslie. Ed. John Rees (London; New York: Verso,3064.

z , HCC, 20.

% Ibid., 168-69. Italics removed.

*Ibid., 21-22.
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the struggle does not start after achieving thescionsness; rather the consciousness is
achieved after the struggle beginghe fact that the struggle is the precondition of
consciousness means that the proletariat, outsedmbments of struggle does not have the
correct knowledge of totality. The class positiohpooletariat may lead it to have an
accurate knowledge of the historical totality. “Rldes it always have this knowledge? Not
at all.”” Doesn't Lukacs need to have the correct knowledfeotality, the correct
consciousness to claim this? Not really: His cl@rthat the knowledge of totality realizes
itself in the proletarian consciousness in the fasma possibility, as the “imputed
consciousness.” This possibility is an “objectivesgibility” that belongs to the order of
concrete totality; it is an attempt of constructthg “objective situation” by looking at the
“subjective moments” given to dsThus it aims at establishing the correct imageuth

its distorted versions: “The actual thoughts (adisskes, parties, leaders) about certain
situations, however do not always match the comeets that these people should be able
to reach from their class positioh.Lukacs claims that “by relating consciousnesshi t
whole of society it becomes possible to infer theughts and feelings which men would
have” if they were in a position to assess theasibn, their interests and the societal impact
of their actiom The obvious dilemma is manifest in Heidegger'stention that one should

know how non-reified consciousness operates bethagnosing a reified one is a

! This question will be further dealt on the sectiout the political party.
2 Lukacs,A Defences6.

® Ibid., 63-64.

* Ibid., 65.

° ,HCC, 51.
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misguided one. From his position one can say:éafgtoletariat is the only entity that can
have the knowledge of the totality, how can Lukaas an individual, know that they are
mistaken? Or one may go further: How can he retatbe “consciousness of the whole of
society” and assess the objective situation? A lEmgxample may illustrate why
Heidegger’s objection is a misguided one: | sithia driver’s seat of my car, insert the key
and turn it. Nothing happens. At this point | may ghat the car is broken. This is not
because | am a mechanical engineer or know hovs @angine exactly operates. This
doesn’t even require a correct knowledge of thatimh between the key and car’s
electrical structure. But | know a simple thingthe car is not broken, it moves. So is the
same principle with the class consciousness.i#f here, the class is already acting on the
reality that it knows, it is directed toward chamgjiit; if it is not there what exists is the
“empirically given,” reified consciousness that takes the world as.itEven if it is
impossible to know the exact structure of the clasasciousness in action, it is not

improbable to detect this “wrong” consciousness.

The wrong totality is that of the commodity fornhet“universal category of the
society as a whole” under capitalism. Reminding ‘thleantom objectivity,” emanating
from the commodity fetishism as described by Mauxkacs underlines that the relations

between men lay beneath the exchange of commadiiemimodity exchange, while

Y bid.
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possible only through this wealth of relationsplifuscates its origins in thehiloday the

global trade only means that all human beingsiaked through their labor, but the shining
products of labor prevent us to see this globallitgt The ghostly totality is the product of
the human labor that became independent of the muh@d performs it, thus turning into

an alien force controlling him.

On the objective side this means that the prodattbor —commodities, start
living an apparently autonomous life. Their inté¢iac has its own laws that can be studied
by the specialized disciplines of social scien¢bs;individual who learns these laws can
even benefit from them. Yet, it seems to her/hiat these laws cannot be overturned, they
seem to be eternal, and divine: who dares to quesiie holy market who has generously
provided us our freedoms! This lack of imaginati®mot so much of a product of ideology
that stultifies people but a product of the incagyaof the isolated individual to face
capitalism as a totality and change it. The subjectounterpart of this process is the
alienation of man’s activity from himself. Labor weh is an intrinsically incommensurable
activity has to be reduced to something abstraegsurable, equal, and comparable so that
it can be the fundamental piece of capitalist iefat of exchangé A double movement of
atomization and totalization is the indispensatiecapitalism. While the “existence is
reduced to an isolated particle,” and the “orgamicihds of the communities are destroyed,

a new whole simultaneously erupts itself. The \@igintegration and the disappearance of

! Ibid.
2 |bid., 87.
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organically composed wholes is only a moment incthrestruction of this totality. This new

whole is visible firstly in the transformation afaiety after the model of the factaty.

The atomization and the fragmentation of the sgcibius exist only as the
appearance of the social transformation. What reatsfitself behind this appearance is
that for the first time in human history “the whaé society is subjected, or tends to be
subjected, to a unified economic process, andttieafate of every member of society is
determined by unified laws.” A unified economic pess permeates, in a mediated way to
every aspect of society, proving that the atomizats a necessary aspect of totalizafion.
Indeed it can be shown that the process is notuliérm: it is already implicit in the idea
of mediation is that the universal will appear &cle particular in a different way; the
objective can only appear in a mediated, subjectimg guided by accidents and chance.
These divergences create the illusion that sep#aate govern different aspects of life;
however a Law of laws emerges. This law, goverrimg whole is “the ‘unconscious’
product of the activity of the different commodibyvners acting independently of one
another, i.e. a law of mutually interacting ‘coidences’ rather than one of truly rational
organisation.® Finally, capitalist totality opens the possibilfor an alternative perspective
of totality by massing of workers in factories, tmgchanization, by standardization; and by

leveling down the standard of living. However, timanifold mediations that rule social

! Ibid., 90-91.

% |bid., 91-92.

®lbid., 101-03. Incidentally Lukacs argues in théses that what lies behind the appearance of the
rationality of these laws is the fact that cap#aliotality is ruled by sheer irrationality. Fornhiin the
moments of crisis the rational mask of capitalistisfand the irrational shows its face
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relations are at work here, capitalism as well as-capitalism will be manifest in
unexpected forms. To have a clear vision of thalitgtto come cannot be an easy

accomplishment.
l.a. De Te Fabula Narratur!

The inevitable question here is that if the cajstalcreates a “bad” totality where
the whole of society is brought under a singleaetiles; if the capitalist production is not
confined within the borders of factory but it inves the entire society, why does the
Lukacsian politics have the proletariat as its gipal actor? In a society that is organized
like a factory, where the fate of the worker thatdmes identical with the fate of the
society as a wholehow and why proletariat can be excluded as theilpged political
actor? Maybe the answer is to be foundCawpital, with Horace’s words that are quoted
twice: “the tale is told of you.” In the preface,alk uses this quote to tell the German
workers that even though the book mainly is conegrmvith British industrial and
agricultural workers, it also tells their stdryThe second instance can be found in the
section on the struggles for a normal working d&fter a lengthy quote on how human life
is easily wasted in the conditions of slave mark&rx turns to the entire working people

of the world and reminds them of Horace: “The namehanged, but the tale is told of

1 .
Ibid., 91.
2 Karl Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economytrans. Ben Fowkes (London ; New York,
N.Y.: Penguin Books in association with New Leftvieev, 1981), 90; ibid.
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you.” He tells that the entire story in the labor martam be told in the terms of the slave
trade. In a similar way, it is possible to say tieg entire fate of humanity under capitalism
is told in what happens to the worker. The firsesfion that raises here is still why it is the
worker that reflects the human under capitalismy wbt the slave, why not the farmer,
why not the woman, or why not bureaucrats, stataesm...? Is it that Gyoérgy Szegedy
von Luk&cs’ the son of one of the leading financiers of EasEurope, the intellectual, the
aesthete, believes that the salvation lies withntbst degraded forms of human existence?
Is it a class guilt that derives his entire prof2@r are there plausible reasons as to why it
is exclusively the proletariat which is entitledde the avatar of humanity. Secondly, when
the worker becomes the emblem of humanity, a com@ppearance of an abstract notion,
the dialectician will never see an immediate repnéstion of the universal in the particular.
If the universal human appears in the particulanagn a mediated way; how is it possible
to detect what is universal from what is hazardaml coincidental in proletarian

existence?

But before addressing these there is another prolite tackle: if the abstract

humanity can become concrete in the existence gdracular group in a mediated way;,

! bid., 377-78.

2 Until a few years before the publication¥€C, Lukacs had no problem with using the aristocratic
title “von” for which his father had spent a snfalftune.

3 Some of the critiques of Lukacs argue that thdepmdan standpoint as the overcoming the
bourgeois individualism belongs to the factionshivitthe bourgeoisie that rebel against itself, he t
bourgeois intellectuals. They claim that it is amantion that does not correspond to the realige: \ssen
Ignatow, “Is There a ‘Proletarian Standpoint'?,"Linkacs Today: Essays in Marxist Philosopkd. Tom
Rockmore (Dordrecht: D. Reidel Publishing Co., 1988
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why is it in the proletariat that this manifestatimkes place? Lukacs is not bothered to find
an elaborate answer to why it is precisely thegtasiat but not any other social group that
is the subject of totality. In passing, he argued the peasants arebjectively incapable
of leading and organizing th&hole society on the basis of and in line with theirssla
interests. The contradiction of their social beifi@lf-worker and half-speculator) is
mirrored in their consciousness: ‘(...) They do notni a class™ But why are they
incapable? Do they lack education or skills of oigation; are they completely incapable
of seeing the totality? Besides, if there is a Jaskhis a result of what is constitutive of
peasantry as a group, or is it a result of whaicgdental in their being? If the “empirical
consciousness” of the proletariat and the peasargyboth misguided, what allows the
proletariat to have a correct “imputed consciousfesVhat disqualifies the peasantry?
Another likely historical agent is the “middle c&d5 or in Lukacs’ language: the
“‘intermediate strata.” He says that this group actgts particular class interest, without
even the pretension that it is the interest ofwhele. In this sense it has a vested interest in
the protection of the capitalist totality. It isusally tied to the whole, can understand its
particular mechanisms, can benefit from it bus ilncapable of changing it. The movement

of middle class is caused by the external factahsis its relation to totality is

1 | ukacs,A Defence90.
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“adventitious.® Given this, Lukacs claims that there are only tigtasses capable of

consciousness: the bourgeoisie and the proletariat.

In the case of the bourgeoisie, the consciousisedisdcted toward a special kind of
totality. It simultaneously produces the power/kienge that enables the capitalist
domination to permeate into the minute detailsarfiad existence. But as the domination
advances, the bourgeoisie “loses (...) the posgikatitgaining intellectual control of the
society as a whole®”In this definition, the consciousness means omggnamore than a
mere awareness of the interests; it is the pretiondfor the intellectual and political
leadership. In the case of the proletariat, oveilagp the interests with the rest of the
humanity is a necessary but not sufficient reasbnit®o agency endowed with the
consciousness. In the opening essaiHGfC, Lukacs describes the two crucial aspects of
proletarian consciousness through a lengthy MaratequFirst of these state that the
consciousness of working class is the conscioussfessoid. It is not the consciousness of
a positive feature of existence, but it is a theoaéawareness of the truth of modern life:
“man is lost to himself.” The knowledge of totalig/not the awareness of an extant but it
is an awareness of a loss, and in its first morntesipurely theoretical. Second point is that
for all other social groups interest defines somnethhat will at least help them persevere
in their being, if not help them improve their cdrahs. In the case of the proletariat, as

argued before, it is self-destruction. The libenatof working class is only possible if the

! , HCC, 308.
2 |bid.
% lbid., 121.
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conditions that gave way to its existence are cetapl destroyed.So what proletariat has
in common with humanity cannot be a positive featir existence, or a set of overlapping
demands. The narrative totality of “de te fabularaar” is the tell of a world that is out of
joint: The common that exists stems from a voidiclwheads to the undoing of the existing

social order and the promise of a just one.

How this link is to be established in the actuahgice of politics? Here the
criticism of Jay that Lukacs’ theory is based om thbstract notion of a fully unifiable
class® misses the point. True, Lukacs says that to adbessocial totality, the knowing
being should itself be a whole. Yet this whole @& a result of a quantitative expansion of
its elements. Strangely, unlike other Marxists aflanitarian tradition Lukacs has no
intention to expand the definition of proletariat include all who must sell their labor
power in order to survive. He rather follows a deutask: first is a distillation of social
whole, the process of distillation gives the partgmbership, the second task is to create
universality out of this act of this distillatioRor him the founder of this method is Lenin

who introduced the idea of

strictest selection of party members on the baSitha@r proletarian class
consciousness, and total solidarity with and supjoorall the oppressed and
exploited within capitalist society. Thus he diaieally united the exclusive
singleness of purpose and universality.

! bid., 20.
2 Jay,Marxism and Totality115.
3 Lukacs,Lenin: A Study30.
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What does Lukacs mean by the dialectical unity »€lesive singularity and
universality? Does this say that the party mussidatracted from the proletariat; which in
turn should be subtracted from the larger socidétyarkers; and other exploited social

classes must be kept separate yet in solidaritg? hlow does Lukacs justify this act?

First of all, by the word proletariat Lukacs measidctly manual laborers.He
explicitly forbids other segments of the workersnirthe definition of proletariat. He says
that while capitalism destroyed previously existdigisions among the workers, it created
new ones. Especially a new segment distinguishisglfi from the rest through its
“superiority in education;” “experience in admimgion;” “petty-bourgeois living-
standard;” “occupation of positions in the party tcade union bureaucracy (...) or “in
municipal office” but lacks “mature proletarian staconsciousness” has a reactionary
influence over the reét.This group, although “economically proletarianizeg@main
“fervently bourgeois in their ideology. This ideology which includes the elements such as
the superiority of mental labor, or concepts liksponsibility, hides especially from the
white collar worker the naked fact that a workertrignsformed into a commodity in

capitalist mode of production. Again, Lukacs pragmoso convincing argument of why the

! This is indeed a very narrow definition of the kiog class, and Marx would be the first one to
disagree with it. While trying to define a grouprefolutionary activists, Lukacs is missing theienpoint of
the human emancipation in Marx.

2 Luk&cs,Lenin: A Study?28. This definition of the “white-collar” is skingly similar to Kracauer
who saw in this group the mass basis of fascisaotoe. See: Siegfried Kracau&he Salaried Masses: Duty
and Distraction in Weimar Germanirans. Quintin Hoare (London; New York: Verso98%

% Theodor W. Adorno, "The Curious Realist: On Siegfrkracauer,'New German Critiqu&4, no.
Fall (1991).
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white-collar worker cannot have a revolutionary utgd consciousness that will differ

from the empirical one dominated by the ideology: kim, this facade of ideology indeed

needs to be torn apart, however this will not hapipe merely expanding the definition of

proletariat. Besides, the problem with the middtigata is that their work concerns mostly
their mental faculties only. In the case of a piarian the whole existence is at stake: the
fact that capitalism tries to “dehumanize” man dattophies” one’s soul; consequently

humanity’s resistance to be converted into a conitya@dn be seen most clearly in the

case of a blue collar workérgain this is not because of any positive featfrproletarian

identity, but because there is nothing that casdheaged in it.

Here the crucial point is that although proletanistseemingly the savior of
humanity, one cannot establish an immediate coramebetween the two. To the contrary,
proletariat achieves its function and its placeydoy separating itself from the “chaotic
concept of ‘the people*Therefore the first task of the politics is an atthought in the
form of “theoretical differentiation of the prolei@ from the amorphous mass of ‘the

people,” however, this still does not lead to artoanatic “knowledge and recognition of
its independence and leading rofeThe fact that establishing the decisive singufaoit
proletariat is the key act of politics becomes ideahen one remembers that other classes

can only have “ill-defined class consciousnéssHiis does not mean that other classes do

! LukacsHCC, 172.

2 , Lenin: A Study21.
3 bid., 17.
4 ,HCC, 324.
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not know their interests. As argued before, it nseia@ther that they know it too well; their
action is exclusively directed to promote it. Omsoletariat fights knowing that “it can
liberate itself only by destroying the class soclethus it is ‘forced to fight “on behalf of
every suppressed and exploited sector of the ptpnld This is what Lukacs means when
he says that proletariat must do more than fighforgthe interest of other classeShe
task is to destroy the conditions that form theemat basis of the unfreedom of every other

class in the society.

Does this mean that proletariat must act alonéhénrevolutionary struggle? The
answer is no. However, one should replace the imatednity with a constructed unity. In
other words, the concept of “the people” must lpaeed by the “revolutionary alliance of
all the oppressed®How will this alliance be forged? What is the miegrof the leadership
of proletariat? This is an important question esglcwhen Lukacs seems to be dismissive
about the other social groups that belong to thenak of the oppressed. For example, he
depicts peasants as incapable of becoming a relesamal actor. They are not only
“culturally backward” but are also forced by théabjective class position” toward an
“instinctive revolt.” He insists that the fate dfet rural world is dependent on the “urban

class struggle” whose decisive force is the proigta

bid.
2

, Lenin: A Study67.
® Ibid., 23.
* Ibid., 22.
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Why is the proletariat the decisive force? The alisowrong answer to this

guestion is to reduce it to a simple function dthanetic. Proletariat is not the decisive

force because it is the biggest group in the modeaety. To the contrary, numbers do not

matter in politics:

Where the minority rule of the modern bourgeoisieconcerned, it must
always be remembered that the great majority ofpthigulation belongs to
neither of the two classes which play a decisiue ipathe class struggle, to
neither the proletariat nor the bourgeoisie; andt tm addition pure
democracy is designed, in social and in class tertasensure the
bourgeoisie domination over these intermediateastra

Lukacs does not claim that everybody is becomingvaaker, thus a part of

proletariat either. The objective situations of tfwetor, the intellectual, the bureaucrat, the

peasant... etc. lead them toward being a wage eameworker; but this will not

immediately transform them to the members of peaoiat, the working class as a political

subject. What is absolutely crucial in the sockab&nce of proletariat is explicit when he

says:

Every minority rule is therefore socially organiziedth to concentrate the
ruling class, equipping it for united and cohesae#ion, and simultaneously
to split and disorganize the oppressed claSses.

Lukacs’ argument here is directed toward the ridilthe bourgeoisie. However the

key lesson of the hegemony is also expressed: Thiecpl subject must be able to

establish its decisive unity and be able to disoigits enemy. For Lukacs, the proletariat

! Ibid., 65-66.
2 |bid., 65. Italics removed.
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is capable to resist the tendencies of split atdese unity through discipline. Solely this
property will enable the proletariat to turn theapen of the bourgeoisie back on itself to
disorganize the ruling alliance. This minute diffiece is what separates proletariat from all

other exploited groups.

Having said this, Lukacs is certain that the retiohary situation cannot be created
by the proletariat alone; the entire society makes part in the revolution. Lukacs is fully
aware of Lenin who had said: “Whoever expects & gocial revolution will never live to
see it. Such a person pays lip service to revalutidhout understanding what revolution
is.”t Again, Lukacs follows the footsteps of Lenin whes argues that revolution is near
when the “upper classes” cannot continue and tbwet classes” refuse to go on “in the
old way.” He is therefore very much aware that the dangehefage of the proletarian
revolution is to “overlook, despise and rebuff” ttemdencies such as “agrarian, colonial
and national questions” that lead toward “decay f@nchentation.” However it should be
underlined that these tendencies can onlyaigettively revolutionary within the context of
the proletarian revolutiori® In other words they need to be articulated to ¢hatral
narrative of the age. Lukacs is also well awaré¢ the bourgeois hegemony depends on a
subtle balance between force and consent. Compaugast ruling classes, bourgeoisie has

less “immediate” control over “springs of power.hds the capitalist peace is achieved

! Ibid., 48. Here Lenin is arguing against the laigel‘putsch,” a derogatory term used by some
leftist circles, about the Irish rebellion of 1918ee: Vladimir llich Lenin, "The Discussion on Self
Determination Summed Up," Marxism & Nationalisn{Sydney: Resistance Books, 2002), 173.

2 LukAcs,Lenin: A Study?29.

® |bid., 48.
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through a compromise with other classes. Yet chgitastill depends on the exercise of
force by the petty bourgeoisie, peasants, or mesntiesubject nations on its behalf. Far
from endorsing the view that the economic strugigées the primacy over the non-
economic, Lukacs argues that the economic domimatidhe bourgeoisie is dependent on
these non-economic relations. If the loyalty of tlasses in service of the bourgeoisie
shatters, the bourgeois apparatus will colldp3@us a successful revolution must first

destroy the hegemonic balance of capitalist society

In order to counter the network of social forcesught together by the bourgeoisie,
proletariat must build a new system of alliancesstrmake compromises, not only with
the oppressed but even with the bourgeoisie. Thmtgin compels these alliances not
because the proletariat is weak but because tluten is imminent The model of this

hegemonic project is found in the Soviets with the:

[R]adical seizure from the bourgeoisie of the paofisy of ideological
leadership of these classes — particularly thegrgasand in the conquest of
this leadership by the proletariat in the transitperiod®

With respect to the hegemony, Lukacs does vetg ldther than co-founding the
concept with Gramsci and defining it as the idemalgleadership. The future problem of
“articulation™ is unthinkable for Luk&cs; besides he fails toismye a much simpler

problem: How will the other agents recognize pmiet as the bearer of totality, as the

! , HCC, 307.

2 , Lenin: A Study80.

% Ibid., 67. Italics removed.

* Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffelegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radical
Democratic Politics2nd ed. (London: Verso, 2001).
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revolutionary class? How will they be able to ursti@nd the new universals that the
proletariat defends when they are not capable @ihgethe system from the point of view
of totality; that is when they are incapable ofisgedeyond the limits of the possibilities
capitalism? If they have an access to totalitymikans that they are equally valid
revolutionary agents; if they do not, they will mevunderstand the meaning of the
leadership of proletariat. To the contrary, thecms of the working class will appear as if it
is promoting its particular interest just like amtyrer social group. Besides, why should any

other group accept their place as secondary wibe to the genuine agent of revolution?

These questions remained unanswered in Lukacslaggrdcriticisms did not refer
to his work for the criticism of the Marxist reveilonary movements. They rather focused
on the mechanical materialism that had undialeltyiestablished proletariat in its leading
role by accepting the broad framework of the irgepolitics. When the subject comes to
Lukacs, he is merely reduced to the theorizer efitleology as “false consciousness.” The
solution of post-modern politics to the dilemmad.akacs’ work consisted in denying the
place of totality, in treating it as an “empty giggr.” The task was to exert hegemony in a
system of equivalences. This study will inquirestfito the philosophical basis of such
criticism in Heidegger, and Althusser. In the fialrt, with a critical dialogue with the
work of Badiou, the question will be asked againasow the emerging “world” of the

political subject can be recognized by the otheragof human existence.
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It is already argued that for Lukacs, the decisigeof the political actor consists in
its unification of “exclusive singleness” and “uaigality.” In order to lead the “alliance of
the oppressed” proletariat must cut “its ideologi@ssociation with other classes,” even
with some segments of the working class. It hdset@bsolutely freed from its ties linking
it, not only to the bourgeoisie, but to all oth&pkited classes. It has to “establish its own
class-consciousness on the basis of its uniques ctassition and the consequent
independence of its class interestslf the proletariat acts following its unique
revolutionary instincts, the “action will then adwe® of itself along the right road;”
however if other strata are involved the movemeay o along the correct way but may
as well advance on the counter revolutionary pdth.other words, the proletariat must
move away from the particular, not toward the imraetlgenerality, but toward a decisive
singularity. Only by severing its ties to the exigtsocial/political order of being that the

proletariat will be able to found a new totalityybead the existing one.
II.  The “Antinomies” of the Party

The culmination of the decisive singularity finds @xpression in the political party.
As Lukacs makes it explicit, the whole argumenttid HCC concerns the role of the
political party in the revolutionary procesavhile his ideas on the party opened new

perspectives for revolutionary politics, what heoteras a legitimization of the communist

! Lukécs,Lenin: A Study?24.
2 , HCC, 320.
3 , A Defence!8.
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party in Russia turned out to be the complete urglof what is great in his thought. Thus
the discussion of the party generates a formidphtadox in terms of the constitution of
the revolutionary subject. On the one hand it esghbject’s strongest manifestation, yet it
can be also seen as a negation of its legitimaey sybject. Before opening this point
further it is important to consider what the comistrparty meant to Lukacs at the
personal level: The actions of Lukacs are not meeesonal idiosyncrasies but the
realization of his thoughh actu Istvan Eorsi, the poet and the student of Lulgxobably

has the best description of what the party mearhitformer master:

He did not fear death or intellectual annihilatiégdn the other hand, the
specter of excommunication from the party fillechhwith horror and drove
him, at least before 1965, to accept intellectnal moral degradatioh.

As we shall see in the last part of this sectionthen“ethics” of the militant, this is a
perfect description of what the party member shalgdto be ready to sacrifice her/his life
and integrity as a person. Eorsi further arguesltbkacs’ horror for the excommunication
is related to his greatest fear: the “monologicalwf life.” The Weber circle was the first
experience that showed him a way out, but it wimied experience in time and scope.
Edrsi, going through the diaries of the master shivat his life before 1919 was in fact
filled with a longing for a “Damascus experienckat would move him beyond the logical
questioning of existence, especially his dwin. a way, pondering upon and search for a

resurrection of the limited experience of Webecleiwwas one of the factors that led him to

; Istvan Eorsi, "The Unpleasant Lukacsigw German Critiqueno. 42 (1987): 11.
Ibid., 6.
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the party as an ultimate answer. This shows infitisé place one absolutely important
thing: For Luké&cs, the party essentially belongstte order of the intellectit is an

experiment to be performed first in thought. Of is@uthere is more to that: what is
exciting in the party is not just conversation agdmilliant people, but to be in the midst
of the proletarian consciousness as a “logos:” élylogical” speech that stands in relation
to the existing totality; directed toward the counstion of an impossible world; irreducible

to any particular voice and yet capable of acti®ore.

It is of course, possible to consider an altermag@xplanation of the transformation
of Saul into Paul, and it is given by Daniel Bethavdescribes Lukacs as the St. Paul of the
religion of Marxism? Bell brings Plato’s doctrine of the “noble lie” asquick solution to
the much exaggerated “sudden” transformation ofacgkto Marxism. Indeed, just a year
before his radical transformation Lukacs had wmitt8olshevism as a moral problem”
where he had argued that the proletarian dictafonsteans nothing but the exchange of
places between the oppressor and the oppressedrdidiment was that soviet revolution
was far from bringing an end to the oppressionuah$Here one can see that Lukacs is
treating proletariat not in terms of the subjectatélity as described in the previous section
but as one of the particular groups that constitiéesociety. With Bell’s reasoning, one

can say that totality is the best “noble lie” pb$si First, it is empirically impossible to

! This point is made first to suggest that Lukadads Plato to Marxism and second as to establish a
link between Lukacs and Badiou who also relies thean Plato.

2 Daniel Bell, "The Return of the Sacred? The Argomen the Future of Religion,The British
Journal of Sociologg8, no. 4 (1977).

® |bid., 437-38.
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prove because neither the individuals nor the pusitscience can access it. Secondly it
authorizes a particular social group, which notydrds a privileged access to it but which
is also capable of using it as a weapon: In thesclearfare the weapons of the bourgeoisie
are “knowledge, culture and routine;” against thése “only decisive weapon of the
proletariat is its ability to see the social tdtaks a concrete, historic totality.Finally, it
legitimizes the party elite to act on behalf ofstprivileged subject: the proletariat “cannot
travel unaided” on the revolutionary roadf this explanation is correct, not only is this
study a waste of time, but all the"™26entury Marxists who struggled with the conceptave
either complicit in the lie of totality invented tegitimize the privileged position of the
party leadership or were fools who did not seelitgtas the lie that it is. Besides, Lukacs
despite all his personal shifts managed to keepnloisth shut to not to give away the lie,
even in when he knew he was terminally ill. FinaBell's explanation says nothing with
respect to the content of the idea. Is Lukacsitalitp an impossibility? Why? Any answer
to this question assumes that there is a bettdamxion of all the facts, thoughts and
concepts considered by Lukacs, probably providedvehere in Bell's work. Thus one
should be mindful of Bell's warning, yet this wamgiwill not help on how to understand

Luké&csian totality; it will only suggest dismissiitgltogether.

Marshall Berman also finds a religious dimension Linkadcs’ Marxism: this

dimension is what makes Lukacs great and terribllnea same time: the themes such as

! LukacsHCC, 197.
2 |bid.
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“the redemption of man,” transition to socialismaakeap into the realm of freedom, to be
born again as a new man under socialism give agr idapth and “spiritual yearning” to
Marxist discourse that is much more powerful thia@ €conomic analyses. On the other
hand, Lukécs also proposes a dreadful trinity casadaf party as the “incarnation” of the
proletariat; totality that reduces freedom to @tiand orthodoxy that is blind to facts. The
first of these paths lead to socialism as a prd@chuman emancipation, the second to
total submission to the party and its leadershifst a personal level Lukacs’ commitment
to the party poses another religious and existgsttiguestion. In “Bolshevism as a moral
problem” Lukacs had rejected the Bolshevik Partgetber with Razumikhin of
Dostoevsky'sCrime and Punishmenit is not possible to lie our way to truth. Yéinast
right after the publication of this essay, Lukaoblshes “Tactics and Ethics” and joins the
communist party. Berman notes that despite theiamhetoric of the essay, its overriding
theme is emotional: guilt. The feeling of the essayike its language belongs to
Dostoevsky not to Kant. All communists are guily &ll crimes that are committed and
that will be committed in the name of communismt bli the others are guilty for the
murders of fascism and capitalism of the past drbteofuture. It is not a symbolic guilt, he
does not say that we legitimize these murdersgratie tone says that we have blood in

our hands whatever we choose. Is Lukacs’ actioasdarived from his guilt about the

! Berman, "Georg Lukacs's Cosmic Chutzpah," 191-93.
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suicide of Irma Seidler, the first love of his #fés it this guilt that allows her brother Erné

Seidler to recruit Lukacs to the party?

Having this personal trajectory in mind one cammeto the function of party in the
concept of the narrative whole. The previous sachimught forward the depiction of the
subject of history which provided this very key farkacs. However, this subject existed
only as an “objective possibility,” in the empiriagorld it was yet to come alive. What this
subject would see in the totality and how this sabwould act once it acquires a full-
fledged knowledge of it was left in the abstrachisTshould indeed be indeed abstract
because this knowledge is like the knowledge aftaré classless society: it will emerge in
the process of its own realizatiditt was also stated that neither Marx, nor Lukéus lsave
concrete depictions of how it is going to happée: only knowledge they can have can be
that of tendencies. Then isn’'t there a paradoxeélavith the role of the party? How can
the party have this knowledge and thus act as a@ugonary agent? These questions will
be answered in the following section. Yet beforecpeding it should be underlined
strongly that Lukacs made it absolutely clear thatdid not leave a blueprint for the

political party valid for all ages. The particuldepiction of the party here belongs to the

! Ibid., 199-202.

2 Lukécs writes that neither Marx, nor Lenin wroteoat socialism as a finished project: “concrete
knowledge of socialism is — like socialism itseldproduct of the struggle for it; it can only bairged in and
through this struggle.” Lukackenin: A Study73.
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party of the “time of proletarian revolution. The only general lesson of Lukacs is that

there is no ready-made formula for the party: “Paris not but isbecoming’?
Il.a. Party as the Distillation

It is already demonstrated that in order to pasie ‘proletariat” as the unique social
entity capable of accessing totality, Lukacs claihat only a subject that is a totality itself
can be able to posit an object that is totalityisTpositing though stays in the realm of
objective possibility; it is not yet materialized ithe empirical consciousness of the
working class. To bridge the empirically given consisness with the possible one is
precisely the task of the leaders and the paHpwever, this brings a new problem: the
leaders of the party must a. recognize the empicoasciousness as wrong b. know how
the imputed consciousness should look like in orderbridge the empirical and the
possible. This means that the leader knows totalign before the class does. Isn'’t this in
contradiction with the first principle? If there m® path leading from the individual to the
whole how can Lukacs claim that Lenin was able &vetbp his account from the
perspective of the actuality of the revolution, frem the point of view of totality?Does
the leader have superior characteristics than tbmary human beings? Or is the party
itself a totality? Is it possible to say that tharty has the “knowledge of society in its

totality,” that it “represents the interests of thbole proletariat,” and thus “mediates the

Y bid., 26.

2 |bid., 37-38.

3 , HCC, 65-66.

4 , Lenin: A Study9-13.
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interests of all the oppressed — the future of rimhk Does Lukacs repeat here Lenin’s

formula where

the masses are divided into classes (...) classdsdi®y political parties;”
and “political parties (...) are run by more or lesgble groups composed of
the most authoritative, influential and experienoeembers, who are elected
to the most responsible positions, and are cadleddrs.

According to Badiou, this formulation is emblematit 20" century’s expressive
dialecticsthat reduces the “moment of creativity of massesthe proper names of the
leaders. If Lukacs is following this path thereaiparticular problem: isn’t this a return to
the monological way? His transition to communisrd haant the discovery and becoming
part of a new subject whose voice was irreducibleéheat of the One. Is the process of
distillation nothing but a filter which reduces thiltiplicity of voices to the speech of the
leader? On the other hand, maybe Lukacs, undeguise of Leninism, is introducing
something much closer to what Badiou calls non-esgive dialectic3.Or it can be argued
that the bridge that the party provides betweenrtipaited and the empirical consciousness
is a modest one. The party, far from seeing tgtal#n be merely providing a “concrete
analysis of a concrete situation,” and stay firmtloe course led by the masses especially
when that masses will have some hesitations. Bigbnse, the party must learn from the

masses, discover revolutionary possibilities tha@sses are creating but they have not

! bid., 34.

2 Vladimir llich Lenin, "Left-Wing Communism: An Iintile Disorder," irCollected Works, Vol. 31
(Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1964), 41.

% Alain Badiou, "Politics: A Non-Expressive Dialexsi" Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities,
2005, Available at: http://blog.urbanomic.com/sglwids/archives/badiou-politics.pdf. This relatiati e
discussed with the rest of Badiou’s arguments.
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noticed. To do so, the party needs no special kexbgd; only the discipline to stay on the

course and the alertness to that which emergdeda¢w.”

In this context, party is the culmination for theoletariat to achieve its decisive
singularity; it is the final process in the steptlod distillation. The party consists of “single
minded revolutionaries, prepared to make any seetithat is separate from “the more or
less chaotic mass of the class as a wholeprovides an “inner clarity before the decisive
battles” to the proletarian movement so that thesebe worf. The party is the exclusive
organ where the decisive singularity is achievied:riotion of the Bolshevik party suggests
that the proletariat must fight “in league” withethoppressed, yet not in the same
organizatiort Thus the party is the organization separatingtioéetariat from the mass of
the people while at the same time providing théabolration “on the level of the tactic%.”
Here emerges the final problem: “the chaos” of ¢hmvd. “People” is a chaotic concept
and working class subtracts from it; working classhaotic, manual laborers subtract from
it; proletariat is chaotic, thus the party subtsatbm it; until when the chaos continues?
Doesn’t Lukacs end up once again with the namehef lteader? The answer to this
guestion lies in the position of the party withpest to the class: Is the party an organic
extension of the class? Or is it mechanically sspar from it? The question of the

dialectics of the party and the proletariat is dleiarly established in the work of Lukacs

! Lukécs,Lenin: A Study25.
2 ,HCC, 329.

3 Ibid., 286.

4 |bid., 325.
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and contains paths leading to the mistakes Bf&@tury revolutionary politics as well as

paths away from them.
II.b. Is Party Outside?

The easiest way to solve the riddle of the relaietween the party and the class is
to adopt Gramsci’s notion of “organic intellectu&d’ describe Lukécs’ notion of the party.
The evidence for this explanation can be easiliectdd when he says that “the form taken
by the class consciousness of the proletariatdsParty;* or when he argues that “the
theory is essentially the intellectual expressidrihe revolutionary process itseff.This

point of view can be summarized as:

[tthe communist party is the organizational expiessof the revolutionary
will of the proletariat.It is therefore by no means bound to embrace the
whole of the proletariat from the very outset; las tonscious leader of the
revolution, as the embodiment of the revolutionaea, its task is rather to
unite the most conscious sections, the vanguaediethlly revolutionary and
fully class-conscious workers.

The conceptual limits of the party as an “exprassare obvious: First, it assumes
an immediate, undialectical unity between the péhg organizing mind) and the class (the
body). The problem is not only that thisusdialecticalbut that it assumes an immediate
unity where there is none. The idea of immediat&yuis nothing but the political

reproduction of the separation of body and minaniodting in the domination of the body

! Ibid., 41. Italics removed.

Z Ibid., 3.

3 , "The Moral Mission of the Communist Party,"
http://www.marxists.org/archive/lukacs/works/1920ha-mission.htm.
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by the mind. There is one further question relatét the organic unity of class and the
party: let us think about Lukacs himself as a pamgmber. He is the son of a wealthy
banker who got the best possible education; whothadll the distinctions that allowed
him to study philosophy and arts: how can he beotiganic “intellectual expression” of the
people who dwell in completely different worlds efistence with him? The organicness
here is not an overcoming, a “sublation” but a dexgenial of the empirical differences. It
is an outcome of the ‘wrong’ —logical, totality th@ssumes a unity where there is none.
Secondly, it provides a pretext for the processhef distillation that leads to the proper

name of the leader where the creativity of the muesmt is lost.

On the other hand, Lukacs himself is perfectly anafr this. He claims that the
class and the party are unifiedlalectically, i.e. not immediately, and are separated
organizationally. The split is justified by the fidiring degrees of clarity and depth” as well
as the disunity among the different individualssi8es, the separation provides a distance
which allows the party to act despite the changake “momentary thoughts and feelings”
of the class. But isn't this split another continuation of thenarbody split, where the
conscious, rational mind should rule over the udigtable, subversive desires of the body?
The consciousness (party) should rule over the Ifphetariat) for the greater good of the
latter. Can’t the class, the privileged agent capabaccessing the totality, know what it is

doing? Here Lukacs seems to have forgotten abduthal explanations privileging

! ,HCC, 322.

125



proletariat vis-a-vis other social actors. Herasheompletely in line with Lenin dfvhat is

to be Done The class, by itself can only acquire “trade wnmpnsciousness,” i.e. will
follow only the terms of the interest politics. &ltorrect revolutionary consciousness
should be “brought to them from withoutThis conviction never left Lukacs; even during
the late 60’s he claimed that the “significancetloé fact that the consciousness must be
brought to the working class “from outside” had yoriincreased extraordinarily”. He
argued that the task of the radical intellectudlshe day was to elaborate principles and

methods, but not yet the slogans of the revolutiptizeory to comé.

At this point one can easily follow Bell and arghat the revolutionary politics is a
mere pretext, a “noble lie” invented to justify thee of the worthy few over the many. Yet
in the very same interview, a few pages after singsthe role of the “outside,” Lukacs also
argues that the movement always comes before angdrias to the party. If the
consciousness is to be brought from the outside, ¢en the movement start without the
help of the organizer outside, which is the pattyPcan start without the party, why does
it need the party at all? Isn't this a contradic#oBesides HCC contains a further
testimony to the primacy of the class in its pras$drosa Luxemburg for having shown

how the

, A Defence32.

, Conversations with Lukac87. Around the same time Marcuse was talking alblog
“vicious cycle of freedom and liberation.” He wastig that “the slaves must lieee fortheir liberation
before they can become free, and that the end bmugiperative in the means to attain it.” According
Marcuse, socialism must exist as a reality in thesciousness of those who act for it in order #dize it.
Herbert MarcusePDne-Dimensional Man : Studies in the Ideology ofiéuated Industrial SocietfBoston:
Beacon Press, 1991), 41, 223.
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[m]asses exhibit in their actions an incomparahbiyhr degree of class
consciousness than even the party and the uniorshvgnesume to treat
them with condescension, regarding them as immaiuiebackward?

To repeat: the movements of the masses are caplaflepassing the party in terms
of the consciousness. If so, again: why is thekeraaed for the party? If one assumes that
the job of the party is to act “on behalf and ia filace of? the proletariat, there is no need
at all; but in fact, this is absolutely not thetgahat Lukacs is talking about. His idea of the
party is the one that will take what lies in thasiincts” of the class and bring it to the
consciousnessin this way, the task of the revolutionary pasiytoé provide a “permanent
dynamic” to the “explosive power” of these movensérithis is why Lukacs describes the
Marxist orthodoxy as the “eternally vigilant prophgroclaiming the relation between the
tasks of the immediate present and the totalityhef historical process.Party does not
create the movement; it is not the movement it$el§ not above the movement; it is not
the expression of the movement. Yet, it is the festation of the movement; it is the
declaration that the change is near. In the mod#eofaration its job is to link the moment
with the historic totality, hence its definition the “concrete principle of mediation

between man and histor$.”

! Lukécs,HCC, 303.

2 Ibid., 326.

3 Ibid., 304.

4 , Conversations with Lukagc91.

> ,HCC, 24.

® Ibid., 321. See the concluding part of this chapte
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Il.c. Dialectics of the party

The previous chapter showed that neither versibhsikécs’ idea of totality posit a
deterministic understanding of history. The taskth@ philosophy and science is not to
discover the rules of the historical developmernit touhighlight broader tendencies. The
fact that there are no laws of history means that unpredictable, the unexpected, the
impossible change is always an imminent possibdftany given moment of history. The
Lukacsian party is a product of this non-mechamnistiderstanding of history. To link the
present and the historic whole: the party thuséhasique task that requires the ability to
recognize the marker of the present, which is fibe.” In the revolutionary struggle the
absolutely crucial role of the party is to recognizhe new” and bring it to the
consciousness at the moment of its appearancs mibryonic fornt. This is why when
Lukécs talks about the task of the theory in th@0s9 he says that it must first discover
what is new in the economic and the social phenaimand then relate this to the general
course of history making the possibility of a mowesrn crediblé. This means that the
politics is first of all an intellectual processategories of political thought or political

science are simply politics par excellence.

Here the party acquires a new definition as the iated between the two

understandings of totalify/lt is argued before that the historical totality @ subjectless,

! , Lenin: A Study?36.
2 , Conversations with Luk&c80.
% Here we momentarily return to the notation of phevious chapter between totality and [totality].
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goalless flow contains not one but an uncountahblaber of tendencies. The task of the
party is accordingly twofold: first to figure oute new that is the marker of the present and
second to highlight the tendency that makes itsterce meaningful and relevant in such a
way to add fuel to the explosive possibilities loé howtime Jetztzeitas Benjamin would
call it). In this way, the party is capable of sérming the totality into [totality] in the
construction of the narrative whole. Here whatlsautely crucial is that this twofold task
that results in the transformation of boundlesalitytinto a concrete [totality] is not just
one thing among others that the party does. Partliamediation between two totalities is
rather the definition of the party. On the one hatiis definition of the party is even
broader than Gramsci’s idea that defined any palitorganization a party. It is also much
more specific because it prescribes a concret®ractependent on the unbounded and
unpredictable flux of history. For example, Luk&ssv that the concrete problem in the
1970s was first the real subsumption; thus he wbike how labor is the model of every
human action. A second problem was the declinehm labor activism due to the
improvement of material conditions of the workingsses, so he highlighted the fact that
over the course of the thousands of years of humprovement the tendency was toward
the elimination of the hours devoted to provide floe subsistence of the individual —
providing a new goal for the movement; third was thisis of the religion, so he stressed
the need for meaningful life, a tendency that carliked with the previous ones... etc.
The important point is that when the “new” changss,must the analysis, so must the
mediations, so must the image of totality, so npaditics. In our present, when the welfare
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states are brought to the point of demolition duéhe constant attack from the right wing
politics, when the greatest problem of the workéerstheir job security (hence the
fashionable word: precariat), when the religiousd@amentalism is on the rise, the
previously shown tendencies make little sense. thbk of the thought/party today should
be to find out the possibility of radical transfation in the given present, even if it is in its
embryonic form, and to retrace its lineages in Historical tendencies to give it a
possibility to come to fruition. In this sense thiely way to stay loyal to Lukacs’ idea of

the party is to betray to every single concretdyaimhe provided about his presént.

Of course the idea of politics as thought encognéebasic problem: If the task of
the political party is an intellectual task aimetl discovering the novelty, isn’t the
theoretical activity given the privilege of discowe the basis, the direction, and the
meaning of movement; thus effectively in a positionead the entire movement? Isn’t this
the textbook definition of idealism? The problem kwkécs is that this criticism is still a
product of an abstract thinking which posits subgrad object as cut off from each other;
however the political praxis starts with the refushthe split and posits the unity of
thought and action as well as subject and objecthé dialectical thinking, subjective
moment should be considered as a moment of thetolgeprocess, which is capable of
exercising an influence over it. In this sense, twhadealist and “Kantian” is precisely the

denial of the subjective moment. While the problemfalling into pure subjectivism

! Lukacs always referred to the party explicitlytire concrete context of the October revolution and
its aftermath. In this section whenever a broadbstract notion of the party is described it isuded from
his treatment of the communist party in the 1920s.
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should be treated seriously; when politics emem@@san intellectual edifice of the first
order, this cannot be solved theoretically but orzetionally. It is the discipline of a “real
Communist party” that “dialectically restricts” th&ubjective moment and prevents it

turning it into an empty intellectual endeavor.

The dialectics properly conceived neither presarittee undifferentiated unity nor
the mechanical separation of the moments constifutie processThe dialectical unity is
not a mere fancy theoretical apparatus; it is tivenfila of revolution according to Lenin
which is characterized by the unity of objectivarditions and the subjective factbAs a
part of the objective process, the party as subgdaction acquires a further task: to
“transcend capitalist society —in thoughtOf course the task of the theory is neither to
simply invent, nor to impose what is beyond thestng order. As argued in the previous
chapter, the point of view of totality is the poiof view of this “beyond.” Lukécs
summarizes his whole argument with a quotation friglarx where the job of critical

thinking is to help

the world to become aware of its own consciousnasawakening it from
its dream about itself, iexplaining its own actions to {t..) It will then be
seen that the world has long possessed a dredmngéwhich it only has to
possess in consciousness in order to possess thesality.”

! Lukécs,A Defences9.

% |bid., 56.

® Ibid., 50.

4 , HCC, 230.

® Letter from Marx to Ruge, September 2003. Quotsdlitalicized in ibid., 259.
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But who are the people to form the party? Who [gbée of taking this tremendous
task upon her/himself? The non-deterministic idehistory is also at work here. Lukacs’
answer to the problem of the new was not a forrthda can predict it but an agent capable
of recognizing it. Yet, there is not a formula asthe constitution of the agent either. The
objective process does not determine the subjeatimment: the revolutionary action can
only be accomplished by the people who can ematecifpeemselves from the existing
system. The intellectual and emotional emancipatmm the other hand, does not go
parallel to the economic developménthis means that the quality of the leaders of the
movement, their capacity of analysis, their leakdiprskills, their momentary decisions...
etc. have nothing to do with the quality or the gdodities of the movement. Thus mature
movements lacking the leadership matching theifityumay fail effecting the material
development itself; on the other hand minor movdasienay succeed with adequate

organization can succeed. Who will lead the paefyeshds on chance and accidénts.

The fact that party is an agent of dialectics asm@deterministic process has a final
consequence: the decisions. The questions abowntla@cipation of women, the peasant
problem, racism, climate change... etc., none esa¢hwill cease to be a problem ‘after the
revolution.” To the contrary, no problem will evésolve itself.”® Whether the party or
movement will be able to find answers to the cormecpgoblems of the time has no relation

or whatsoever with whether the time is ripe for tegolution. These questions require

! Ibid., 257.
2 , Conversations with Lukacg23-24.
8 , "The Twin Crises," 325.
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“decisions of the moment,” which are completely ducts of contingent, subjective
processes that in turn influence the overall objecprocess. If the decisive step is not
taken at the correct moment, the contradictions witnain unresolved. They will not
merely persist as they are but will reproduce thedves at a higher levélThis is what
Lukacs callsaugenblick the material development creates a moment whegee tis an
objective chance for radical transformation. Istmoment is lost the material development
will not keep flowing toward the social revolutioand create a better opportunity.
Revolution is no destiny: if the moment where theurtdless flow can bracketed as
[totality] has fleeted away, there will not be dtbechance in the future. The history has no
goal to attain. When the revolutionary moment &,Ithe material development is likely to

reverse its course toward the exact oppdsite.
Il.d. Party as a Pedagogical Project: Learning fromCamarén

Party is a result of the fact that the history deesfollow any ready-made formula.
It is a result of the fact that the consciousnessschot automatically follow the economic
development, that the revolution is not a destifjis does not mean that revolution is
something that the party can singlehandedly achiBve task of the party is to “foresee the
objective economic forces and to forecast” the appate actions to be taken by the

working class; thus to “prepare the proletarian seasintellectually, materially and

! ,HCC, 302.

2 |bid., 197-98.

3 , Lenin: A Study34.
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organizationally.* The intellectual preparation reveals the true fiamcof the party toward

a communist future, the leadership role of theypiarthe leadership of the educator:

Now because the socialist economy does not spamiahe produce and
reproduce the men appropriate for it, as classiapitalist society naturally
generated its homo ceconomicus, the divided cittypemgeois of 1793 and
de Sade, the function of socialist democracy isipety the education of its
members towards socialism.

To define the task of the party as that of educatiertainly brings the question to a
higher plane; it certainly avoids the commonplacistakes associated with Stalinism,
however it is far from solving the problem. At tlmew plane the question revolves around
the nature of the pedagogical task. It should = &dmitted here that Lukacs never asked
this question explicitly. From his texts, one caeddce two types of answers to the
pedagogical question. The first admits educatiothasmere transmission of knowledge
from the one who knows to the one who is set towknth can be claimed that this
definition of education is nothing but Leninist jials reproduced at the pedagogical level.
The first problem that one can find in this perspecis obvious and can be avoided: The
transmission of knowledge presupposes that thapany consists of the members of the
proletariat who managed to overcome the situatibnfatse consciousness and thus
achieved the consciousness of the whole. This ramge again the central question of the
party: How can the totality be is inaccessible tty andividual and but a group of

individuals can have the task of teaching the itgtab the class. How do they know it

Y Ibid., 33.
2 , "Lukacs on His Life and Work ": 58.
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before the class does? On the other hand, it isilesto answer this challenge in the
context of education. One can argue that the pgarthe part of the working class that
establishes the first link with the totality. Ortlvia better explanation it is possible to insist
that the formation of party is a moment in the etitical process of the construction of the

knowledge of totality... etc.

On the other hand the knowledge-transmission int&mpon of the party as a
pedagogical project carries one further impassectuanot be easily avoided. The problem,
as eloquently put forward by Ranciére concerngtaagogy that reproduces inequality in
the name of equalityHis position starts with recounting the experientdoseph Jacotot,
the polymath, the teacher and the revolutionary whs forced into exile in 1815 when the
monarchy was restored. At the University of Louvaimere he finally found a position, he
had a particular problem: His students did not kdench and he did not know Flemish.
To his help, a bilingual edition dfélémaquewvas just available, opening the doors for a
splendid experiment. At his request, students Eghtmow to read and write in French on
their own just by comparing the words that appeaseie by side in their copy of
TélémaqueThey had not needed any teacher to explain themules of French language

in order to learn it. This experiment was the prettion of the great discovery of Jacotot.

! He had first advanced his critique of the pedaggidiinction of the political, implicitly in: Jaces
Ranciere, The Ignorant Schoolmaster: Five Lessons in Intaligic Emancipation.Trans. Kristin Ross
(Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1991¢ explicitly underlined the obvious analogy be#n the
teacher and the party in a recent conference: —“Gemmunists without Communism?" (paper presented
at the On the Idea of Communism, The Birkbeck tosifor the Humanities, University of London. Marc
14, 2009).
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In Persian LetterqLetter 56), Montesquieu was talking about pedpbching what they
themselves do not know. For Jacotot, this is ndy qossible but also preferable to
teaching what one already knows. The thing thatydasly knows the best, one’s mother
tongue is not taught to anyone through formal pedgg Everybody, rather learns it
through “observing and retaining, repeating andfyieg,” by relating the new to those
they already know, “by doing and reflecting abowtiat they dd. Why can’t one do the
same when it comes to learning a secondary langoiage the language of mathematics,
law, engineering, politics, philosophy... etc. Rangjeéhrough Jacotot (or vice versa) asks
a fundamental question regarding the nature ofpfeagogy: what is taught through the
very performance of teaching? The answer to thiseguality, it is being inferiors, and
thus the conclusion is that education is stulttfama Formally speaking, education starts
with the ignorance which is replacgdogressivelywith knowledge, thus education is a
journey from the situation of inequality toward afity. However, this journey will never
come to an end; if a student wants to pass beymncuirent master, s/he will need another
master. In other words, the traditional mode oflieation always teaches something else in
addition to the explicit content of the subjectgiati a surplus that is transmitted through
the performance of the teacher. Following the Amistotle had established between theater
and politics one can imagine the classroom as gessmd focus on the performance
ignoring the content of the class: There is onelteaand many students; the teacher is the

one who speaks and is the one to decide when atherallowed to speak, s/he is the one

1

, The Ignorant SchoolmastetO.
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capable of passing judgment over the many, s/lleeisone deciding on the content to be
learned as well as the content of day-to-day dsous; the students have to follow the
lead and hope in vain that one day they will artivéhe same level with their teacher. It is
a staging of the worthy one in relation to the urthwp many. This process teaches the
students to be minors; it reveals them that theguakties have sound, justifiable bases;
thus leads them to accept and internalize thet®tuaf inequality through repetition. This
is the lesson of Jacotot: if one starts with theed®on of inequality, one will end up
infinitely reproducing it. In order for the eduaatito achieve equality it has to assert it not
as a goal but as a starting point. Equality exastSan opinion, or a presupposition, which
opens the field of its verification."For Ranciére, the equality exists in the equalftyhe
intelligence of anybody with anybody regardlessié’s place in the social order. It cannot

be achieved by “progress.”

Ranciére’s edifice centered on this new idea ofcation is set against Plato’s
Republicwhich associates particular types of intelligenceparticular positions in the
social ordef In Plato’s city a shoemaker can only make shoes;aannot be a shoemaker
and something else at the same timeTte Republiavorkers whose soul is made out of

iron cannot be communists, only the legislators Wwhwee golden souls “can and must” let

! , "Communists without Communism?".

2 In conjunction with his argument that siriEee Republithe principal task of political philosophy
has been the production of arguments to overtwerstiandal and the great premise of politics, tmensonity
of equals; Ranciere’s political writings consist immasking these pretexts of inequality. See:
Disagreement: Politics and Philosophyrans. Julie Rose (Minneapolis: University of késota Press,
1999); , The Philosopher and His Pogotrans. John Drury, Corinne Oster, and Andrew &ark
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2004).
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go the material gold. In a strange way, PlaR&publicasserts the power of communists
over the workers. Ranciére argues that the inggrafitMarx’s thought lies here, in his
assertion that the “gold of knowledge” belongshe proletarian as a product of the “iron
condition.™ This argument is exactly in accordance with thevkedge of totality as
Lukacs asserted it. On the other hand, the samditaom that allows the knowledge of
totality is the condition of the ignorance as wétle worker is reified within the capitalist
working conditions. The knowledge can thus belanthe ones who are not caught by the
machine, to the communists as such. In this seageis] right in claiming that the
reification serves as a “philosophical correlate’What is to be Doné® claim that the
proletariat will only develop trade-union consciness without the intervention of the
vanguard party.Even if an individual worker will see the systemits totality, he will try

to bend it toward his own advantage, because wask&rmable to move beyond the here
and now of the immediate economic interésA”tension thus emerges between those who
can emancipate themselves and those who are caugit machine. Plato’s distinction
between the golden communists and the iron wor&srideen reasserted. The emancipated
ones do not trust that workers are capable of eimpaiieg themselves; the party as a
project of education thus exists as a preconditokeep the worker as a minor who is

never completely emancipated.

1

, "Communists without Communism?". In this t&knciére does not refer to Lukacs at all.
In the following lines | will be following the spirof his criticism, but extend his argument towahad
discussion of Lukacs.

2 Jay,Marxism and Totality112.

% Ranciére, "Communists without Communism?".
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If there is an empirical difference between thodevare emancipated and those
who are not (and there is such difference of canstiess) how is it possible to emancipate
others? Jacotot’s idea of emancipation has oneri#hhat matters here: Emancipation is a
form of action that is only possible between induals. It is not possible to emancipate
society as such; social bodies follow the lawssafcial gravity.® Every individual can be
emancipated but one at a time, and by anotheriohea. “And no party or government, no
army, school or institution, will emancipate a s$ingperson? “How can the
collectivization of the capacity of anyone coincigdigh the global organization of society?
How can the anarchical principle of emancipatiorcdmee the principle of social
distribution of tasks, positions and powersRanciére asks the perfect question here but he
does not give an answer. He insists that this proldtas to be told apart from the age old
discussions about the spontaneity and organizabion it is less evident where the
discussion should be relocate@ihe problem here is not that Ranciére is makiogse for
spontaneity without acknowledging it; it is neitiibe practical difficulty of emancipating
everybody on an individual basis, the problemshefdivision of labor... etc. The problem

here is that Ranciere relies on a difference baiwbhe emancipated and the not yet

1

, The Ignorant Schoolmaster6-80.
% |bid., 102.
3 , "Communists without Communism?".

* Except the affirmation of Badiou’s idea that vii#t discussed in the last section of this thesis.
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emancipated without meditating on the line sepagathe teacher and the studéme is
not simply suggesting that a community of equald stiddenly become possible if the
empirical inequalities are ignored. But he does mwtke it explicit what authorizes
someone to emancipate another in a situation wirgyeperson can emancipate any other.
Besides, Jacotot’s teachings suggest that theformy of emancipation is the intellectual
emancipation. There will be no emancipation whéee laws of social gravity act. What
about social justice? Can there be no possibibityaf project of emancipatory politics then?
Despite providing an excellent critique of the paais a knowledge transmission device,
Ranciere does very little to contribute toward Hiedént notion of party as a device for

education.

Here one can return once again back to Lukacs: enawtat Lukdcs meant by
educating the masses is not simply transferringnttiee knowledge of the totality that the
party has miraculously acquired. Maybe there isal@rnative interpretation of Lukacs’
position that can be very close to Ranciére’s dtédim of communism first as the “principle
of equality of intelligence,” second as the affitioa of “the process of collectivization of

the equality of intelligence” and especially as thbility to invent futures which are not

! “To emancipate an ignorant person, one must betpae need only be, emancipated oneself (...).
The ignorant person will learn by himself what thaster doesn’t know if the master believes he cah a
obliges him to realize his capacity...” Ranci€fag Ignorant Schoolmastet5.

2 A practical consequence of Jacotot’s teachindnds it allowed illiterate parents to teach how to
read and write to their children. One can easilggme what this teaching meant to the working classlies
in the conditions of the early &entury Europe.
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yet imagined by anyoné.'This last one is the ultimate aim of the “narratisf totality.”
But for that to happen one needs to rethink aboaifparty as a pedagogical project, more
importantly one needs to rethink what educationaisl can be in the context of
emancipatory politics. How can one teach and learrthe basis of equality of minds?
While current debates on education give a numbenpbrtant ideas, here | want to discuss
a figure of music. | want to discuss how the legaegdcantaor (singer) of Flamenco,
Camaron de la Isla, has taught invaluable and peghking lessons without having the
slightest intention to teach anything. Maybe thétigal party may also learn something

from him and thus reconsider an unrealized promigeikacs' thought.

Probably Camarén's partner in music, Paco de Liscihe first one to realize the
importance of Camaron as a teacher: A few yeaes tife death of Camaron in 1992, Paco
de Lucia had said that beyond all that makes hignadeout his colleague who had died at
the age of 42, there is one in thing that standstbat he still had had much to learn from
Camarén. What can anybody teach to Paco de Luxithet arguably greatest guitarist of
Flamenco of all times? Is there any single nottnénbook of Flamenco that he had missed?
Maybe this is another act of humility from the maho practices his guitar eight hours
every day, and is willing to admit that anyone winarks eight and a half hours is a better
guitarist than he is. But there is more than thmihity here; there is something different

about Camardn. To understand what he can teadryavief look on the two stages of his

! Ranciére, "Communists without Communism?".
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career can be useful. These stages can be selem manifestation of the Andalusian spirit
inclined both toward an avant-garde modernism dnithea same time toward an ‘idyllic’
simplicity." The first period covers the nine “nameless” (kndwnthe first name of the
first song) albums recorded together with Paco ded between 1969 and 1977. The best
way to describe the achievement of this period lmarseen in the difference between the
‘tradition’ in its usual sense and in its Gadamensage as “Uberlieferung” (as handing
down)? The period these albums are recorded is marketheyfascist promotion of
Flamenco as the sound of the authentic Spain asseppto its modernist, socialist and
anarchist “degeneration.” This Flamenco promotedtifaditional’ Spain as opposed to the
one which experimented in republic, democracy autical left. Flamenco thus was in the
same package with the king, the church and theesghoppression unifying Franco’s
Spain. This reappropriation of the tradition galre music an institutional recognition but
killed its creative energy; in the Spain of 60'sufflenco was being increasingly reduced to
a mere tourist entertainment. When Camarén appeardle scene, Flamenco was almost
a decadent form of music marked with the undue eisé¢palmas,® back vocals, and with
an unnecessary number of the musical instrumetis.gypsy who, after he could, would
appear on the stage carrying the Star of Davidthadtrescent of Islam knew better than
that. He knew that singing (Flamenco) meant givirsgvoice to the songs of the oppressed,

and all the superfluous adornment was insultingnieenories of those who suffered. The

! The best example of this radical move betweenextcemes is Federico Garcia Lorca.

2 Hans-Georg Gadamefruth and Methodtrans. Joel Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshait], 2
rev. ed., Continuum Impacts (London; New York: Goumtim, 2004).

% Hand clapping in Flamenco.
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albums recorded during this period show this cledHere is one singer, one guitar and a
minimalist usage of “palmas.” It is not so becatisze is a lack in the talent to display but
there is too much of it that it wants to disappealy to clear the space for the naked
“essence” of the song to reveal itself. Of coutke, musical authorities who praised the
“tradition” hated these albums; but the public, iediately recognized what was going on.
This raw Flamenco was not the traditional, insittodlized Flamenco, but the one that was
handed down. The success of these albums is belierachievement of a singer: Among
the gypsies, the Flamenco singers have always beesidered as people with mystical

powers, but Camaron goes even beyond that: he imtlarnation of God’s voice.

The first albums then can be called a clarificatidrihe mess that we inherit as a
tradition. If these albums angered the traditigtalor the “purists” because there was too
little in them, what came in 1979 and afterwardsiniated them because there was too
much. La Leyenda del Tiemp¢The Legend of Time)an album dedicated to Lorca,
incorporated instruments such as electric guitéctec bass, synthesizer, sithar, and
percussions and had elements of rock and jazz rh& album was not just too much for
the purists, this time general public deserted GamaJnlike the previous ones, this album
turned into a disaster in the sales. On the othadhthe status of this album in the history
is far beyond the failure that it was once congdeit is rather accepted as The Album that
singlehandedly changed the fate of Flamenco anabkstted what is called the “new

Flamenco.” If today Flamenco performers can easily traditional tunes with hip-hop,
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electronic music, jazz or with the tunes of otheaslitions, it is thanks to the path that is
opened by the only album of Camarodn that has fareshles. This is what Paco de Lucia,
incorporating jazz and Flamenco himself, meant winersaid that we all had too much to
learn from Camaron. What Camardén had pursued 480 was an experiment in
discovering the possible pasts of Flamenco in imlato Indian, North African, and
Sephardic tunes; it was an experiment in discogettie possible voyages of Flamenco to
South America and the Caribbean; it was an expetinte discovering new possible
relations with other contemporary forms of musiag dinally it was an experiment toward
the possible futures. Camaron is not the teachehefknowledge he knows better than
anybody else, he is not “teaching” at all, he ifygrerforming and experimenting into the
possibilities. What he teaches is not what he knbutswhat he invents as a possibility.
This possibility does not exist in the realm of 6dmer world is possible,” but in the way
Lukacs would call it, as a concrete possibilitye®tudents of Camardn are not in the state
of ignorance, they are not the proletariat imagimethe model of the Leninist party. They
are much closer to the creative potential that [getke Negri see in the contemporary
informational labor: They are rather innovative pleovho perfectly know what they want
and what they do, thus they are not alienatedUdesds” as described by Lukacs. They are
talented, intelligent people who want to observe thossibilities and take action
themselves. They can thus become a part of an iexg@al process that allows that them

to develop their own creative potentials in a waat they choose for themselves.
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Can the political party act the way Camardn didstfclarifying the mess of the
tradition, then experiment into the possible pagtsgraphies, presents and futures? Does
Lukacs talk about such a possibility? And finallyed this party have anything to do with
totality? The answer can only come with an emphasishe difference between the two
totalities, and from an unusual source: from Adowim is allegedly the biggest critique of
the idea of totality. One can maintain all the bkss between these two figures of critical
thought, yet it can still be claimed that what Adorcalls “the standpoint of redemption”
below is very close to what Lukacs calls the pointiew of totality. The messianic appeal
of the last fragment oMinima Moralia is strongly connected to the messianism of the
HCC:

Finale. - The only philosophy which can be responsibly pcact in face of

despair is the attempt to contemplate all thingstheesy would present

themselves from the standpoint of redemption. Keolge has no light but

that shed on the world by redemption: all else @sonstruction, mere

technique. Perspectives must be fashioned thatadspand estrange the

world, reveal it to be, with its rifts and crevi¢ces indigent and distorted as

it will appear one day in the messianic light. Taingsuch perspectives

without velleity or violence, entirely from felt ntact with its objects — this

alone is the task of thouglt..) Even its own impossibility it must at last

comprehend for the sake of the possible. But basiel@lemand thus placed

on thought, the question of the reality or unrgabf redemption itself
hardly matters.

Neither for Adorno, nor for Lukacs, the world suffefrom an original sin; the
redemption here refers to a process of justice dybe law. As Adorno notes, whether

redemption as final emancipation of humanity id, re@ether it is the final goal of history

! Adorno,Minima Moralia: Reflections on a Damaged L i#47.
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does not matter. What needs to be done is to f@rspgctives toward that (unrealizable)
goal; and this is how Lukéacs' point of view of tatamust be understood. Indeed the two
thinkers would radically differ in innumerable ways how this is to be realized. However
Adorno’s depiction articulates Lukacsian conceptha party, which is nothing less than
organized thought in a better way than what Lukéade himself. The task of the party is
not to develop the knowledge of totality but to esment in order to create “perspectives”
where the limits of the exiting whole; as well &sfissures, distortions, injustices become
visible: the task is thus the creation of the rareatotality. The party does not need to
know what will come out of these experiments; #tjoas to act in such a way to reveal that
the possibility of the impossible, to reveal thaha seems impossible is a concrete

possibility! The sequence that will follow this revealing ig iothe control of the party.

Besides, even the ‘reified’ proletariat is moreigcthan it appears. Lukacs writes:
“man in capitalist society confronts a reality ‘neathy himself (as a class)” he adds to this
that even in acting he is not the subject but thieat of event$.One can argue that the
human-object of capitalism is already at work amén-subject that created the capitalist
society. Moreover, Lukacs adds that everyone hlasoavledge of laws that s/he is using
and everyone knows their inner reactions to thessoaf the events. So everybody more or
less knows the society they live in; this is prelyighe point that Lukacs is raising in his

ontology of labor. To act, one must have an attleggproximate knowledge into the

1 “The possibility of impossible” will be further stussed with respect to Heidegger but especially to
Badiou? Lukéacs,HCC, 135.
% Lukécs,HCC, 135.
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conditions and into the effects of the action ahdttthe more one labors the more
knowledge is produced as a result of the interactisth the nature, with other human

beings and with the previously accumulated knowdedigwhat a person knows is the laws
he is using; what s/he doesn’t know is that thedaw be torn apart. One knows how to act
in a given order; one indeed knows that the orgdemiair; what one does not know is that
everything can be reorganized in an egalitarian.wiye party does not possess the
definitive knowledge of a better world, but expegimh and invent so that a vision of the
future reveals itself. This vision of the bettetuite is precisely what is missed in the

contemporary politics that has one recipe towaedftiture: fear.

But how can the party create situations where thegmt will reveal itself as “it will
appear one day in the messianic light,” if it doed know the totality of mediations?
Lukacs’ answer lies with the struggle: The “newdttican never be forecasted is the marker
of history, and the only way to recognize the newa gew in its embryonic form is through
struggle! The ideological influence of the party is not omhanifested in the conscious
‘pedagogical’ acts: the “pure” and the “practice¥ason cannot be separatedet even in

leadership Lukacs is clear that the party cannpbse its tactics upon the masses.

On the contrary, it must continuouséarnfrom their struggle and their
conduct of it. But it must remain active while &akns, preparing the next
revolutionary undertaking. It must unite the spaetaus discoveries of the
masses, which originate in their correct classinott, with the totality of
the revolutionary struggle, and bring them to camssness.

! , Lenin: A Study35-36.
2 , A Defences3.
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The party must explain “their own actions to thasses” thus maintain the
continuity and help the further development of téeolutionary struggle. At this point the
definition of party is immensely broad, any socaitity; a small collective, a broad
organization, even an individual may assume the oblthe party. So long as their actions
shed a light upon the limits of the existing orderd provide an insight toward an
egalitarian future, these groups or individuals mat even need to be openly and
consciously communists. On the other hand, theingstof Lukdcs on the nature of the
party do not stem from an abstract perspectiveftauh the notion of [totality], which
imposes a limit upon the creative potentials of ileas. This limit is clearly seen in his
statements which argue that in the context of ttwefarian revolution the party must
educate first the workers and then the rest of mitpan “freedom and discipline;” and
that it must also supply the spontaneously arisimyement with a goal and direction.
How can the party be able to perform this doublecfion? How can the spontaneous jam
session dancing around the borders of innovatiah rmadness turn into a well ordered
orchestra following the steps of a carefully des@jrplan? This is where the formula
emancipation = *“spontaneous revolutionary self-atlon” + party agitation and

propaganda fails. The problem is the problem o&pization®

, "The Moral Mission of the Communist Party."
2 , Lenin: A Study?25.
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Il.e. Restraining the Party: Organization

The creative madness at one point must come taigide point. For a practice to
be genuine, it has to be “directed toward totaldpwever, the recognition of totality can
never be spontaneous. It has to be introduced ‘fatside,’” that is with the help of the
theory, into the consciousness of those who ‘att.’other words, the multiplicity of the
theoretical activity must come to an end to give/waa concrete plan. This is why Lukacs
dismisses the Menshevik praise of spontaneity whigiposedly makes them lose the sight

of totality? Lukécs’ insight coming from 1970 speaks to ouspre:

What is happening is grotesque. Lacking a theorgrxidts are condemned
to trail along after daily events. Collective morteerupt, and are called
“spontaneous” — the movements of students, the gjoand so forth — and
then the Marxists run to catch up with the evetdsinderstand them after
the fact. Their theory is little more than a ratibmation of their surprise.

In the same way, he criticizes Rosa Luxemburg's efestimation of the
spontaneous, elemental forces of the Revolution’hef idea that “living fluid of the
popular mood continuously flows around the repregese bodies, penetrates them, guides
them.” Luxemburg, however, is different than Mensheviis, instance she agrees that
“opportunism” has to be fought against; she is awdrthe tendencies that may be leading
toward the degeneration of the movement. The ndiffarence between the Lukacs/Lenin

line and hers is that while the former believe thiais fight has to be conducted

1

, "Lenin — Theoretician of Practice," 103.

2 ,HCC, 310.

® Ferrarotti, "Conversation with Gyérgy Lukacs," 32.
4 Lukacs,HCC, 279. Italics removed.
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organizationally she believes in an ideologicahfigVhy Lukécs dismisses the ideological
struggle is not so clear: Can't the better perspedf totality be understood by the masses
in a discussion of ideas? Or, is the theoreticatuBsion a loss of time? Rather than
explicitly criticizing Luxemburg’s position, Lukadargues that in order for an idea to be a
force affecting reality it must assume an orgamreati form; a theory without an
organization is an empty idea. Thus, in an esséyenrin the same year with the critique
of Luxemburg, he defines the organization as “tbrenf of mediation between theory and
practice. And, as in every dialectical relationshipe terms of the relation only acquire
concreteness and reality in and by virtue of théslimtion.” But this mediation comes with
a price: not all the discussions, antagonisms dmad disagreements that are perfectly
compatible in theoretical debates are so in orgdioizal form. In this way, organization is
an exclusionary apparatus that brings together etibip forms of ideas and gives them a
concrete existence contributing to the process igfilldtion toward the “exclusive

singleness.”

Organizational form as a mediation means one fuortieng: it is a non-
deterministic process that is also guided by acdglelt also depends on the wrong or
correct decisions of the individuals. There is muessity that correct theory will assume

the proper organizational form. This can be bad ;néw the countries with advanced

1 bid., 2909.
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working class movements but good news for the camstvhere such movements have not

yet obtained enough force:

Thus, the Russian proletariat was to a great exdpated those hesitations
and regressions to be found in the experiencel dhaldeveloped countries
without exception —not in the course of successifads struggle where they
are unavoidable, but in theoretical clarity anddatical and organizational
confidence'

In other words, thought which becomes concreteutjinoorganization is a force
capable of changing the course of material histétggardless of the severity of the
situation and the balance of power it dictatesrethie always a space for the egalitarian
politics to initiate a sequence of radical char@e.the other hand, the problem in Lukacs’
account of the party as an organizational form hégh its unquestioned praise of
discipline. The way organizational exclusivenessn@intained can only be through the
party discipline. Here, Lukacs is the first to @il Lenin in admitting its importance; not
only in his writings but also in his life choice®hould one dismiss Lukacs’ idea of party in
its entirety because of the undue role it givesh® discipline? Here Lukacs’ idea of
reification can provide a salvation: He had forestat when the existing reification one is
overcome, there is always the possibility that heobne will start with its new terms and
conditions’ This means that he knew that there is always dissipility that what one does

to solve the problem of today, becomes the probdértomorrow. This is why Lukacs

! , Lenin: A Study186.
, HCC, 335.
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refused to give a fixed definition of the organiaatl form, his idea of the party as an

organized entity is rather a fluid one as “simudtamsly product and producer of itseff.”

In other words, Lukacs does not suffer from notihgvead Foucault to learn the
fallacies of disciplinary organizations. He is wallvare of the fact that inner life of the
party carries the dangers of the capitalist inhade, such as “ossification,
bureaucratization, and corruptiohtie knows that the party can reproduce the formbaef
inegalitarian society. He certainly must have gigecritical thought about discipline: abut
the genuine product of the factory and the militharracks. But in his writings he is
nonetheless using discipline as an unquestionedipke, why? The answer to this question
requires one further step into the discussion efglace of ethics in its relation to totality

and politics.
II.f. Ethics and Totality

The mainstream understanding of Lukacs’ intelldctigvelopment proposes more
or less four periods in his work as it relatesttuas: first, a “Kantian” interest in ethics in
its relation to aesthetics, which ends up withieflitiscovery of Hegel that will guide him
toward Marx. Second period is that of an almostrioght transition to Marxism. The
ethical concerns miraculously vanish. Lukacs fiaaseasy fix to the aporias of moral

philosophy by fleeing toward historical materialisithe political writings of this period

! , Lenin: A Study37.
, HCC, 335.
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constitute the foundation of $0century Western Marxism. The third period is toét
willing subservience to Stalinist dogma. It staditging the 1930s and goes on until the
1960s and produced ‘bad’ writings and polemics. fiiln&@ phase is the return to the initial
project of ethics. However, with the principle “reghics without ontology,” he starts
writing his ontology. But working on the specificibf aesthetics; and forms of being does
not leave him enough time to write the final projae planned on ethics. In this period

Lukacs explicitly criticizes Stalinism and assuraesanti-authoritarian position.

The claim of this dissertation is that these pexiagpear antithetical to each other
because of a failure to understand the dialectedation between [totality] and totality. To
understand how this relation produces the ethiagtgories one can start with the final
period of Lukacs’ work: Tertullian notes that Lukamitial task was to write an “ethics.”
But in his ethical writings he wanted to avoid oty “the pitfall of moralism” but also
“Realpolitik” as forms of moral praxis. This tagkturn required the study of the evolution
of forms of human praxis, as well as the intercatioa of moral and other values: hence,
“no ethics without ontology™ The periodization breaks down precisely with this
enunciation because it declares what Lukacs cameatize in 1919: that the discussion of
ethics in the abstract is a vein effort. Ethicaiat can only be discussed in the concrete
context. As argued in the first chapter, freedonomsy possible and meaningful in its

relation to necessity. Thus ethics make sense 139 &3 it is established in relation to

! Nicholas Tertullian, "Lukécs’ Ontology," inukacs Today: Essays in Marxist Philosopég. Tom
Rockmore (Dordrecht: D. Reidel Publishing Co., 10883-44.
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concrete totality. In this sense, Lukacs’ ideasceoning ethical action as well as his own
personal choices are established in the contettteoproletarian revolution, defined by the

Leninist party organization.

Before proceeding to analyze Lukacs’ ethics derivedh the proletarian totality, it
is crucial to underline his idea of organizatioattforms the material context of the ethical
action. Although Lukéacs’ notion of discipline appe#o be indistinguishable from that of
the factory/military model, his ideas on the orgational hierarchy have nothing to do
with Fordist / Leninist organizational models. Tloem of the Leninist party is that of a
pyramid, with the leaders on top and the mass bhasa$ the bottom, it is a form that is
designed for the power to flow from top to the boit It is marked by the distinction and
the privilege of party leadership and managemeunkats obviously does not explicitly
criticize Leninist party; to the contrary he claitesgive its very definition. However, the
model he criticizes and the alternative he propasebvious, even to Lenin who criticized
Lukacs with “ultra-leftism.* What is the claim of Lukacs? He argues that thg davision
that separates the active leadership and the pagsup that constitutes the mass basis of

the party is a product of the bourgeois party oitions. This form allows its mass

! Lenin's explicit reference is to the article “OmetQuestion of Parliamentarianism” by “Comrade
G.L.” This is a short note sent to the jourk@mmunismuswhich congratulates Béla Kun for demolishing
anti-parliamentarianism. Lenin takes sides with Kamal says that “G. L.’s article is very Left-wirand very
poor. Its Marxism is purely verbal...” Lenin, "Kommigmus," 165. This is Lenin’s only explicit referento
Lukécs, there is no reason to believe that Lenimldvhink differently had he readCC. As Zizek notes,
Lukacs has to completely ignore some of the magristof Lenin in order to maintain his Leninismajj
Zizek, "Postface: Georg Lukécs as the PhilosopHeteminism," in A Defence of History and Class
Consciousness: Tailism and the Dialectd. John Rees (London; New York: Verso, 2000%. Besides,
Lukacs often finds the textual basis of his Lemmis the lesser known passages.

154



component only one freedom: that of an “engagectrvies.” He further argues that this
division between the leader and the follower rebasa mechanical division of labor that
needs to be overcome, thus a genuine freedom reugivbn to every participantin the

communist party:
Every hierarchy in the party (and while the stregigl raging it is inevitable
that there should be a hierarchy), must be basdatieosuitability of certain
talents for the objective requirements of the patér phase of the struggle.
If the revolution leaves a particular phase behihdould not be possible to
adapt oneself to the exigencies of the new sitnatieerely by changing
one’s tactics, or even by changing the form of tirganisation (e.g.
exchanging illegal methods for legal ones). Whatasded in addition is a

reshuffle in the party hierarchy: the selectionpefsonnel must be exactly
suited to the new phase of the strudgle.

This does not only mean that different people ninaste different responsibilities
depending on the different phases of the politstalggle. In the same lines, Lukacs goes
on to say that party members should not be seaffias holders following a “duty” but
they must “extend to every possible kind of partri® This is why the party “transcends
the reified divisions according to nation, professietc., and according to modes of life
(economics and politics) by virtue of its actidrBesides, he is very well aware that even if
the temporary hierarchies cause the leaders tedbatéd, the criticism of the membership

base will come only too late. Party must alwaysasca whole, with the active participation

! |LukacsHCC, 318.

2 |bid., 336. Italics added.
% Ibid.

4 |bid., 339.
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of all its members.Here Lukacs' is farthest possible from the Fortistinist model of
organization and yet strangely close to Heideggedsn about the organism: it is not the
organ that has capacities; rather the capaé€ighigkei) has organs.lt is not the party
hierarchy that must dictate the actions, but tlopiired actions for the tasks at hand must
dictate the form of the hierarchy as well as th&riiution of the tasks and roles in this
hierarchy. Following Heidegger’s discussion of threcellular protoplasmic creatures; it is
possible to call this organism a polymorphic padrtythen the party is thought as the
vigilant prophet of the radical new, it is cleaatlhe polymorphic model of organization is
suited to the recognition of its emergence and apable to transform into a mode
appropriate to it. Moreover, the constant transtirom of the party also allows the
experimental mode oriented to discover and nathetdimits, the cracks and the fissures of

the present political order as a whole.

When Lukacs discusses the question of ethid$QiC, the concrete context is that

of the Leninist party. However, it should be emphed at this point that his expectations

! Ibid., 336-37.

2 Martin Heidegger,The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics: Worldititie, Solitude trans.
William McNeill and Nicholas Walker (Bloomingtoindiana University Press, 1995), 221.

% “The so-called lower animals, the amoebae andsinfa, only have the protoplasm of a single cell
at their disposal. We distinguish between ectoplasmd endoptasm. The tiny protoplasmic creatures are
structureless and formless. They display no firmmah shape at all and that is why we describe tlasm
polymorphic creaturesthey have to form their necessary organs indivigual each case, only to destroy
them again in turn. Their organs are therefore tenapy organs This is the case with the amoebae. With the
infusoria certain organs do remain in place, indak@f those organs involved in propulsion andsgiag,
whereas the vegetative organs which serve the ggazienutrition are not firmly fixed (pararoaeciurithe
other organs by contrast are dependent upon thegbasm. Around the food in each case there formns *
aperture which first becomes a mouth, then a sthnthen an intestine and finally an anal tract.’ 8ve thus
confronted by a determinate sequence of organshwigiplace one another in this specific sequenceas Th
conclusively shows that the capacities for feedind for digesting are prior to the organs in eadec' Ibid.,
224. Italics added.
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from the party members are derived from the notibthe polymorphic party. In a process
where the leaders and the ordinary members mayy eagihange places and where the
entire organization is actively involved in decisimaking, it is not merely possible but it is
imperative to ask nothing less than the total commemnt and devotion from the
participants. This devotion is not comparable aptgnblind submission to authority; it is
a submission that is a required only to become macta/e in a project that reveals the
outmost creativity of human action in a collabaratprocess. This is why Lukacs argues
that the meaning of freedom is freedom is “the canss subordination of the self to that
collective will that is destined to bring real foeen into being.* This subordination thus
requires a degree of discipline, because thisdsotily way through which the emergence
of the collective will is possiblé The closely-knit organization of the party, as Ivesl its
“iron discipline and its demand for total commitrhégars away the reified veils that cloud
the consciousness of the individual in capitalististy.” In other words, conscious
submission to the collective will is the only wayftght reification; the price for this is to

subordinate one’s whole “personality and existend@e party.*

! Lukacs HCC, 315.

2 Ibid., 316. It is possible to say that in this wagC is far from overcoming the so called “fact-
value dichotomy;” the achievement of the book ishea a new definition of these: The possibility
emancipation is stuck in the depths of existingetgrto bring it to the surface is only possibledn act of
will. See: Norman Fischer, "Hegelian Marxism anti&s," Canadian Journal of Political and Social Theory
8, no. 1-2 (1984).

® Lukacs,HCC, 339.

* Ibid., 320.
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Here Lukacs never asks one crucial question: whahe nature of the discipline
appropriate to an ever-changing organization teguires the active participation of its
members in every step? “Subordination,” “submisgiddiscipline” are values that stem
from the military barracks, factories and in sonmaysy from Kant. The problem here is that
whereas Lukacs’ organizational form blows awaylihsis for this notion of discipline, he
still keeps his intellectual and personal committrterit. An example here can be based on
the Kantian distinction between the private usagfagason. In the famous example, Kant
states that the officer taking orders from his sigpe must obey the order because it is his
duty; but must make his criticisms and observatipnslic* As discussed above, there is
no place for ex post facto criticism of public reasn the model of the polymorphic party.
Rather, in this model, it is the public use of mrathat should lead to the decision. This is
why Lukacs emphasizes that the party offices haiking to do with the Kantian notion of
the duty. On the other hand, he fails to followotigh the ethical consequences of
abolishing the “duty” as a category. Why should dibece and submission remain valid,

let alone fundamental categories of ethical aaticime process of collective creation?

Besides, there are further problems: how does dbe bf the polymorphic party
coincide with the party as a way to achieve thduskee singularity? Polymorphic party
must be the form that is the most open to divergdeas and forms of engagement; it

should do the opposite of separating from otheawizations and social groups. If there is

! Immanuel Kant, "An Answer to the Question:'What Hslightenment?'," inKant: Political
Writings, ed. Hans Siegbert Reiss (Cambridge, England; Wask: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 56.
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one way for justifying its status as an exclusigndevice, it should be not on the basis of
simple ideological disagreements. The exclusivesassild refer solely to its requirement
of commitment from its members. The commitment, todbe confused with obedience, is
a must: the polymorphic party requires the comptieteotion of its members much more

than any other organizational form.

The problem in Lukacs’ writings about the partyvasll as the tragedy of his
personal life choices stem from the fact that teatibode by the ethical dictum drawn from
the model of the polymorphic party in the empiriocantext of the pyramid-like
organizations. Lukacs, being the one who calledrkenbers to “risk their whole physical
and moral existence” in order to comply with thesidions, is the one who did so for a
period of forty years.Lukacs indeed did not merely preach but did abtiyeactice a
dangerous form of action. Yet it is still curiows riote that Lukacs as early as 1925 had
seen perfectly that both the communist party amdctimmunist state are not the simple
instruments of a linear history but are capablenaking serious mistakes that can reverse
the course of the “objective” process toward advetbciety’ How can the man who knew
the possibility of mistakes, the man who was sreadugh to see those mistakes kept his

loyalty to the party for half a century? In a way deliberately chose to be on the right side

! Eorsi notes that the man who loved to quote Chillisctperiod of consequence” knew that he was
committing a sin by joining the party: Factics and Ethicke had accepted violendéone accepts violence
in theorythenone cannot refuse becoming a political commis$ame accepts being a political commissar
then one cannot refuse to order the execution of desertSee: Eo6rsi, "The Unpleasant Lukacs," 10.
Ironically, if-thenrationality is Lukacs answer to the extravagarufégationalism.

% Lukéacs,A Defence
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and be wrong against being right on the wrong eid® be right and have no sitlele did
not need to see what has happened to Karl Korséndw that choosing the right moral
action or defending the right idea was a retura tmonological way of life. In a passing

criticism of Adorno, he called this position a “roanformist conformity.?

On the other hand, if [totality] calls for a comi@esubmission; totality can see the
larger picture created by the modes of submissinarging from the history. lhabour,
Lukacs gives an insight about this idea in a reictamation of the long standing discussion
of the ends and means. It should be noted herdrtttats specific text Lukacs makes no
explicit usage of “ends and means” in the politeahse. Nonetheless, despite the fact that
the specific discussion concerns the labor prodgesspbvious that goals-tools discussion
is written as a way to rethink the dialectical tiela between the ends and the means in the
political sens€.Besides, it is possible here to pay heed oncenagaieidegger who had
reminded the relation between the root word of tingan, dpyavov (organon, which
literally means instrument) and the Greek wordviork, £&yov (ergon)? Accordingly, one
can say that the basic problem of organ-izatiorceors the usage of instruments, or means
to achieve certain ends, and thus see a basibéhkeen the ways of thinking about the

labor process and organizational issues. Lukasgudsion of means and ends in labor can

Y In the " scene of thé&he Decisionthis is how the “three agitators” try to convirttee young
comrade:” “Show us the path we must take, and Bhall take it with you, but / Don't take the rigtdth
without us. / Without us it is / The most wrong af.” Bertolt Brecht, "The Decision," i€ollected Plays
Volume Three Part Twad. John Willett and Ralph Manheim (London: Metihul997), 82-83.

% Lukécs, "Lukéacs on His Life and Work ": 56.

3 , Labour, 14-19.

* HeideggerThe Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysids3.
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be summarized in three steps: The first one coscéne possibility of the ends and
suggests that for an end to become a concretebildggirather than a utopia); the means
must have reached a certain level. Human beingdyfrehoose their goals, but some of
these goals are mere dreams, some are realizatide eor example, although flying has
been a dream for centuries, it became a concregsilplity when the means for its
realization has been invented. So the choice d$ always depends on the investigation of
how far the means “manages to transform naturasatiy into a posited causality. The
second process is the actual labor (or for thegae®p of this study, the process of political
action): Man works to achieve immediate goals, labbr constantly interposes mediation
between the goals and the nfan.this step, the end absolutely commands andrgevae
means. Human will wills to give order to the cajmits contingencies of the mediations.
Lukacs’ writings on Tactics and Ethigs on the legality, or his giving support to
“revolutionary Realpolitik are products of this precise moment in the diadscof ends
and means. These writings that claimed that erstgfyjuneans indeed drew a number of
correct criticisms. However, there is one problem with the overaltdssion of the ends
and the means. It does not consider the dialectieaimediated unity of both; and treats the
guestion on the basis of the choices of the isdlat@ements. The third step of Lukacs’
discussion is especially important in this regavtien one moves one step away from the

process of the construction of [totality] and els&hies the continuity of the processes, one

! Lukéacs,Labour, 15.

? |bid., 101-02.

% Besides, it would definitely not be a mistake &y shat the political prescriptions of these texts,
being a product of a specific period, are alreasygated.
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will realize that the hierarchy of means and erglgeversed. Quoting Hegel, Lukacs
reminds that the means is the “external middle tefnthe syllogism,” and it is thus
superior to the finite ends through its externdlifjhis means three things in turn: first,
when the end is achieved, the immediate enjoyntegives vanishes away. The means
used to achieve the ends, however, outlast theymgot. Secondly, the means provide the
domination over the external world, but in positthg goals man is subject to the material
necessities. Finally, with regards to labor, Luk&eminds that the tool provides the
gateway to the knowledge of human developmentvits creation, mode of its users, their
conception of the world... etc. In a similar wayjstpossible to say that the study of the
means used by the successful political projectspcavide similar information on the past
ages. In its totality, what Lukacs says is strikiddthough in the actual process the ends
must rule over the means; from a historical pergpethe means used to achieve the goals
outlast these goals as well as the subject wha plesigoals and uses the means. Then
should the question “what is to be done” be drodpedhow is to be done”? The answer is
no. The “how” is the primary determinant from thergpective of the historical process, but
to become so it must remain secondary in the isdlaoment. This brings Lukacs to

arguably his favorite quotation from Marx: “They dot know it, but they do it” Kie

! |Lukacs,Labour, 16.
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wissen das nicht, aber sie jun For Lukacs, this sentence suggests that a simple
teleological positing, that starts with the invgation on the nature that leads to the
creation of means, “consists of real acts of kndgéeand thus contains the beginning, the
genesis, of science” even though this is not consty recognized by the subject. In this
sense, the inner dialectic of the labor procesdslé¢a its continuous improvemenstill,
while man works and acts, although “teleologicalgmsitions are conscious,” the subject
positing them “is unable to comprehend neitherpgtexzonditions nor the consequences of
his activity.”® As Murphy correctly noted, Lukécs' attitude is aly distinct from the
general trend based on the postmodern criticislMafxism which fails to distinguish

between “teleological positing” and “universal tkegy.™

Unlike the current criticism,
which refuses both, Lukéacs argues that althoughotlezall process, as a totality, has no

goal; human action is impossible without positirtglasin the context of a [totality].

! Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economyl66. Translated as: “They do this without being
aware of it.” This quotation has long been misraad criticized as the manifestation of the basfniimn of
a simplistic notion of false consciousness. Formg¥a: “The most elementary definition of ideology i
probably the well-known phrase from Marx's Capit8ie wissen das nicht, aber sie tun es’ (‘theyndd
know it, but they are doing it’). The very conceideology implies a kind of basic, constitutivaineté: the
misrecognition of its own presuppositions, of itsroeffective conditions, a distance, a divergenegvben
so-called social reality and our distorted represtésn, our false consciousness of it. That is whgh a
'naive consciousness' can be submitted to a dritlealogical procedure.” Slavoj ZizeKhe Sublime Object
of Ideology(London: Verso, 1989), 28. In his more recent wdiizek keeps going back to this dictum and
has been critical of his earlier position.

% Lukécs,Labour, 18.

———, "The Ontological Bases of Human Thought amtién," 28. This statement obviously
calls for the “cunning of reason.” See: Georg Withé-riedrich Hegellectures on the Philosophy of World
History: Introduction, Reason in Histgrirans. H. B. Nisbet, Cambridge Studies in thed#isand Theory of
Politics (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge Univerdiyess, 1975). However, Lukacs is explicit in thekl
of a meta-historical reason that guides human e&tio

* Murphy, "The Ontological Turn in the Marxism of &g Lukacs and Antonio Negri," 179.
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The distinction between the telos that guides tbtljty] and the non-teleological
nature of totality is not a discovery of the matlueacs. At the very beginning of the

HCC, one can see a manifestation of this distinctio

Only when consciousness stands in such a relatioeatity can theory and
practice be united. But for this to happen the gmece of consciousness
must become the decisive step which the historrakcess must take
towards its proper end (an end constituted by this wf men, but neither
dependent on human whim, nor the product of hunmaention). The
historical function of theory is to make this stepractical possibility.

Lukacs argues here first that the consciousneassiep toward the proper end of
history. So he seems to be accepting that theadimal end of history. But he continues to
say that also that this end is although constitbtethe wills of men, it is neither a product
of arbitrary decisions nor an artificial producttb&é Spirit. In other words, although human
will must be oriented toward the end; there is raywo establish that this end will be the

absolute End of history.

In this context, party as the theoretical functidrthe revolutionary movement must
take this possibility of emancipation that existdycas a tendency in a given society, and
carry it to its logical conclusion: It must oppdbe ‘false’ reality of what actually exists to

the ‘true’ reality of the ‘ought®” Not because this “ought” is the final telos of fam

! Lukéacs,HCC, 3. The text in parenthesis in its original: “(Mpnschenwillen zusammensetzenden,
aber nicht von menschlicher Willkir abhangigenhhivom menschlichen Geiste erfundenem Ziele entgege
tun muf3 (...)” The explicit reference to Kant wittethsages of Wille and Wilkir (at the risk of sinfyahg:
former refers to the “objective/legislative” ancethatter to the “subjective/executive” aspectshef fiaculty of
volition) may also suggest that Lukacs was thigkabout the Kantian problem of teleology while gt
this passage.

? |bid., 258.
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history, but because it is a concrete possibilitthie given society. The people participating
in the construction of the society to come musb &sow one further thing: there is no

place for them in the world that they are set ouiuild:

“The present generation,” says Marx, “resemblesJévwes whom Moses led
through the wilderness. It must not only conqueres world, it must also
perish in order to make room for people who willdspial to a new world.”
For the ‘freedom’ of the men who are alive now he tfreedom of the
individual isolated by the fact of property whicltb reifies and is itself
reified. It is a freedom vis-a-vis the other (nsdésolated) individuals.

In other words, what the present generation canvkaiod can will is limited with
the contingencies of the present epoch. A new waHedbited by human beings born out of
different set of relations will not share the etiolst can be conceived from the perspective
of the existing one. This is why Marx did not wribout the life in a communist society; to
do so is the task of the ones who will live in teaciety. The theory as the “intellectual
expression of the revolutionary process” must ikt consciousness to emefgie;must

strive toward a “meaningful life®"

but it must know: when it succeeds, it will cessexist.
Slavoj Zizek recently argued that the only formsobjectivity that is appropriate to the
emancipatory communist project of our present ciesof advancing so far in radical

activism that self sacrifice will be the only optithat remain$.The implication of Lukacs’

! |bid., 315. The reference is to Karl Mafihye Class Struggles in France, 1848-1§5@w York:
International Publishers, 1964), 114.

% Lukacs HCC, 2-3.

3 , Labour, 108.

* Slavoj Zizek, "Populism and Democracy." The Birgkénstitute for the Humanities, University of
London., 2009, Available at:
http://backdoorbroadcasting.net/archive/audio/20@9 Zizek/2009_06_18_SlajovZizek_PopulismAndDemo
cracy.mp3.
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idea is the complete opposite of Zizek’s: Lukacsds preaching and fetishizing an act that
can be meaningful in a given circumstance, butewant in many others. What he says is
actually much more radical and frustrating thaneKig statement. For Lukéacs, the
revolutionary is the one who contributes to thdemtive creation of a world where her/his
own existence and even dreams will become antiqudteere is no heroic self sacrifice for
the revolutionary: only a world that looks down apeer/him, a world which approaches
her/his ideas with contempt; a world where s/hé kgl considered old, naive, and out of

touch with reality; and these will happen in cabthe success.
lll.  Aporias of the State

The success, that is the revolution, poses a fughestion: the state, which forces
party as a theoretical agent to mutate into somgtldifferent: party-state. Although
communism should be marked by the “withering awafythe state, the actuality does not
follow the historic tendency. Even in the fight ags the state, its empirical reality cannot
be undone only with theory. In any given momengrein the chaos of the struggle, the
proletariat will continue to think that the “stataws and the economy of the bourgeoisie
are the only possible environment for them to exist This is not a result of a conscious
betrayal or compromise. State seems to be thesiatic point in a world at the brink of
chaos’ This is precisely what gives the party its misstoneducate the masses toward

socialism. The task at hand thus requires emameg#te proletariat from the life forms

! Luké&csHCC, 262.
2 |bid., 263.
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created by the capitalism, which is the essenadewaflutionary self educatiohlf the state

is the physical manifestation of the “spiritualesigth” of the existing society, then the
knowledge made flesh is the best way to fight agat On the other hand, the experience
of the revolution of 1917 has taught Lukacs a Malledesson: even after the revolution
bourgeoisie remains as the most powerful classgchwill do everything it can in order to
restore the old order. Only by using state, thew powerful weapoaof class struggle,” that
the proletariat can “undermine, isolate and desthmy bourgeoisie” and “win over and
educate” the other social strdt&o until the revolution, the state is a weapothathand of
the bourgeoisie used to exploit the masses andigpress their uprising even before it
appears as a practical possibility. After the ratioh, the same weapon is used against the

old ruling class.

Unfortunately, things are quite more complicatednthhis basic explanation. The
truth of the matter is that Lukacs’ thoughts ondtate give a complex puzzle full of radical
intuitions that are in direct conflict with eachet. What causes this chaos is twofold: first,
there is already a tension between the two undetsigs of totality that prescribe distinct,
yet dialectically related stances vis-a-vis the rigenis staté. Second, Lukacs faces the

guestion of how to organize the political life aftee revolution as an immediate practical

! Ibid., 264.

% |bid., 262.

% |bid., 69.

* This does not mean that totality and [totalityl@alifferent states; rather, as will be shown ia th
discussion of Badiou, only [totality] can have atst Yet the critique of the state of [totalityjhcaome from
different visions.
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guestion. Not only does he have to deal with thglications of the two totalities, but he
also feels compelled to baptize the actions ofrteely born communist state with the

sacred word of political philosopHy.

For example, in an issue where the periodizatiohusacs is relevant, Lukacs of
HCC believes that the problem of reification is a peoi specific to the capitalist society.
He believes that the existing alienation may bdaegua with a new process of alienation,
but this can happen so long as capitalism stays.i&aning of revolution and socialism
here is obvious: the end of the process of reibcatDespite Boer's argument that Lukacs
exemplifies the best attempt to remove the tradehamlogy from the political thougft,
his earlier idea of revolution is drawn from thégieus imagination that promises eternal /
heavenly peace at the end of the ages of eartffigrsiy. The eternal peace, in the case of
reification means the establishment of direct, widiated relations; that is the end of
dialectics, the end of histofyThe impossibility of the eternal redemption ispeculative
question. But it is clear that in the starting pdimkacs the dialectician and Lukécs the

militant are in serious disagreement with eachrotimeits possibility. After decades and the

! Understandably, this led to the endless debatestunis the real Lukacs. For a good review of
these discussions: David Pike, "The Owl of MinefRaappraisals of Georg Lukacs, East and We&strman
Studies Reviewtl1, no. 2 (1988). For a critical account of Lukgmsrsonal political choices: Istvan Eorsi,
"Georg Lukacs and Gelebtes Denken: The Right td.&#st Word,"New German Critiqueno. 23 (1981).

2 Roland Boer, "Politics without Theology? The Ca$&eorg Lukacs," ilModerne Begreifen: Zur
Paradoxie Eines Sozio-Asthetischen Deutungsmuster<Christine Magerski, Robert Savage, and Ganist
Weller (Wiesbaden: Deutscher Universitats - Ver2@f)7).

% To be fair to Lukécs: he is absolutely against\iséon of socialism as a static being; instead he
views it as a process of becoming. Lukdosnin: A Study72. However, at this stage how socialism as a
“moving target” is compatible with the idea of comnism as the solution to the problem of reification
remains unthought.
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horrors of Stalin the mature Lukacs returned badké problem of alienation with a twist:

it is no longer called reification (Verdinglichunblt objectification (Objektivation’.He
argues that not only art and science but institgtiand laws created by human beings are
all forms of objectification. The new problem istrio get rid of objectification at once but
to find ways in which it can be used to create galitarian and free society. Unfortunately,
at this point in his life Lukacs also refrains fraamplicitly talking about a social order
where this would be possible and what to do with pnoblem of the state toward and
within that ordef Thus this discussion will first consider the peshl that the existing
communist state created in the thought of the Lsikdic 1920's; and then his general

understanding of state and its inner tensionsheilexposed.
lll.a. Revolution and the Communist State

In 1962, Lukacs described Stalin as the apex ofranpid composed of many little
stalins® It would be a harsh judgment to argue that Lukéinsself was one of these little

stalins, but for a considerable period of time lptksilent, if not apologetic about the

. , Die Eigenart Des Asthetischehe first chapter of this study on the “problemis

reflection (Widerspiegelung) in everyday life isr@ularly important. For a good study discussitng t
ontological account developed in this work: Kennbthgill, "Georg Lukacs as an OntologisStudies in
Soviet Though®, no. 4 (1969).

2 The interviews in LukacsGonversations with Lukacsould have been a major exception. While
the first two conversations “Being and Conscioushesd “Society and the Individual” are not dirgctin
the matter, Lukacs gives strong insights toward pneblem of the state. During the third interview,
“Elements for a Scientific Politics,” Lukacs triégs open these insights but he is constantly dideb his
interviewer who tries to pull the conversation e tGerman politics of the day and make Lukacs say h
horrible the German Social Democratic party is.

, "Reflections on the Cult of Stalin."
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wrongs of this period. This misguided “fidelity” to the event of 1917 iauch more
difficult to comprehend than the confusion of tleight” of the polymorphic party with the

“is” of the Leninist party, yet it starts in an dogous way.

As early as 1920, Lukacs argued that communisndsttor the creation of a social
order where everyone can live the life that waslabke to aristocracy in the pre-capitalist
Europe, and the life that no one can live undeitaigm? This statement is striking in
many ways: First, it insists that even the bourgjeasuffers under capitalism. Here Lukacs
is very close to Adorno and Horkheimer who had pegg an unlikely metaphor for the
modern bourgeoisie: Odysseus, who had to be bautitetmast of ship while listening to
the song of the sirefsThe bourgeoisie has accumulated an unimaginabktiwand
power; but there is a price to be paid, the fullegbyment of life is also prohibited to
them. Lukacs could easily compare the bourgeoigie the class he was born into. He had
the first hand knowledge of what it meant to hammeone like Thomas Mann as a guest at
the dinner table. He knew the profound experiehat ¢ame with the privilege to dedicate
oneself to the development of ‘higher’ human fdeslt For the mature Lukacs this
transformation is of historical nature: the cavennveas not very different than other
animals in the sense that he had to spend mosgs dintre for the purposes of his physical

reproduction. If there is anything that can beezhllprogress” in history, it consists of the

! This includes his notorious statement: “I haveaisvthought that the worst form of socialism was
better to live in than the best form of capitalism——, "Lukacs on His Life and Work ": 58.
, "The Old Culture and the New Culture," 5.
3 Adorno and HorkheimeBialectic of Enlightenment: Philosophical Fragmemts-47.

170



reduction of the time devoted to physical reproauctind the emergence of “free time”
available to human beings that enables them totecraad appreciate marvels of arts,
science and philosophy. While capitalism createsrtaterial possibility for millions of

people to have their own time, it simultaneouslgta®ys it both for the worker and for the
bourgeois- In a way, Lukacs wanted everyone to benefit frohathas been exclusively
available to him as he was growing up in an arrsttbc family; so communism at this stage
meant to share the distinction of the few with geee? Here Lukacs may find an unlikely
ally: John Dewey who had argued that Democracids‘aristocracy carried to its limit.”

But while Dewey believed that the aristocracy oémone could be achieved with social
democracy and education, Lukéacs believed that iilavéake a revolution to make this

happen.

Does this mean that Lukacs’ is a reactionary withuanan face? Does he feel
nothing but contempt for the bourgeois society? Dbe think that capitalism sole
contribution is to the economic basis for the retioh? The answer is no. It is the
bourgeois revolution which promised “liberty, eqtialand fraternity;” yet these remain

unfulfilled under capitalism. The task of proletarirevolution is also to realize these

! Adorno’s work provides a fuller insight into thpsocess than Lukacs’, for a summary of his overall
stance: Theodor W. Adorno, "Free Time,"Tihe Culture Industry: Selected Essays on Mass fauftiondon
; New York: Routledge, 2001).

2 To contrast: During his service for the short-tivelungarian Soviet Republic socialism meant,
among other things, to make sure that working cldskiren may use public baths freely, thus to give
thousands of them the chance of having a propérfbathe first time in their lives.

3 John Dewey, "Individuality, Equality and Superigyl in The Political Writings ed. Debra Morris
and lan Shapiro (Indianapolis: Hackett Pub. C093)977.
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demands. Freedom, in its modern meaning is the inventiobairgeoisie, which however

remains restrained to the idea of free market.tBeitvery idea is an explosive weapon that
can be turned against the capitalist society ifsklfvould be absolutely wrong to say that
the capitalism creates a few fundamental ideascdratvork against itself, rather the entire

realm of the culture provides the necessary spacanti-capitalist mobilization.

It was argued in the previous chapter that thetabgin creates a double movement
toward both extreme totalization and extreme fragiaigon. It should be further added to
this depiction that these fragments do indeed laxaative autonomy from the capitalist
order. Lukacs saw that the realms of ideas andreufirovide a peculiar opportunity for the
working class politics. He argued that the cultofeapitalism can only be the critique of
capitalism® which meant that the capitalist economy and thpétalist culture had created
an inner tension that could open a space for thelugonary intervention. Here Lukacs
explicitly argues that liberation from capitalismeams overcoming the domination of the
economy over the other aspects of fifehus the educative function of proletarian paitic

gains a new definition:

[1it is not enough for the proletariab fight objectively for the interests
the other exploited strata. Its state must alseestr overcome by education
the inertia and the fragmentation of these strathta train them for active
and independent participation in the life of thatst One of the noblest

! Lukécs,Lenin: A Study49.

2 , "The Old Culture and the New Culture," 9-10.
3 Ibid., 11.

* Ibid., 5.

172



functions of the Soviet system is to bind togettirse moments of social
life which capitalism fragments.

Besides the question of whether this is an acculegeription of the early stages of
the soviet system, this passage is important bedagbiows the Lukacsian strategy to fight
capitalism. Against the capitalism that works dstality to fragment, revolutionary politics
consists of a fragment’s (proletariat) actions tavilne construction of a totality. But the
idea of class coalition as a way for the constanctf totality creates further problems in
Lukacs’ thought when the state is concerned. Famgte, despite his explicit dislike of
bureaucracy, he sees no problem in saying thatsthie planned economy shows an
“Aufhebungof the autonomy of economy.” Economy is no longerindependent realm
dominating other worlds of human existence buttseli dominated by the logic of
administratior?. Here Lukacs confuses sublation with undoing: iddeke logic of
administration gives an end to the logic of the kmar Does this mean a positive
overcoming; i.e. bringing the problem to a highkme? What are the problems associated
with a group of government officials making the eomic decisions? Lukacs himself
employs the term “state capitalism,” to describes thituation and argues that “state

capitalism” is the same with “monopoly capitaliseXcept that “it is made to serve the

yyyyy

! Here Lukacs has a great confusion of “is” and ‘ugHe continues: “Everywhere, the Soviet
system does its utmost to relate human activitgéaeral questions concerning the state, the economy
culture, etc., while fighting to ensure that thguiation of all such questions does not becomeptivilege of
an exclusive bureaucratic group remote from sdifialas a whole.” Lenin: A Study67-68. He is
obviously not that naive to believe that this isualy happening. Probably, instead of taking trsk of
becoming an outsider who tells the truth of whatdtually happening he prefers to stay inside antbtpull
what is happening toward what should happen.

2 , "The Old Culture and the New Culture," 13.
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interests of the whole people.” Note here that ldrgguage of totality as the beyond is
replaced with a totality which is the aggregatidrthe interests of everyone. The concept
of totality, originally invented as a tool to overne the interest based politics turn into its
justification. “Controlling the heavy industry,” tithe creation of a new economy under the
name of socialism is the task after the revolutibime reason Lukécs gives for this is that

“until the global revolution is complete, the pralgat remains the weaker class.”

Lukacs does not simply say that exploitation areriiations of power concerning
production are fine so long as the outcome bentfésinterest of the society. He knows
that “state capitalism” has nothing to do with coumism as an emancipatory project. As
one of the first philosophers who discovered, whatild later be called “ideological state
apparatuses” he knows that state agencies areimptesinstruments to achieve certain
explicit goals. After showing that “the creation afbureaucratic state apparatus which
gives large sections of the petty bourgeoisie aratand moral interest in the stability of

the state, a bourgeois party system, press, schgstism, religion, etc.” he argues that

(...) all these further the aim of preventing thenfiation of an independent
ideology among the oppressed classes of the papulathich would
correspond to their own class interests; of bindimgindividual members of
these classes as single individuals, as mere éaisiz to an abstract state
reigning over and above all classetdisorganizing these classes as classes
and pulverizing them into atoms easily manipuldtgdhe bourgeoisié.

! , Lenin: A Study76-77.
? |bid., 66.
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He definitely knows that the state bureaucracyoisansimple tool to manipulate; it
is rather invented with a specific purpose. Regaslbf who is “using” it, the state will do
what it is built to do. Under socialism why shouldmiraculously start functioning in a
different way? In a later work, Luk&cs would admhiat the bureaucratization was one of
the evils that had started during the very earBgess and that worked against the
revolution! yet he never stood against the administrativeclogithe party-state. As one
cannot say that the problem will be solved “aftex tevolution,” because it already took
place; Lukécs postpones them to be solved aftefvibdd revolution.” While postponing
these problems he would subscribe to the “socialisnone country” idea given the
situation of Russia and the global status quotherowords, communism has to be deferred
endlessly. But does the state capitalism serventeeests of the whole people? Lukacs says
that the proletarian state is at least honestithdbes not hide the fact that it is a class
state? In short, Lukécs starts with communism as the ioleavercoming domination of
economic logic over human emancipation; then heestthat state domination oriented
toward the public good is better than the econainimination; and he ends up stating that
the rule of one class, which is nothing than thle nf the party acting on behalf of that
class is the only available option. Thus he staite a Marxism oriented toward human

emancipation and ends up subscribing to a verdidkemnism that is very close to Stalin.

! See: ,The Process of Democratizatiotrans. Susanne Bernhardt and Norman Levine
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 199he later Lukacs would also insist that the asjoinst
toward socialist democracy should never be dedh administrative methods. , "Lukacs on His Life
and Worzk " 50.

, Lenin: A Study68. Maybe the domination that tries to hide fteebetter than the honest
domination. Once power has nothing to hide, it élless likely to hesitate in resorting to violenc
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lll.b. Democracy: Beyond State as the Locus of th8truggle

There is a passagelienin, which is directly derived from the vision of thelitical
party as an unceasing experiment. Writing this tsétatement Lukacs knowingly takes the
risk of being labeled as idealist in the debated@?0’s: “For Revisionism, all thought
which points in a practical way beyond the horizofsourgeois society is illusory and

utopian”!

For Lukacs, this is precisely the point of view tofality: a gaze that points
beyond the limits of existing order. The party camtribute to the formation of this gaze
by its experimental politics yet as an experimeaigént it cannot be a pure speculative
device: Pointing to socialism without the “dialeeti interaction with the day-to-day
problems of the class struggle makes a metaphysids a utopia’® Workers rightly
consider socialists who are only talking about theory without addressing concrete
problems asitopians® Here pure thought —socialism as a project of hugraancipation,
faces the concrete problems stemming from everydfey as well as those of
institutionalized politics, global situation, culeuas well as structures of a given society in
a give time... etc. This is how the narrative of Wieole is built: The mediation between
the image of totality and the concrete facts ofdhg determines the definition of [totality]
that comes as a result. However, for Lukacs thissfiormation does not take place in an

explicit manner and his vision thus becomes thémiof the concrete losing touch with

the broader vision of totality, i.e. human emantiga

Ybid., 56. Italics added.
2 |bid., 73. Italics added.
3 Ibid., 72. Italics added.
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Because the proletariat fights against bourgeassclrule and strives to
create a classless society, the undialectical aecefore unhistorical and
unrevolutionary analysis of opportunism concludest the proletariat must
fight against all class rule; in other words, itwnoform of domination
should under no circumstances be an organ of oldessof class oppression,
Taken abstractly this basic viewpoinui®pian..*

Thus Lukacs, the utopian who dares to imagine foofmsteraction beyond the
limits of the existing society sees no problemat those who dare to imagine ending the
domination as such utopian. Does this mean thatatsikapologetic attitude about
communist state extends a baptism of state as shohat all, Lukacs’ critique of the
bourgeois state radically differs from what he salysut the communist state. This division
between two states may be stemming from an eaeh¢mwhere he had written: “When the
structures made by man for man are really adedoatean, they are his necessary and
native home (...)” Maybe he thinks that the contexthe party-state provides “the home”
for the modern man. The problem here starts wighfélct that there can be no criteria that
can establish whether a given structure is adeguwwatean’s essence. Rather, it can be
claimed that no structure, no institution, no camdtwill ever be fitting to the divergences
of human multiplicity. While Lukacs’ position leads silence for the structures he finds
adequate, this latter attitude will lead to a peremd critique of the state as reification,

magnificently put by Lukéacs himself in the samettex

When the soul-content of these constructs can ngelodirectly become
soul, when the constructs no longer appear as tigomerate and
concentrate of interiorities which can at any motrea transformed back
into a soul, then they must, in order to subsishieve a power which

Y bid., 64. Italics added.
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dominates men blindly, without exception or choidad so men call ‘law’
the recognition of the power that holds them imlthand they conceptualise
as ‘law’ their despair at its omnipotence and ursabty: conceptualise it
into a sublime and exalting logic, a necessity thaternal, immutable and
beyond the reach of man.

This discussion can be extended to the very ideheo$tate itself. The excruciating
law, blind submission to domination, and the mannibad by his own creation are not
exclusive products of capitalism. They existed befoapitalism in different forms: in a
sense it is French revolution and other bourgeeilutions that first mobilized the
broader public with their appeal to overthrow thesectures. Yet after these revolutions,
capitalism and the bourgeois state reproducedifieation of law and power in a different
form. The historical lesson is not merely thathad hypocrisy of bourgeoisie; but that of the
difficulty in overthrowing the power of manmadeustiures. How can one be sure that the
newly invented collective action will surely evadee penetration of power into the
movement? How can Lukacs be sure that the revoldtiat calls itself communist will live

up to the promise of its nanfe?

It can be further argued that Lukacs was alwaysawet the state is the bearer of
“pbad” totality. For him, the culmination of Hegel'$alse’ ontology is when the

particularity “passes over into universality” by veéoping itself into totality. With a

! , The Theory of the Noyel6-17.

2 This is not only the problem of the communist fletion whose fate is well-known. Contemporary,
post-Foucault attempts of organization seem taebelthat there is a possibility of getting rid lo€ tpower in
the collective action. They seem to be forgetful tbé lesson of Foucault: the power will permeate
everywhere; the only thing to do is to remain al€he one who thinks that power can be avoidedemid up
reproducing it. For an influential book where tipioblem is evident: John Hollowaghange the World
without Taking Powe(London; Sterling, Va.: Pluto Press, 2002).
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lengthy quotation he shows that for Hegel this psscgives the particular “its truth and the
right to which its positive actuality is entitledFor Lukacs, this discussion stems from a
vision that is limited by the boundaries of the lymois state as the source of legitimacy
and rights. The parts can only count as true, luad tlaim their rights so long as they stand
in a relation to State: “This already indicatest ttie relationship of the bourgeois society
and the bourgeois state is conceived in a one-sadddmechanical fashion as an absolute
and ideal supremacy of stateThe very notion of state as the bearer of thecjpia of
totality is the outcome of a misguided dialectidfie Lukacs of 1920s was wrong in
precisely this point: He wanted to construct aesthat is worthy of totality and this failed

miserably.

The new question is then what to do without attémgpto gain the state power, and
yet not follow the logic of the Foucauldian loc&sistance. Here Lukacs has valuable
lessons to teach: on the question of legality, arigmentary democracy and on the place
of the revolutionary movement with respect to thetes On the question of legality, the
above quoted statement summarizes Lukacs’ thoughish can be called Kafkaesque

avant la lettre’ Law is a reified yet seemingly omnipotent humanstouct which forces its

! Lukécs,Hegel's False and His Genuine Ontolp@y-18.

2 The theory of the novebok its final shape in the winter of 1914-15, aecade before the
publication ofThe Trial On the other hand, | found no information on WeetLukacs had reatihe Penal
Colonywhich was written and published in 1914.
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own creators to submissidnThe submission however is not the same thing with
approval To the contrary, deriving legitimacy from submissitranslating the submission
into approval is the specific task of the ideolamd it has to be fought against. Does this
mean that the revolutionary movement must conshjdugak the law and choose the path
of illegality? For two reasons the answer is nasthy, the state can easily control the
isolated infringements of la?vBut more importantly to make a “grand gesturebafaking
the law only proves that law still maintains its naio authority’ This is why the
revolutionary movement must get beyond both thgdligy at any price” and romanticism
of illegality.® The point is simply not caring whether a giveriactalls within the approval
of the legal order. But is this mode specific te tommunist revolution? Not at all. It was
first the revolutionary bourgeoisie that refused &ddmit that a legal relation hadvalid

foundationmerely because it existéul fact”®

In the same fashion, Lukacs refuses to abide byothmdaries of the legal order:
He rejects the arithmetical model of the represemgademocracy and itsuhdialectical
concept of the majority This model where theoretically the voice of gveitizen is valid

works under the false pretense of equality; andeseitful in its claim to represent the

1 An excellent discussion of Lukacs’ concept of lemn be found in Vargalhe Place of Law in
Lukacs' World ConceptHowever | do not completely agree with Varga'siml that Lukdcs ofHCC,
influenced by Weber, understood law as a mere diiinstrument.

% Lukécs,HCC, 257.

® |bid., 261.

* Ibid., 263.

® |bid., 256.

® |bid., 107.
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society as a whole. It considers human beings bstract individuals, abstract citizens or
isolated atoms” instead of “concrete human beings wccupy specific positions within
social production, whose social being (and mediatedugh it, whose thinking) is
determined by this position.” The most deteriomgtiaspect of the institutionalized
democracy lies in the fact that it “connects th&ewhand abstract individual directly with
the totality of the state.” The individual is not all empowered by the bourgeois
democracy; s/he is crushed by the ‘bad’ totalitytreg almighty state. The “pulverized”
society is not merely creating “an advantage ferliburgeoisie but is precisely the decisive

condition of its class rule?

Given the fact that Lukacs refuses legality andnfdrdemocracy it may appear as if
he is subscribing to the vicious circle of blindiknce that is and has always been popular
within the anti-systemic movements. Indeed Lukgmditics have something to do with
violence but not in the familiar way. Practicalhettask of the party is to shake the image
of the state as the point of stability in a world the brink of chao$.Theoretically, the
whole point of violence is to unmask the state las bearer of bad totality. The
revolutionary movement must establish the corrextality] only by exploring the limits of
the existing one, and in this process the clash thi¢ state is inevitable. To move beyond

the limits of the capitalist [totality] is only psible “when class and inter-party struggles no

1 .
Ibid., 65.
2 Lukéacs also makes the case for the relative antgraf state: During the period where a “balance
of power” is established among the classes, the stay assume an exceptional degree of independence
Ibid., 242-43.
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longer take place within the existing state order lilegin to explode its barriers and point
beyond them.” The revolutionary struggle that “aqugé for the state power in actuality
forces the statetd participateopenly in them.” The struggle is not just a figlgaast the
state; its objective is to expose it “aswaapon of class struggleas one of the most
important instruments for the maintenance of clags.” ' This means that the most
important question is not that of the violence tationary party will exercise but that of
the state violence it will draw upon itself: Thevotutionary violence is not exercised but
attracted upon by the party. Communist parties rfarse the governments to break their
own law at every possible instarfc@he state cannot survive if it is “compelled teus

force every time it is challenged.”

This final Lukdcs openly declares the state asahemy, as the “power factor
against which proletariat’s organized power halseanobilized.” He exorcises as pseudo-
Marxist anyone who thinks that the state is theecbpf struggle, that it stands above
classes. From this perspective, politics orientethke the control of the state is absolutely
misguided. But then there is a Lukacs who thinks tthe disease itself is the inability to
see the state as nothing more than a power fattehg views the state as a weapon. If the
state is merely a weapon, then the struggle mayyeas oriented to gain its control

without needing the pseudo-Marxist fetishism. Tisisvhere Lukacs’ trouble begins; he

! , Lenin: A Study60.
2 ,HCC, 2665.

3 Ibid., 257.

*Ibid., 260. Italics removed.
5 |bid., 263.
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constantly attempts to reconcile his anti-statdi-static politics with the existence of a
party-state that claims to act on behalf of the momism. Maybe the problem can be
exposed in a very simple declaration about the wmsfkSoviets: they are an anti-
government® It should be first noted that the Soviets that everiginally dazzling
instances of direct democracy. Yet when Lukécs wudting these lines they were already
ceasing to exist as “grassroots movements;” rattiexy were transformed into
administrative, government bodies. Here the wordi*af Soviets as the anti-government
should be understood in the way Zizek proposeceém:ras a government that is a not-
government. While trying to move away from the logic of goviemg and administration
Lukacs falls in the trap of the government thattlom one hand stands for the “excessive

core” of governing and at the same time refusesliatself for what it is.
IV.  Conclusion

In his postface td\ Defence of History and Class Consciousn@skek starts by
summarizing the view that Lukacs is the philosoploér Leninism, who probably
understood Lenin better than Lenin himSelfhus he reads Lukacs to understand the
transition from Marxism to Leninism and then tol®iam. There is no need for a lengthy

discussion to show this process. Three mediatadstewill answer it all: The history

! , Lenin: A Study63.

2 Zizek's elaboration of the “anti” compares thetetaent “he is not dead” with “he is un-dead.”
Based on this he reads Lacan’s self definition ms'aati-philosopher” not in the sense of “I am ret
philosopher” but in the sense of “I am a not-pholoiser.” In other words, “I stand for the excessioee of
philosophy itself, for what is in philosophy morkah philosophy.” Slavoj ZizekThe Parallax View
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2006), 21-22, 389.

3 , "Postface: Georg Lukacs as the Philosophéeofnism,” 153, 79.
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(universal), the class (particular) and the pasindular)’ Lukacs had made the first
mediation explicit: Communist Party is “concretediagion between man and history.”
Thus the party mediates between the class and itheryh enabling the proletariat to
become aware of its mission. It helps to transféhe class-in-itself to class-for-itself.
However, this requires that the particular intesesdtproletariat overlap with the universal
interests of humanity, to transform the proletain& the universal class. As proletariat can
only have trade union consciousness, the partytdhvasiderstand historical process and
educate the proletaridBut this process brings an undue role to the padgtradicting the
statement that only a totality can understand itgtdlukacs has to give the party the role
of getting in touch with the historical totalityh@is the second mediation: class mediates
between the party and the history. Party becomesstiject whose privileged position
allows it to intervene into and redirect the ohjeethistorical process. This finally leads to
the Stalinist mediation where the universal medidietween the party and the class. In
other words, the party uses history and the undees pretexts in order to gain
legitimization for the “domination over and exphdibn of the working class.” Universal
becomes the ontological trick to make the pragmaécision stand. Whether this

syllogism looks simplistic/mechanic or whether Lagdwould object to some of its

! In a way to remind the mediations of the termtlef of the book: History —Class — Consciousness.

2 Lukacs,HCC, 318. Already the problem is evident: the partyhis external middle term of the
syllogism, thus superior to the two other term&e(Sabove discussion of the tool)

3 After affirming Rosa Luxemburg’s statement thaemyvseizure of power is premature, Lukacs
says: “the proletariat is forced to take power dinze and in a state of mind in which it inwardllls
acknowledges the bourgeois social order as theaurthentic and legal one.” Ibid., 266. Italics camd.

4 Zizek, "Postface: Georg Lukacs as the Philosoph&eninism," 159-60.
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mediations can be discussed, yet it manages toaggmee page explanation of what went
wrong with Lukacs’ understanding of [totality.] Tipeoblem is that it relies on a paradox:
It starts with the statement that what matteriésproletariat which carries the potential for
the revolutionary class consciousness. To bring tlhe front the party may play a “modest,
self erasing, maieutic role.” But this ends up tiegking the party to exert dictatorial
pressure over the empirical, actual workers. Theenome insists that it is in the nature of
working class to have a revolutionary stance; tleeenmone is compelled to exercise the
external pressure.Does this mean that Stalin is the inevitable omieoof Hegelian
Marxism? Is Laclau’s politics the only way out? 8libwe say that the political universals
are empty and the link between the universal amdhégemonic content is a product of
contingent ideological struggles; that no politisabject has any historic missiéri?ere
this thesis insists that this criticism is corr@gthin the limits of the Leninist [totality],
however Lukacs has also developed a generic totaliich is dialectically linked with
moments of the creation of [totalities]. It is thentral claim of this study that the dialectics
of totality and [totality], although never expligitacknowledged by Lukacs remain at the
center of this thought. Is it possible to reacevttis dialectic to save Lukacs from the trap
of party-state he is succumbed into and allow hinspeak to our age? This requires
bringing to the forefront the implicit dialogue thtais thesis established between Lukacs

and Alain Badiou.

! bid., 166-67.
2 |bid., 161-62.
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How can such an encounter take place? The diffeeebetween these two thinkers
are obvious. Despite the fact that their polititabughts both rely on an ontological
account, the definition they give to the word oagy is not just different but utterly
incommunicable with each other. Moreover, Lukacthes leading representative of what
Badiou calls “expressive dialectics” who argueg swial truths are found “when the soul
of an age is revealed in thehPor Badiou the truth does not express but “sutsttdmom
what Lukécs calls the soul of an &@n the other hand there are similarities: When
Lukacs —via Marx, argues that in order to understam age one must go beyond its limits;
or when he states that the Archimedean point wieresocial totality can be understood is
an “unreal” a “mere theory,” his idea comes vergsel to the core of Badiou’s thought
which has this non-being at its very center. Whek&cs says that this is not just another
utopian point; it describes the tendency and thanimg of the socio historic process,
Badiou may have problems with the language andréieal framework but as to the
content they are essentially on the same page. i2ek Aotes, there is another way of
reading Lukacs’ notion of the proletariat as théversal class: The universal class which

has no immediate universality in it. What makesniiversal is its out of jointness: its inner

! Lukacs HCC, 231.

2 This is the particular difficulty of bringing theswo thinkers together: they do not share a common
vocabulary. To make them speak to each other regjtiie task of translation which will betray battaqurre
e tradire!). | find courage in the fact that nonfetleem are particularly interested in the intrieciof
translation.

% Lukécs,HCC, 261.
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self-fissure. This reading brings Lukadcs and Badimu very close termSs.Another
similarity lies with Lukacs’ concept oAugenblickwhich designates a decision of a
moment, an act that cannot be accounted for ontis @iconsideration of the material
conditions that gave birth to it. This is why Luk&moncept of totality is not a mere count of
the empirical, objective aspects but is a mediatlmetween its subjective and objective
aspects? Here Lukacs is very close once again to anothetraleconcept of Badiou’s

philosophy: The everit.

But the point of establishing a dialogue betweesséhtwo thinkers is not just to
highlight their commonalities and discuss theiradigements. Reading Lukacs via Badiou
will also enable the unanswered questions of tiidys When does the unbounded flux of
totality transform itself into a [totality.] How @s the process of construction work? How
does the subject enter a relation into it? Givenf#ct that there is no subject of totality, is
there a philosophical or scientific method that mhentify the likely subject of [totality] to
come? How others recognize it if and when a sirrgedat of the social whole becomes the
bearer of a new [totality], and starts acting asmeversal agent. How to transpose things
that Lukacs wrote about the subject of proletanewolution to a broader theory of the
emergence of historical subjects? Finally, howdbvés-a-vis the state? How to overcome

the impasse opened by the state centered polittshee postmodern withdrawal from the

! Zizek, "Postface: Georg Lukacs as the Philosopheeninism," 168-70.

% |bid., 164.

% Last chapter on Badiou will show that after thédlmation of the second volume 8keing and
Event this similarity noted by Zizek became slightlysgilided and that the correct concept should “pomt”
Badiou’s language.
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guestion of state? Badiou indeed does not haveassw all of these questions, let alone
correct answers.But the space between these two thinkers may toefgive a glimpse

where the answers can be visible.

However, before going to Badiou | should explore philosophical context that
allowed his grounds of existence as well as theespar his philosophical intervention.
This context is the one where Lukacs is absoluedgualified from discussions. The two
chapters until the one on Badiou will explore thesllectual foundations of this situation

and will thus make his philosophical task moreidgt

! | am leaving the question of how Lukacs may heiih \Badiou to the specific section of this study.
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Nor dread nor hope attend
A dying animal;
A man awaits his end
Dreading and hoping all;
Many times he died,
Many times rose again.
A great man in his pride
Confronting murderous men
Casts derision upon
Supersession of breath;
He knows death to the bone -
Man has created death.

Chapter Four: the Death of Totality - Finitude andthe Universal Truth
I.  Lukacs and Heidegger

The two previous chapters of this study proposeat the 28 century idea of
totality contains an inner tension at the momenitofoundation. This and the following
chapter intends to depict the intellectual proceksre the tension appears to be settled, a
peculiar definition of totality seems to be estslvéid as its ultimate meaning and where a
powerful attack against this definition prohibitayarecourse to totality as a concept.
Although this depiction also requires an analydisthe dissemination of the ideas of
Lukacs; a process through which his notion of itytddlecame “saturated,” this will not be
carried in this chapter. Such an attempt would éddbe valuable but also would risk
transforming this study into an investigation i@ history of ideas. What can be said in

this regard is summarized byarxism and Totalit discussion of Lucien Goldmann’s

1 W. B. Yeats, "Death," iThe Winding Stair and Other Poeifi®ndon: Macmillan and co., 1933).
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work: Jay argues that Goldmann established a defnition of totality but at the same
time rendered the problems of Lukécsian totalitgl{woncealed in its source) visible. The
important issue with this version, establishedhes ttuth of Lukécsian totality, is that it
made it impossible to assess whether the defetdadéo the interpretation of Goldmann
or whether, as Jay himself believes, they stem frofécsian totality itself. It is indeed
possible to compare Goldmann’s idea of totalityhwitie totality composed in the tension
of its two versions presented here and thus diseusst got lost in the process of
translation. However, this can be a useless attaspiell: after the shock waves created by
Heidegger’'s thought, one really did not need thetakies of Lukacs or his followers to
dismiss any recourse to totality. In the same tashhis thesis will not deal with the issues
advanced by the post-modern criticisms of totalithe focus will be rather on the
ontological framework of such rejection preparedMbgrtin Heidegger and on an original

manifestation of this framework by Louis Althusser.

The thesis that will be advanced here is the fdhgw It is impossible to
authoritatively decide whether Heideggd8sing and TiméhereafteiBT) was written as a
polemic against thédCC; besides the question of whether Heidegger hascomumsly
attacked Lukacs is immaterial as to the conseqenickis thought. It is also impossible to
deny the similarities between the arguments of ehego thinkers. What Heidegger

abolishes is not the category of totality; indeedriotion of Being and its relation to beings

! Jay,Marxism and Totality305.
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can be regarded as a radically new and nuancedoWwBymulating the relation between
the whole and its parfsin this way, Heidegger provides a much more nuamcel poetic
way of looking at the totality of being. What isopibited by Heidegger is not “totality” as
such but “the point of view of totality.” Totalitig possible but along with the infinite and
universal it is unreachable and escapes commuaircalihis is achieved in Heidegger’s
ontology with a crucial concept to the constitutimrhuman being: finitudeEndlichkeif).

He claimed that deathr¢d completes the totality of human, not as an evkeat will
happen in a future moment, but as eaqstentiellthat permeates to every instant. This
definition enabled him to argue that the accesshéowhole, to the infinite, or to the
universal is impossible by the finite being andha finite world of the language. Although
his claim does not directly contradict Lukacs widigards to the individual, Heidegger did
not differentiate between social formations. Natgrexisting in the world of language can
move beyond its finitude: this provided the keyttwall undo the claims of totality,
including his own. Secondly, Heidegger’s effectateel the philosophical basis of an attack

which directed its criticism to the very concept titality. The consequences of

! Jay notes that when a western Marxist refuses e, tends to refuse the other on the similar
grounds. For instance, Adorno’s criticism of tdtaland his criticism of Heidegger's Being stem frone
same concern. lbid., 333.

21 will provide the original versions of Heideggerstatements more often than those of Lukacs,
Badiou and Althusser. The reason for this is nat that | share the conviction about the untraablitity of
Heidegger but that there is an established coreleont the translatability. So | will be providinget German
text or a reference to the German text which wikhlele the suspicious reader to decide on misuratetistgs
and mistakes that emanate from the translationttf@iGerman originals, when | will refer to theleoted
works: Martin Heidegger,GesamtausgabgFrankfurt am Main: Klostermann, 1976). | will ugee
abbreviationGA-Volume page.”
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Heidegger’s thought in terms of revolutionary pgostwill be discussed in the next chapter

through close reading of Althusser’s rejectionatélity.
l.a. From Death to Finitude

The relation between Heidegger and Lukacs’ thouighestablished by Goldmann’s
famous studyLukacs and HeideggerAlthough he underlines the differences in both
thinkers, especially in the chapter titled “totglitbeing and history” he insists that
similarities are undeniable. Heidegger of 1927 ankiacs of 1909-1923 are fundamentally
attuned to the same problem; their thoughts arechmyous yet they contain differences in
orientation and on concrete probletridowever what is not asked by Goldmann as to the
differences is the problem of accessing to totakty indeed mentions that Lukacs posits a
“transindividual subject® but he does not follow through the differenceswieen the
individual Dasein and Lukacsian subject in termsheir relations to totality. The section
“objective possibility and possible consciousnessiich brings this question only talks

about Lukacs and how he views proletariat’s positio access the totality. It does not

! Lucien GoldmannLukacs and Heidegger: Towards a New Philosoflbyndon: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1977), 51. How to interpret Goldmanan issue that can be discussed endlessly: Lokécs's
Last Autocriticism, the Ontologwrgues that Goldmann saw only similarities. M#itiCohen criticizes this
position and insists that Goldmann does not redeart immediate unity among these two thinkers but t
“fashion a structural homology between their systevhthought and to trace it genetically.” Cohenrists
that Goldmann underlines the fundamental differeroetween the two thinkers. See: Mitchell CohEme
Wager of Lucien Goldmann: Tragedy, Dialectics, antlidden God(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
Press, 1994), 319.

2 Goldmann/_ukacs and Heidegge8.
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compare it with Heidegger’s position on the finiudf Daseirl. This chapter intends to
discuss how Heidegger prohibits the realm of total any being that is thrown to the
world of language; it provides a criticism of higim that the point of totality is impossible

for any finite being.

It is argued in the previous chapters that Lukogility also reflected on the
individual and stressed the need or the sublatidgheosplit between the citizen (universal)
and the bourgeois (selfish individual, particulableidegger also testifies to the
incompleteness of the modern subject; however, st@bkshes this incompleteness as a
metaphysical event. For him, finitude is the fourmlaal aspect that is indispensable for the
reconstitution of human being in its totality. Inig sense, if it is possible to follow his
claim that every thinker thinks only one thouglihe singular thought of Heidegger must

contain the word finitude.

In Heidegger's original formulation iBT, the emphasis is not on finitude but on
death. For Adorno, Heidegger's thought “gains @scept of authenticity, and thus central
speculative motor, through reflecting on what hscthe structure of death’A simple

observation of the schema of Being and Time rev#a centrality of death in early

! Ibid., 52-67. Dasein is sometimes written as Da-® stress the thereness of being. This notation
used under the light of the later Heidegger propabinveys the content of Heidegger's later tholugha
better way. However, as in this chapter | will lmlihg mostly with the Heidegger 8fT, | will follow his
own usage in this book. On the other hand wherskations or other commentators refer to Daseinasén
I will not change their notation.

2 Martin HeideggerWhat Is Called Thinkingrans. Glenn Gray (New York: Harper & Row, 1968),
50. »Jeder Denker denkt nur einen einzigen Gedawakiahg, 53.

% Theodor W. AdornoMetaphysics: Concept and Problenesl. Rolf Tiedemann, trans. Edmund
Jephcott (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University $€2001), 130.
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Heidegger.BT consists of two divisions: First of them, “the paegtory fundamental
analysis of Dasein” culminates in the ontology afecwhich shows that “care is temporal,
and time is the time of caré.Yet, care is not temporal by definition; rattF establishes
the temporality of care through evolving of the sfien of care into the question of death.
In other words, the first section on the analyt€9asein does not culminate in care but
they culminatehrough care: in death. The discussion of death standserbeginning of
the division of temporality: schematically speakidgath opens to temporality. It links the
division of being to the division of time; the som@ of the book reveals the intent of its
author. In death, in this “possibility of the ah#®el impossibility of Dasein;”being and

time touch each other and are made into a singetopun.

As Demske observes during the years following thblipation of BT, that focal
point gradually disappears from Heidegger's usagdieidegger’'s work after the 1930s
“death is still important, although, in contrastitoprominence in Sein und Zeit, it remains
for the most part in the background.” For this Hgjder, “death is the ‘privileged place’ in

which being is illuminated in a special wayThis transformation can be observed in 1929-

! Paul RicceurMemory, History, ForgettingTrans. Kathleen Blamey and David Pellauer (Chicag
University of Chicago Press, 2004), 346.

2 Martin Heidegger,Being and Time: A Translation of Sein Und Zefans. Joan Stambaugh
(Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 98), 232. »Der tod is die moglichkeit der
schlechthinnigen Daseinsunmaoglichkeit« ——Sejin Und Zei{TUbingen: M. Niemeyer, 1967 [1927]), 250.
HereafterSZ

3 James M. DemskeBeing, Man, & Death: A Key to Heidegg@rexington: University Press of
Kentucky, 1970), 4.
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1930 lectures where Heidegger acknowledges the rimmpee of question of deathbut

shifts the question from death to finitude:

We developed three such questions [1.] What is dof2.] What is
finitude? [3.] What is individuation? Here the sedoquestion is the most
originary and most central ofie.

After these lectures, death almost completely fadesy from Heidegger's
language, and finitude starts fulfilling the furctithat death performed BIT: to connect
being and timé.lIs this a mere substitution of words? Or is theemeason why Heidegger
changed the central concept &T? Did he notice a fundamental flaw with his
understanding of death? Can finitude overcome tflages or does it carry these flaws to a
different plane? These questions should be thougtarms of Heidegger'&ehre which
fundamentally represents his shift from the questibthe meaning of being, toward that of

the truth of being. It is possible to argue thatddgger’s fundamental problem Bl was

1 «(...) innermost essence of life, namely what w# daath The touchstone of the appropriateness
and originary character of every question conceritire essence of life lies in whether or not thisgiion
has adequately grasped the problem of death antherher not it is able to take it up into its ownegtion
concerning the essence of life in the correct wanyd vice versa. (...) Nevertheless, on the basigsof i
apparent negativity as the annihilation of lifeatfe does initially possess the methodological fiemcbf
revealing the apparent positivity in the problem |dé.” Heidegger, The Fundamental Concepts of
Metaphysics 266. Moreover in these lectures, death distifgggsman from other animals: “Because
captivation belongs to the essence of animal, tiia cannot die in the sense in which dying isiasd to
human beings but can only come to an end.” 1bigi7, 2

2 |bid., 181. »Was ist Welt? Was ist Endlichkeit? 3\ist Vereinzelung? Dabei ist die mittlere die
urspringlichste und zentralste Fragé&29-30 268.

® This does not mean that the word death becomesveprbanned from his language. He
occasionally refers to death in his later work. Example, among the examples cited at the begirofi@n
time and beingone might note “Death and Fire” by Paul Klee &aptet of Death by Georg Trakl :
On Time and Beinglrans. Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row,2)91. Elsewhere, he writes: “To
be a human being means to be on earth as a mtrtakeans to dwell.” , "Building, Dwelling,
Thinking," 349.or “The mortals are the human beinfsey are called mortals because they can diadido
means to be capable of deathdeath. Only man dies, and indeed continually, ag las remains on earth,
under the sky, before the divinities” ibid., 352.
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to destruct(in Heidegger’'s usage it corresponds not to dgdtrd to what it is in today’s
language deconstruct) Cartesian subjéds Cogitans Dasein named the project to
institute the human being that would accomplists ttask. On the other hand, the
elucidation of Dasein not only needed to overcorogito-ego but also to distinguish
human subjectivity from all other forms of beingaeltension between these two tasks
turned Dasein to a way of reinstating the Humamdp@is conscious subject BT. While

BT thus provided a magnificent depiction of moderhjsctivity, it did not give Heidegger
what he wanted. The failure of the book in achigvits author's ambition revealed him
that starting from human subject, whether one ressaihand/or redefines it, one cannot
end far away from the modern subjectivity. In thenseKehre refers to the process in
which Heidegger identifies the problem emanatimgfthe centrality of human subject and
creatively addresses it. During this period, thesfion of human Dasein as a starting point

leaves its distinguished place to the questioneon:

Although man remains basically the same afteruh@ing —Da-sein of finite
transcendence, whose ontological meaning is terifyorahe has also
become something else (...) his finitude is no lordgfimed in terms of his
inner structure, but more importantly in terms isf felation to Beind.

Accordingly, as Heidegger's initial question shiftem Dasein to Being; death
which belonged to the inner structure of Daseindsats place to finitude. In this, he goes
one step further than what Marcuse had criticiZ€deology and philosophy transform the

biological fact of death to the ontological esseatenan and celebrate it as an existential

! DemskeBeing, Man, & Death104.
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category.® Hence, there are two problems that emerge heefifigt is how the biological
fact of death can be thought as the ontologicaress of man. The second is the question
of how that essence of man became the foundatiaheofinitude of Being. Therefore,
death as the defining characteristic of human baimd his relation to time; the historical
period that made this thought possible; the cormecps of this thought; how much
Heidegger’s notion of finitude owes to a historigahaped human experience; and above

all, politics of finitude need to be brought intoegtion’

! Marcuse,Eros and Civilization 236. Despite the fact Marcuse’s main interloctigoFreud, |
believe, in this and several other passages didb& he speaks directly to his former mentor.

2 For an introduction to the concepts of death amitlifle in Heidegger, see: DemsBsing, Man, &
Death Paul EdwardsHeidegger on Death: A Critical Evaluatiped. Eugene Freeman, Monist Monograph
(La Salle: Hegeler Institute, 1979); David. Gras3n Dealing with What Is Passing Awaylelosno. 124
(2002); David Farrell KrellJntimations of Mortality: Time, Truth, and Finitude Heidegger's Thinking of
Being (University Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania State UnitgrBiress, 1986); Joan Stambaughge Finitude of
Being Suny Series in Contemporary Continental Philogo@ibany, NY: State University of New York
Press, 1992); Carol J. Whit&jme and Death : Heidegger's Analysis of Finituéd. Mark Ralkowski
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2005); , "Dasein, Existenod Death," irHeidegger Reexamingdd. Hubert L.
Dreyfus and Mark A. Wrathall (New York: Routledg02); William D. Blattner, "The Concept of Death i
Being and Time," inHeidegger Reexamine@d. Hubert L. Dreyfus and Mark A. Wrathall (Nework:
Routledge, 2002). Jean-Luc Nancy develops a fategaeading of Heidegger’s finitude: “We only have
access to ourselves — and to the world. It is emgr a question of the following: full access ierth access
to the whole of the origin. This is called finitudeHeideggerian terminology. But it has becomeckince
then that finitude signifies the infinite singulgriof meaning, the infinite singularity of access ttuth.
Finitude is the origin; that is, it is an infinitf origins. ‘Origin’ does not signify that from wth the world
comes, but rather the coming of each presenceeofvbrid, each time singular.” Jean-Luc NanBging
Singular Plural trans. Robert D. Richardson and Anne E. O'By@tanford, Calif.: Stanford University
Press, 2000). As the aim of this chapter is tobtistathe effect of Heidegger's idea of finitudenitl not deal
with the question of the paths that can be openi#dawmew interpretation of the concept. In a shmivay |
will ignore Jacques Derridddporias: Dying--Awaiting (One Another at) the "Lisiiof Truth" (Mourir--
S'attendre Aux "Limites De La Vérit§3tanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1968 the basis of the
fact that it cannot be treated solely as an inttgtion of Heidegger and requires a task that dabeo
completed without engaging with Derrida’s work.
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I1. Death as Reification

In the narrative oBT death does not represent a factical situation whagpens at
a moment in human life, it is rather the ontologEssence, the “ever-present possibility of
Dasein. So long as death permeates every instant in thdenmw expectation, it
individualizes and rules the relations of the indisalized Daseifi. But where does this
centrality come from? Is it a philosophical invemti or is it rather the reflection of a social
reality? Heidegger certainly is not the only philpker to overestimate the autonomy of his
thought vis-a-vis the historic conditions of hiegent. These conditions definitely remain
as the “unthought” of Heidegger's thought, and treg worth thinking in order to
understand how death permeates to his thought bedmme the central question BT.>
This chapter will argue that Heidegger’'s obsessgiith death is not without a reason. In his

notion of death, a rather crude social reality Kpea

But the less people really live — or, perhaps numeectly, the more they

become aware that they have not really lived — iti@re abrupt and

frightening death becomes for them, and the maappears as a misfortune.
It is as if, in death, they experienced their owification: that they were

corpses from the first. (...) The terror of deathaypds largely the terror of

seeing how much the living resemblé it.

! DemskeBeing, Man, & Death62.

2 “As the nonrelational possibility, death individizas, but only as the possibility not-to-be-
bypassed, in order to make Da-sein as a being-witterstand the potentialities-of-being of the ather
HeideggerBT, 244.SZ,264.

% 'Death remains the limit situation which defines tiic ideal of the hermeneutic situation of the
book BT, and perhaps even the unique factic situatiortsofuthor. (...) The self now becomes its time, a
project taut between birth and death. It is nobaldo be achieved, since it never finished, evéemit is
finished: the peculiar stasis of ecstasis.” Theeddr Kisiel, The Genesis of Heidegger's Being and Time
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993374

4 Adorno,Metaphysics: Concept and Problem$6.
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At least in the Judeo-Christian-Islamic cultureg thblical depiction of Abraham’s
death describes a good death: living one’s dayat iBito say a life lived in full; a good life
is what gives good death. It is not death as shahterrorizes one in the face of an early
death; but rather the days that are not lived. etgger speaks through an age where every
death is an early death because nobody lives aag/s to its full. The work time has no
meaning other than trying to earn the money théthe spent in the future. The “free-
time,” on the other hand is limited by the workihgurs and its content is determined by
the culture industry, and is lived like a vengearkiding time. For Adorno who says: “he
who dies realizes that he has been cheated of teuggy And that is why death is so
unbearable;” “the terror of death” is a direct result of whatpdalism does to human
beings. Although Heidegger shows a similar attittoleéhe culture of his time, for him
capitalism had never been a question. This is thecipal reason why rather than
guestioning the peculiar relation with the death, dstablishes that relation which is a

product of a specific historical period, as theobwgical truth of Dasein.

In order to understand how Heidegger arrives ambrines trapped in death, three
different arguments will be brought in this sectidirst, it will be shown that contrary to
what his critiques argue, Heidegger is not an @mirtonservative thinker who speaks the
reactionary rhetoric of the decaying European gubitasses. It will be argued that in him

the disillusioned masses of modern politics speag&condly, it will be argued that

Y bid.
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Heidegger’'s notion of death reflects his understapdf the transition fromtechné
(although the Greek wortetyvy —techné— can be roughly translated as artisang{, viro
Heidegger's usage it gains a new dimension) to n@lclgy. In other words while
Heidegger describes the collapse of the lifewofldhe artisan in a powerful way, he is
incapable of seeing any opening in modern formkloér and association that they bring
into life. Thirdly Heidegger’'s unwillingness to st potentials in modern ways loéing-
with will be brought to question. It will also be showrat this leads him to strip off every
relation that surrounds modern man and denounee tbebeing inauthentic; thus he ends

up with a naked man who has no other property tharfact that he is born and he will die.

Il.a. Death of Tradition?

One of the common criticisms concerning Heideggeasic and tragedy in the face
of death is that it reflects the traditional reantiry attitude against the French revolution
and the passing away of ancient ruling classes wbge. This position is brilliantly
summarized by Lukacs when commenting on irratienaliHe starts by illustrating what
he calls “if-then rationality:” If | leave the sterl am holding in my hand then it will fall to
the ground. On the other hand it is perfectly ndrtoamagine a world where the stones
would fly upward. If such a world exists, then f@ople of this people of this world would
be thinking that it is rational and natural thaings fly up. Moreover it is also possible to
imagine a time in which the physical laws of ourrldonvould change and stones would

start falling up as well. If such a change happarsgmple transformation of the terms of if-
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then rationality would be able to grasp this woillldough the change in the laws of physics
is quite difficult, the rules of our social worlémrstantly change. The first task in such a
change is again to perceive this once again asamaadevelopment and try to understand
the new rules it brings to existence. For Lukaosiservatism as a modern idea relies on
refusing to accept the inevitable change and is thastile to the idea of rational
development. For him, the birth of this attitudarts with the reaction of the old ruling
classes to the French revolution. For them, this st not a new rational development but
the end of the world. It was the destruction ofrgtreng that is normal; the death of their
natural way of living: The emergence of modern public life had abolistiredrules of
distinction upon which these classes had estalliiiigir dominion. Hence the reactionary
attitude is reflected as a revulsion against tHaipspace as well. If one accepts this point
of view, is not hard to find passages that provev eidegger's thought reflects the
decaying point of view of nobility; especially whém speaks about how Dasein is lost
among the others. So BT the narrative of the death of aristocratic life?sInot hard to

perceive Dasein as an aristocrat losing its pgatein the modern world:

This averageness, which prescribes what can and moaybe ventured,
watches over every exception which thrusts itselihe fore. Every priority
is noiselessly quashed. Overnight, everything prahad is flattened down
as something long since known. Everything gainedlstruggle becomes
something to be manipulated. Every mystery losepawer. The Care of
averageness reveals, in turn, an essential tendérigg-sein, which we call
thelevelling dowrof all possibilities of being.

! |Lukacs,Conversations with Lukacd6-47.
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Distantiality, averageness, and levelling downwags of being of the they,
constitute what we know as “publicness.” Publicniegglly controls every
way in which the world and Da-sein are interpretmal] it is always right,
not because of an eminent and primary relationesfidpto “things,” (...)

because it is insensitive to every difference wvél@nd genuineness.

Who loses his priorities and his mystery? Who v&led down in the modern public
space? Whose speech has lost its priority as justhar voice among the voice of the
multiplicity? Who loses his place simply by being@ng other people? Answers to these
guestions can easily establish Heidegger withintridwgdition of German conservatism in its
reactionary attitude against moderrfit@n the other hand, such explanation would utterly

fail to grasp the ways in which Heidegger is ralijcenodern. For instance, his Marburg

! HeideggerBT, 119.

»Diese Durchschnittlichkeit in der Vorzeichnung skss was gewagt werden kann und darf, wacht
Uber jede sich vordrangende Ausnahme. Jeder Vomwénxggerauschlos niedergehalten. Alles Ursprirmglic
ist Uber Nacht als langst bekannt geglattet. Aeisampfte wird handlich. Jedes Geheimnis verlieins
Kraft. Die Sorge der Durchschnittlichkeit enthidlteder eine wesenhafte Tendenz des Daseins, didigvir
Einebnung aller Seinsmdglichkeiten nennen.

Abstandigkeit, Durchschnittlichkeit, Einebnung ktiseren als Seinsweisen des Man das, was wir
als >die Offentlichkeit kennen. Sie regelt zunéchst alle Welt- und Daseisgung und behélt in allem
Recht. Und das nicht auf Grund eines ausgezeichneid primaren Seinsverhéltnisses zu den »Dingen,
nicht weil sie Uber eine ausdricklich zugeeignetecBsichtigkeit des Daseins verfligt, sondern aufnGr
des Nichteingehensauf die Sachen weil sie unempfindlich ist gegen alle Unterscleielés Niveaus und der
Echtheit. Die Offentlichkeit verdunkelt alles undbtgdas so Verdeckte als das Bekannte und jedem
Zugangliche aus.« —5z 127.

The German word for publicness used in this passa@¥fentlichkeit. Despite the fact that Offene
(open), one of the crucial concepts of Heideggirtaight, lies at the root of this word, he neveght that
something may open itself in the public space. @ffavhich will characterize in later Heidegger nsabpéing
open for the gift of Being never belongs to Offattkeit. One can see that his position vis-a-vibligness
remains unchanged in his later thought: an obstadlkee openness of individual human being: “Rathdrat
is said there contains a reference, thought indexfithe question of the truth of Being, to worlgismordial
belongingness to Being. This relation remains calecebeneath the dominance of subjectivity thasemes
itself as the public realm.” ———, "Letter on Humami," 222.

2Another hint of conservatism in Heidegger's conimepof time would be the recurrent discussion
of boredom. G. Steiner brilliantly shows the emexge of the theme of boredom as a result of the life
experience of the European aristocracy who thotlgtttthe world was devoid of its meaning afterEnench
revolution and how they felt that the time cameatstandstill. See: George Steinkr,Bluebeard's Castle;
Some Notes Towards the Redefinition of Cul(blew Haven: Yale University Press, 1971), 3-25nt& one
could argue that in his elaboration of death Hejgegpeaks through the stopped clock; through #zel d
time of aristocracy.
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Theological Society lecture of 1924 titled “The @ept of Time” gives a hint on the birth

of the concept of “they” that would be later em@dynBT:

On average, the interpretation of Dasein is gowkrmge everydayness, by
what one says about Dasein and human life. It \&@igeed by the ‘One’, by
tradition?

In other words, publicness is repressive becauge still dominated by tradition.
Remembering his ruthless criticism of tradifiém BT, it can be said that his attack against
public space is not because it is modern, but ksec#uis not modern enougBT is far
from being conservative in these lines, in a wagait be seen one of the great manifestoes
of modern life defending what can be called thétrig subjectivity in a repressive society.
In the light of Marburg seminar, his attack agaipgblicness has to be understood as the
condemnation of an oppressive society dominatedrdmjition that does not let modern
individuals to develop their abilities, to becoméaw they really can be. It is an attack
against a world where “no one is himself in evegydss.® This kind of thinking might
change our answer as to what dies in Heideggeanltbe argued that his thought represents
classes which believed that after French revolusimmes could really fly upward for them
but now come to realize that the stones were madmdve just to arrive to a new

equilibrium, to a new disposition. This is the tgbtiof the classes coming to realize that

! »Durchschnittlich ist die Auslegung des Daseins der Alltaglichkeit beherrscht, von dem, was
man so Uber das Dasein und das menschliche Lelegliefdrter Weise meint, vom Man, von der Tradition
Martin Heidegger;The Concept of Timd&rans. William McNeill (Oxford, UK: B. Blackwell1992), 9, 9E.
(This is a bilingual edition where page X referdhe original German and XE to the English tramsia) The
word ‘One’ used in this translation is the Germasrdv'das Man” translated by Stambaugh as ‘they’Bil.

2 Heidegger does not even care about the differéreteeen tradition’ and ‘tberlieferung that
would be of absolute importance for his studentaBaet.

® HeideggerThe Concept of Tim®, 8E.
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the world created after the French revolution faibs fulfill its promise; they now
understand that the aristocratic dominion was maeglaced by the bourgeois dominion.
While Germany was going head on to a disastrous@u@ and social crisis, these classes
which did not believe in the working class movemeste seeing no rational way to move
the stones once again. The death that speaks itinMi#gidegger is the death of a hope in
popular movements that could lead to what Marcuseldvlater call a non-repressive

civilization.

This thesis can be better understood if one remesndestudy conducted in the
Germany of 1920s by Kracauer. His interviews thatstitute the examples of cultural
ethnography avant-la-lettre focused on white-coNarkers who distinguished themselves
from the blue-collars through the concepts of “pedity,” “education,” “culture,”
“profession,” and “community.” One could even risiaying that they were feeling
themselves as members of the social stratum tohaegel entrusted the world spirit. On
the other hand, despite their common sentimenhascénter of a fantasy world, in the
empirical reality their privileges were getting fselessly quashed,” their distinctions
flattened and their incomes were leveled down a®salt of the inflation, war and
economic rationalization of 1926s.Kracauer also foresaw that white-collars, whoewer

economically proletarianized yet “fervently bourgem their ideology, would contribute to

! KracauerThe Salaried Masses: Duty and Distraction in WeiGarmany
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the mass basis of fascisth.How the tension between their ideology and madkteria
conditions of life led salaried workers towards iNa&l Socialism is a wide subject that
cannot be discussed here. Nonetheless, one casdimdthing in Heidegger about the fear
of becoming expandable; of the common personaktragzhes; of the inability to struggle
against them commonly; and of the futility of perabsurvival strategies which results in
the expectation of the great event to save themlradleed, that saving cannot be any
political event; it should comply with the dreamVdoof white-collar proletariat, an event

of Being; an event of the spifit.
II.b. Death of Artisanal Work

Even if it is possible to insist that it was prinharthe white collar workers who
found their voice in Heidegger, it should be acklemged that the thinker was at best
disinterested with their world. His thought rattremained attuned to the world of the

artisanal worker. Heidegger whenever he found thence stated that he saw his task no

! Adorno, "The Curious Realist: On Siegfried Kraagu&69. Adorno elsewhere adds: “The jargon
no longer knows primary and secondary communitiesl by the same token it knows no parties. This
development has a real basis. The institutionalpaydhological superstructure, which in Kracauegdbsed
as a culture of employees, deluded the celluloithcproletariat, who were then threatened by imiaeyg of
losing their jobs. It deluded them into believitmat they were something special. Through this detuthe
superstructure made them toe to the bourgeoiswhée in the meantime, thanks to a lasting mabam,
that superstructure has become the universal iggaba society which mistakes itself for a unifiexddle
class. They let themselves be confirmed in thigudit by a uniform mode of speech, which eagerly
welcomes the jargon for purposes of collective isarsm.” , The Jargon of AuthenticitgEvanston,
lIl.: Northwestern University Press, 1973), 14-15.

2 Beistegui observes Heidegger’s stance toward dnatisocialist revolution’ with the following
words: “In short, revolution was not (just) a piolil event for Heidegger. In fact, it was not priiha
political. Its political aspect was only superficih was a historical event, but historical in Hegger's sense:
an event that announced a turning within histosglft and the possibility for the people as a wtoléurn
once again to the truth of being, thus matchinggieatness of the Greek beginning.” Miguel de EBgjst,
The New Heideggdt.ondon; New York: Continuum, 2005), 173.

205



different than that of craftsmansHiBut modernity also meant the death of the artisana
labor. Modernity’s experience of time and its fatity took its shape with the birth of
capitalism and the industrial revolution, for Halbes this coincides with the destruction of
the “experiential space” of European peasants aaftsmer? This shift in society’s
relation to time is related with the vanishing bé t‘unity of experience,” which brought
about the destruction of the perception of an imatedand timeless totality that belonged
to the world of craftsmen and peasants. This chamygously was not a simple shift in
mental dispositions but ultimately related with tin@nsformation of these social groups
into the modern working class. It should be notecktthat the perception of the immediate
community as an organic whole was precisely whadlendeath endurable in premodern
Europe® In other words, one of the major elements in Hgg@e's notion of death is that in
the modern world where craftéyvy (techné) is replaced by modern work (technologyg o

is not allowed to die an authentic death. Deatthim sense is the death of authentic death.

It can be said that this conception of death iglelgger's own version of reification:
the death of non-alienated labor. Yet, this retfaais timeless, spaceless and subjectless:

is it the reification of modern worker, the indival in a capitalist society, or any Dasein,

! For exemple: “We have called thinking the handicpar excellencé Heidegger What Is Called
Thinking 23.

2 Jirgen Habermaghe Philosophical Discourse of Modernity: Twelvetuees(Cambridge, Mass.:
MIT Press, 1987), 12.

% Adorno, Metaphysics: Concept and Problem83. This does not mean that the premodern Europe
had a better way of dealing with death. It ratherans that, in this society where the idea of autons
individual was not yet present, death was deah within the community. It needs to be underlinedehthat
premodern Europe, far from being a desirable witréd was destroyed with modernity. The “organic igho
of this society, itsmmediateunity left no place for difference and for indivlity.

206



any self-conscious being? The same thinker whdksit@s such a revolutionary account
of temporality in terms of history of being omitstory when it comes to the historicity of
Dasein. Reification thus established is not seemdisect result of the organization of labor

under capitalism but as a pure metaphysical event:

What Marx recognized in an essential and significamse, though derived
from Hegel, as the estrangement of man has its inadhe homelessness of
modern man. This homelessness is specifically eldte@m the destiny of
Being in the form of metaphysics, and through meyamgs is
simultaneously entrenched and covered up as’such.

In this way, Heidegger recognizes the phenomenaii@hation (or reification), yet
at the same time he removes it from the scope ldgfgso It exists but as a destiny, it cannot
be fought against but apprehended metaphysicallgidegger gives a great sense of the
collapse of temporality as the world of artisantsdra, but he is incapable of perceiving the

possible temporalities that the modern world caat.

One should indeed state here thigty (techné) represents less a particular form of
work (craft), but is foremost a manner of relattoghings. It denotes the laboring process
in which man’s action is attuned to natukgdic —physis); acts in harmony with it;
transforms it and becomes a part of it. When theerient danger inéyvy (techné) is
realized and it becomes technology; it is firsabfthis relation that gets destroyed. Labor

becomes an enemy of man, of nature and of thinggrge. That animosity is manifested

! Heidegger, "Letter on Humanism," 243. »Was Mareiimem wesentlichen und bedeutenden Sinne
von Hegel her als die Entfremdung des Menschennatkdat, reicht mit seinen Wurzeln in die
Heimatlosigkeit des neuzeitlichen Menschen zurli&se wird, und zwar aus dem Geschick des Seidsrin
Gestalt der Metaphysik hervorgerufen, durch siéegtigt und zugleich von ihr als Heimatlosigkeitdeckt«
GA9, 339
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first of all in the incapacity of attuning onesédf the things that surround human beings.
This is why contrary to what many of his followesaw in Heidegger; his notion of

alienation is not a result of using modern instraotee Technology does not belong to
buttons and levers that the modern worker hasndlbaut in the relation established with
them: “But where in the manipulations of the indiastworker is there any relatedness to
such things as the shapes slumbering within woo@?' the other hand, Heidegger does

not merely condemn technology; there is a way bt o

Neither the industrial workman nor the engineeed, dlone the factory
proprietor and least of all the state can know Ilatwvhere modern man
“lives” when he stands in some relatedness or otbethe machine and
machine part$.

Here Heidegger testifies that in the womb of tedbgy there grows something
ultimately new and that has a capacity to changeeatire world. This “new” constitutes
an “imputed possibility” that is beyond the compekion of the worker, engineer,
capitalist and it is especially beyond the stat@wklver, he fails to cultivate these
possibilities in his thought. This failure of think through modern possibilities is due to

his resistance to see that the modern man doesnhpstand “in some relatedness to the

1

, What Is Called Thinking23. »Allein wo ist in den Handgriffen der Indusarbeiter der
Bezug zu so etwas wie den schlafenden GestalteHaess?«GA8S, 26.

2 |bid., 24. »Weder der Industriearbeiter, noch ldigenieure, noch gar die Fabrikbesitzer und am
wenigsten der Staat kbnnen wissen, wobei sich datide Mensch Uberhaupt aufhalt, wenn er in irgend
einem Bezug zur Maschine und zu Maschinenteilent.st&A8,27. It should be mentioned that this passage
depicts the best of Heidegger, not his worst. H® dlas a dark side where he sounds as if he is the
spokesperson of the ‘Beautification of Labor Offitlut labor is also not simply the production afagls for
others. Nor is labor simply the occasion and theamsdo earn a living. Rather: For us, ‘work’ is tike of
every well-ordered action that is borne by the oespility of the individual, the group, and theatt and
which is thus of service to the volk.” , "Nati@nSocialist Education," ifhe Heidegger Controversy:

A Critical Readered. Richard Wolin (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Pre€93), 59.
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machine;” that he also stands in some relatedmmesther human beings. Despite the fact
that fromBT on he thinks of Dasein as that being whose insdriiside and whose outside
is inside, he pretends as if there is no other Dagewhich one can relate. That is what
Heidegger keeps omitting, in him be it a craftsroarmndustrial worker, a human being is
always an isolated human being. In a way, Heidetgsifies to the truth of modern life:

we are either beings that are always already tegethwe are always already dead.
Il.c. Death of a People

Can Heidegger appreciate where the moderns dwahwiey relate to each other
and act to materialize the possibility of a histariimpossibility; or the “possibility of
impossibility” can only depict one’s death? In arde deal with this question it is worth
considering it through a detour with Jacques Raedédiscussion of “the dead king.”
Here Ranciere provides a close readingviefditerranean Worldand argues that in this
book Braudel transformed the death of Philip lbifits own metaphor.” In other words,
with Philip 1l dies (even before his actual dedtd first name of history, that of the king,
along with the history that is built around thiswer Despite giving Braudel credit in this
regard, Ranciere becomes increasingly criticaliof im his elucidation of the death of the
king. Where Braudel sees an obstacle to transmittie objective truth of the historical

period, Ranciére sees what kills the king: the gewce of the new subject of history; a

! Jacques Ranciér@he Names of History: On the Poetics of Knowledgns. Hassan Melehy
(Minneapolis, Minn.: University of Minnesota Pre$994), 11.
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subject consisting of multiple subjectivities trae eager to speak, “the peopleThe
people love to tell stories; their own and othespde’s stories. Indeed the official accounts
of the palace chroniclers are blurred with thesdtiple accounts; the historian of our age
cannot authoritatively decide what truly happenedhat period. These stories are often
inconsistent; contradict each other and mix realitth made-up stories. But on the other
hand, whether they accurately tell the truth abtheir age is not an important issue,
because thewre the truth of their age. The king dies becausesheech gets lost in the
crowd of the modern public space. The excess ofisvaoot only Kills the royal truth that
can survive only so long as it remains the onlycgpbut also establishes science, literature

and modern democrady.

Can Heidegger see the Dasein that comes alivednpdople, a Dasein that is
irreducible to the One? The answer is no. It hasadly been mentioned that there was a
link between Heidegger’s thought and the salariegdses’ inability of combining in the
face of a popular tragedy. This does not necegsaelan the lack of political organization,

this is the inability of coming together in a wdnat precedes and founds the need for being

! Ranciére’s notion of people as a being composemlgimath men and women is radically different
from those equating it with the coherent subjeat th the foundation of the nation state, e.g. MaHardt
and Antonio NegriEmpire (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 20002-05. For a comparison
of Hardt & Negri's understanding of “the people,ithvRanciére’s: Ernesto Laclau, "Can Immanence &rpl
Social Struggles?Diacritics 31, no. 4 (2001).

2 Ranciére,The Names of History: On the Poetics of Knowleddie41. The very beginning of
Aristotle’s Politics (Bekker: 1253a), which describes the man as theamimal endowed with speechofov
5€ povov Gvopomog Exsl v {Wwv) thus capable of politics, here and elsewherenis af the fundamental
issues of Ranciére’s thought. It should also bedthe word £yw” (echs) used in this description is usually
translated as “has”, but to the ancient Greek nfiacpossess something” did not mean the same asiwha
means to the moderns. The wokgd” (echd) also meant tanhabit In other words, when Heidegger calls
human being as the animal that dwells in langubgés almost providing a proper translation of fuike.
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politically together: This is the urge to be on one’s own even whenisméready among

the other people:

This being-with-one-another dissolves one’s ownsBiar completely into
the kind of being of “the others” in such a way ttithe others, as
distinguishable and explicit, disappear more andremoln this
inconspicuousness and unascertainability, the theyolds its true
dictatorship?

It has already been argued that Heidegger cannotsdem as a traditional
conservative because his very attitude that bringsthis charge is the same that proves
his anti-traditionalist stance. On the other hdmslclaim that “they,” and the everydayness
dominated by it represents tradition and repressieed to be questioned here. That the
perception of “they” as the “sum of inauthenticat@ns” is wrong® and that it is based on
the confusion of “everyday with the undifferentidt¢he anonymous, and the statistital”
are important and necessary criticisms about staits, but they are not enough. It should
be further observed here that the word “das Mamit tHeidegger uses can neither be
reduced to “they” nor to the “one.” In the firststance, Stambaugh’s translation of “das
Man” as “they” seems to be wrong: whereas the foropenly includes me as an individual

human being, the latter does not; at best it mdyfmaan empathy that | might be a part of

! In a wonderful passage on the Communist workef&ramce, Marx argues that the need for a new
society does not emerge as a result of politicatmgs, but through them when workers exchange eitys;
chat and establish human relations that point betyba limits of capitalism. See: Karl Mar&arly Writings
trans. Rodney Livingstone and Gregor Benton (NewkYBenguin, 1992), 365.

2 Heidegger,BT, 119. »Dieses Miteinandersein l6st das eigene iDag#lig in die Seinsartder
Anderer auf, so zwar, dal} die Anderen in ihrer Untersdhibkeit und Ausdriicklichkeit noch mehr
verschwinden. In dieser Unaufféalligkeit und Niclstigellbarkeit entfaltet das Man seine eigentliche
Diktatur.«Sz126.

% Ricoeur Memory, History, Forgetting359.

* Nancy,Being Singular Plural9.
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‘they’ for other people. Then again, the transkatas “they” is not wrong, because this is
precisely what Heidegger means by “das Man.” Wisatciucial to see here is that
Heidegger does not etymologically or emphaticadly fo see the relation between Dasein
and ‘das Man;’ to the contrary, Dasein constitutledantagonism to “das man” is his
ideology. In Heidegger “das Man” never means “Udhe call of Heidegger is not a John
Dewey style “distinction for everyone,” it is ratha call in which each individual's
distinction is destroyed by others. Sartre famouwsigte in his playHuis Clos(No Exib:
“The Hell is others.” Yet what Sartre meant by thghorism is the absolute opposite of
what Heidegger stands for: the problem is not theropeople but the very existence of the
category of otherSA better society will be possible only when thésgonism between the

Dasein and the “they” is resolved.

This section had started with Ranciére’s depictibrthe birth of modern public
space as an entirely new form of life. The ultimgttaracteristic of this life form was that it
existed in the multiplicity of forms of speech. Hegger, in a singular move, reduces
multiplicity of speeches of public life to a unifor homogenous, commanding and hence
repressive speech of a consistent subject, anéréscthat this subject is the opposite of

life: It is not even dead, because it had not lived one side Heidegger is correct to state

! This line is often misquoted to suggest that 8astrys the same thing with Heidegger. He wanted
to correct this misperception of “Hell is others’1965: “It has been thought that what | meantHat tvas
that our relations with other people are alwaysgoéd, that they are invariably hellish relatidBist what |
really mean is something totally different. | mehat if relations with someone else are twistetiated, then
that other person can only be hell.” Jean-Pauk&arhe Writings of Jean-Paul Sartred. Michel Contat and
Michel Rybalka, trans. Richard C. McCleary (Evamsth: Northwestern University Press, 1974), 99.
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that one stone, one animal, or one human beingvisya finite; and he is also correct to
state that human being alone experiences its fiaiin the (language) world as death. But
can one say the same thing for the forms of beiggther that are unique to humans? For
example, Lukacs’ definition of human as “socialrggiis precisely his way to say that in
humans there is a capacity to collectively moveoelthe finitude of the “one.” Heidegger
never asks this question; and when the multiplitigt gives the life to the “people” is not
recognized, it is not wrong to say that the peoyeer lived. But such lack of recognition
misses exactly what is exciting about modern pubfe: the invention of forms of
collective subjectivities that are never reducitdethat of the One. That such forms of
associating are not bound with finitude prove, th& new being’s relation to temporality
defy the rules of western metaphysics. This is #ismbsolute core of Lukacs’ argument in
HCC.: totality is not accessible to the finite indivadubut there exists a singular mode of
being-together that can move beyond the finitudethef ones forming it and such a
collective can establish a special relation to itifenite. This new relation opens a new
temporality that needs to be explotdulit Heidegger can never take this task of such

exploration in his denial of life to “they:”

Only something that is capable, and remains capablalive. Something
which is no longer capable, irrespective of whetheapacity is used or not,

! For a bold attempt in this regard: Antonio Negdfime for Revolutiontrans. Matteo Mandarini
(New York; London: Continuum, 2003). Although exjitliy hostile to the tradition of Hegelian Marxisiit,
can be argued that in this book Negri implicithasts the same ground with Lukacs.
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is no longer alive. Something which does not existhe manner of being
capable cannot be dead either.

Hence the problem is to ask: are (after this pdirdgannot be ‘is’) “they” capable?
Are “they” alive? For Heidegger the answer is clédihe they never dies because it is
unable to die? That human multiplicity has created a new formbefng out of being-
together, a form of being that is “immortal” leddsidegger to panic. The fact that this new
art of living together goes beyond the dead tirhaf it does not die is not a proof that it
does not live, it simply shows that a radically nesing is invented. In failing to grasp this
new being, and contrary to the contention of Hegae@gns that Dasein cannot be reduced
to the individual, Heidegger himself makes the wdiad of such reduction. Dasein in
“they,” being-there of a subjectivity that is mple in itself is a topic that is never opened
in BT. Rather, in declaring the death of publicnégs#gntlichkei}, he ironically retreats to
the being that can only live in the public lifé&gov molitikév (zoion politikon: the city
animal). He will call later call this man “the ogegf©Offeng: open for the gift of Being. On
the other hand, Heidegger never thinks that theoiBeing is being-together. He thinks of
the city animal outside his relation to the citytloe public man outside the public life. His
“man” removed from his connections thus has no roffexuliarity than the fact that he
must die. Hence Heidegger ends up in death twostitmath as a path and as where the path

leads to.

! HeideggerThe Fundamental Concepts of MetaphysS6. »Nur was fahig ist und noch fahig ist,
lebt; was nicht mehr fahig ist, ganz abgesehenjorbder Fahigkeit Gebrauch gemacht wird oder nidas,
lebt nicht mehr. Was Uberhaupt nicht in der Weiss Bahigseins ist, das kann auch nicht tot se®AR9-
30, 343.

2 , BT, 389. »Das Man stirbt nie, weil es nicht sterbanrk..«<SZ 424
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Indeed for the humans being is always being-togdthéseir), but Heidegger —at
least inBT, does not see something to celebrate in thishioy the relations established in
everydayness are not authentic; they are markeddonstant flight from death; their main
task is to make us forget that we are all morfiat is the very reason Heidegger starts his
investigation on death: in search for a relaticat th more authentic than those that exist in
everyday. Marcuse claims that the “descent towasattdis an unconscious flight from pain
and want.* Maybe while Heidegger is trying to passionatelyumescape death, he is
fleeing from the possibilities of everydayness. iBes, why can Dasein not relate
authentically with others but can relate with hignodeath? More importantly: What does
Heidegger intend to establish by substituting #hghentic) relation with my death instead
of (inauthentic) relations established in everyd&gftowing quotes may help answer this

guestion:

No one can take the other’s dying away from .hinkvery Da-sein must
itself actually take dying upon itself. Insofar #s‘is,” death is always
essentially my owA.

The they does not permit the courage to havgstabout deatt?

In these and similar lines death becomes the dieBncharacteristic of Dasein, an
innermost possibility which is threatened by othénsthis senseBT deploys death as a

principle of individuation; as the unique eventttegery human being will go through, and

! MarcuseEros and Civilization29.

2 Heidegger BT, 223. einer kann dem Anderen sein Sterben abnehifienDas Sterben muR
jedes Dasein jeweilig selbst auf sich nehmen. D@t iBt, sofern epist<, wesensmafig je der meine&g
240.

% Ibid., 235. Pas Man laRt den Mut zur Angst vor dem Tode niafit@mmen SZ 254.

215



will go alone. It is a possibility in the pure sensf the world: a possibility that gives
nothing to actualize. Despite the fact that it acgrime properly faced in modern society; it
renders every Dasein singular. In being-towardigdedDasein not only becomes
distinguished from the rest of the beings; but also be abstracted from the relations that
constitute Dasein’s being-together. Hence dyingr@lbecomes extended to life as living-

alone.

Heidegger would later argue that a doctrine of §pesralways about man’s essential
nature! in this senseBT is no exception. What Heidegger conceives as mesgential
nature in the context @T is indeed a very anti-Heideggerian usage of thedsvessence
and nature. He attempts to establish the nonrektipnbeziglich? inner structuredje
innere Struktuy® of Dasein that is not subject to change acrossumas, time and
individuals. In other words, the way to underst&asein is not to explore all the possible
relations through which Dasein exists in everydagné is not to follow infinite number of
relations that flourish from the finitude of Daseiinis rather to deny all of them. Thus one
can find the pure essence of man which is not &teby societal existence. This denial
results in the claim that “Da-ein always exists thoe sake of itself”’But is Dasein as just

another form of bourgeois selfishness? Ricoeur mtrés Levinas “opposes a despite-

! , What Is Called Thinking79.GA8, 83-84

2«As the end of Da-sein, death is the ownmost natiomal, certain, and as such, indefinite and not
to be bypassed possibility of Da-sein.” —B1, 239.5Z 258.

3 A question asked a couple of years after the patitin of BT, in the Davos encounter with
Cassirer: “How is the inner structure of Daseielftgs it finite or infinite?” ,Kant and the Problem of
MetaphysicgBloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997), 1GA5, 278.

4 ,BT, 219.SZ 236
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death, an against-death, which opens a fragileespuimanifestation for goodness liberated
from the egoist gravitation-"Against this and similar criticisms based on hisaant of

death? Heidegger argues that there is no question ofgbgdod or bad or egotism:

The statement: Dasein exists for the sake of jtgllies not contain the
positing of an egoistic or ontic end for some blivatcissism on the part of
the factical human being in each case. It canhetefore, be “refuted” for
instance by pointing out that many human beingsifgae themselves for
others and that in general human beings do notlynerést alone on their
own, but in community. The statement in questiomtams neither a
solipsistic isolation of Dasein nor an egoisticeimgification thereof. By
contrast, it presumably gives the condition of gubs/ of the human
being’'s bein% able to comport “himself” either “egjecally” or
“altruistically.”

This does not simply say that in order to be-foother one should first “be,” rather
he states something about what he understandse asithanging essence of to be: to be for
the sake of oneself. For Adorno this is just anothay to say that man’s essence is self-
preservation gelbserhaltuny® In other words, Dasein and “they” do not dwellaiplace

that is foreign to political theory: their relatiomfolds into the war zone of Hobbes.

! Ricceur Memory, History, Forgetting361.

2 Adorno states: “Only a solipsistic philosophy abalcknowledge an ontological priority of ‘my’
death over and against any other.” Adorfioe Jargon of Authenticity23.

3 Martin Heidegger, "On the Essence of Ground,Pathmarks ed. William McNeill (Cambridge ;
New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 12emSatz:Das Dasein existiert umwillen seinemthalt
keine egoistisch-ontische Zwecksetzung fiir einedaliEigenliebe des jeweils faktischen MenscherkaEn
daher nicht etwa durch den Hinweis darawiderlegk werden, daR viele Menschen sich fiir die Andern
opfern und daf? Gberhaupt die Menschen nicht nusitilir allein, sondern in Gemeinschaft existierardém
genannten Satz liegt weder eine solipsistischeelsmlg des Daseins noch eine egoistische Aufstgiger
desselben. Wohl dagegen gibt er die Bedingung déglibhkeit daftr, da der Menscisich< entweder
>egoistisck oder>altruistisck verhalten kann.&A9,157.

4 Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticityl12.
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At this point, one can ask as to why Heideggemaitput his terms openly from the

beginning and had to make a detour through theeminaf death in order to conceive his

thoughts about the human world.Bfi, one can find a hint as to why he could not gteat

way:

One of our first tasks will be to show that thergoof departure from an
initially given ego and subject totally fails toesthe phenomenal content of
Da-sein. Every idea of a “subject” —unless refibgda previous ontological
determination of its basic character—still posithe t subjectum
(hupokeimenon) ontologically along with it, no nemthow energetic one's
ontic protestations against the “substantial sooi” the “reification of
consciousness.” Thingliness itself needs to beotstnated in terms of its
ontological source in order that we can ask whatow to be understood
positively by the nonreified being of the subjebg soul, consciousness, the
spirit, the person.

In this only explicit reference th8T provides taHCC Heidegger gives the hint that

his task is to found a “primary subject that isauthed by reification” Indeed after

Lukacs’s introduction of the concept of reificatibnvould be foolish for Heidegger to start

with a description of man outside history. Ratherhad to invent a way to peel off the

relations that constitutes the modern man in otdenrive to his essence: This is precisely

the task that death performs BY. One needs to know the essence of a thing (Dimg) i

order to understand reification (verdinglichun@ys Heidegger. Not only this is as absurd

as to state that one can only recognize water &sr\8a long as one recognizes hydrogen

and oxygen in it; but it also reflects his ontoldggsed on the pure and unmixed beings.

Unless one defines what something is in its puik anmodified form it is impossible to

! HeideggerBT, 43. Sz, 46.
2 Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticityl24.
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say what this thing is in its altered form: whathiére is no pure form? Heidegger does not

bother asking this question when it comes to tlserese of man. We rather need to have

him stripped off from all his qualities that arebfact to change; we need to see him naked,

unspoiled with these relations. In other words: theia the concept of detour through

which Heidegger reveals what he thinks about tserese of man and it is at the same time

where he ends up. Death leads to the radicallyatsdlindividual to whom it represents

god?

But death becomes the core of the self, as sooit asduces itself
completely to itself. Once self has emptied itsaifall qualities, on the
grounds that they are accidental-actual, then ngtls left but to pronounce
that doubly pitiful truth, that the self has to dier it is already dea8.

Il.d. Gelassenheit: Heidegger’'s way out?

If there is one thing that needs to be retainenhftioe previous discussion, it is how

Heidegger takes a contingent historical experieamgk describes it as the basic ontological

principle of the constitution of the human beingeitttgger indeed knows that this

experience is far from being only possible expexeof death:

The self assertion of technological objectificatisrthe constant negation of
death. By this negation, death itself becomes domghegative, something
completely inconstant and empty (3..)

" bid., 113.
% |bid., 112.
3 Martin Heidegger, "What Are Poets For?,"Roetry, Language, ThougkiNew York: Harper &

Row, 1971), 125. »Das Sichdurchsetzen der techeisttergegenstandlichung ist die standige Negates d
Todes. Durch diese Negation wird der Tod selbstastWegatives, zum schlechthin Unstéandigen und

Nichtigen«

, "Wozu Dichter?," inlolzwege(Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann, 1950).
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In other words, Heidegger knows that death livedreaication is not the only
possible way death can be perceived. Where Heidetijers from Lukacs and Adorno is
on his claim of a way out: making peace with mdmgude. In Heidegger’'s language this
peace is calledelassenhei(releasement toward things). It has already beentioned
above that Heidegger wanted to distance himseth filwe problems of phenomenology of
BT. In this sense, it can be right to say that tieasement is rather the culmination of his
distancing from the existentialism dT marked by Dasein’s “anxiety in the face of death”
and the move toward an understanding of human beiefined by “high-minded

contemplation of Being, and the language of Befng.”

Technology, not as a product of capitalist develepnbut as the loss of spirit is the
key term of this definition. In a way, Rousseautderstanding operfectibilité is very
close to Heidegger’'s notion of technology: In b829-1930 classes Heidegger devotes a
considerable time in talking about the ontologidatinction of human being vis-a-vis
other forms. Closely following Hartmann’s categeriée states that a stone has no world
and that the animal is poor in the world. Why theral is poor? Why the animal is captive

in the world? The answer is that the Animal’s waltetes not expand beyond its immediate

! This change is of course within the path thatisr®d to him with the deployment Bfeignis “A
new conception of Being, considered no longer aggtiound of beings, but as unfolding of the cleafiom
an abyssal withdrawal. Because man is no longethtioevn basis of this clearing but rather stands amd is
indebted to it for his own Being. (...) Dasein becsra-sein, ‘There’ of Being can no longer be untbercs
as the Being that Dasein projects through selfgutan and self-affection, but as the call of Beitsglf to
man, a call to which man corresponds through thoudancgoise Dasturdeidegger and the Question of
Time Contemporary Studies in Philosophy and the HuiBaiences (Atlantic Highlands, NJ.: Humanities
Press, 1998), 64.

2 Krell, Intimations of Mortality: Time, Truth, and Finitudie Heidegger's Thinking of Being55.
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needs. In a breathtaking elaboration of the disbncof man, Heidegger does not say that
the man has a world; he rather says that the mamortd forming; that man forever
expands his world.Although Heidegger does not yet use the word teldyy in these
lectures but one can see here the concept atritse KIn the one hand, it has a positive
aspect: it is what moves the man beyond the re&immediate needs and is the source of
everything we know about our world. On the othendhathis destiny of man to expand
forever threatens him in the modern world. As Reassblamegerfectibilitéfor the end of
the days of the happy primitive man; technology iglestes in Heidegger the
transformation oftéyvy (techné) to a world destroying force. On the othand a very
strong line separates these two thinkers, whe@aRdusseaperfectibilité is the answer
for the problems created Iperfectibilité itself; Heidegger does not think that technology

can cure its own wounds.

Bruno Latour, among others, criticizes Heideggerrédusing to make peace with
technology: why can’t Heidegger see that the gddsioage are present in the technology
as well? This criticism of Heidegger misses the point: lian, technology is not about with
technological devices; but it is about the relatioth them, it is precisely what prevents the
gods to come to presence. What is to be done iemrdb change our relation with
technology. In his memorial address of 1955 Heideggakes it clear when he says that

the point is not avoiding the use the technicalais/but about not becoming dependent on

! HeideggerThe Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysid$6-300.
2 Bruno LatourWe Have Never Been Modef@ambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1993)
65-67.
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them, about the ability of letting them go; themias about not being dominated by the
world imposed by the technological devices. The wayis that of feleasement toward
things”! Although the account of technology here is strangéose to that of Adornd,
they are separated with a fundamental differencéhé conception of technology as a
working relation against an understanding of tetbgyw as a destiny. Heidegger's “we”
that gets related to the technical devices is adiffi@gnentiated category. There is no
capitalist who deploys technical devices for thieesaf exploitation; there is no worker who
gets exploited with these. The “they,” whose elakion is needed the most in this situation
is now replaced by an undifferentiated “we.” Theplacement also blurs the distinction
between the resentment toward technology with gtesg against technologies of
domination; it fails to see that nature gets dgstionot because man (as such) expands his
world but some men do so to make more and moratpff course there is a way to
expand man’s world without destroying nature, withdestroying “the spirit.” Yet, how
this world can be achieved is beyond Heideggertspeetive. In this way, the peace with
technology —which is only possible through a peaite man’s finitude, represents nothing

but submission to destiny. Thus Heidegger seesrgst murders, evil, exploitation, and all

forms of suffering merely as the results of theuffisiency of human being; this

! Martin HeideggerDiscourse on ThinkingTrans. John M. Anderson and E. Hans Freund (New
York: Harper & Row, 1966), 545A16 528.
2 For example, to his “do not knock:” Adorrdjnima Moralia: Reflections on a Damaged Lif9.
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insufficiency must be accepted. As Adorno obsethésithought leads to an unconditional

submission to authorityOn the other hand:

In a life that is no longer disfigured, that no d¢en prohibits, in a life that
would no longer cheat men out of their dues—in saclfe men would
probably no longer have to hope, in vain, that tiiesswould after all give
them what it had so far refused. For the same retsxy would not have to
fear so greatly that they would lose this life, matter how deeply this fear
has been ingrained in them.

M. Time for Heidegger: Temporality and Politics

It can be said that the discussion so far is meadhstoric fistoriscl) insight into
the sociology of Heidegger which still says nothasyto the content of his thought. This
remainder of his chapter will tackle this problemhat is the achievement of Heidegger's
idea of temporality that is often celebrated asfthiefledged culmination of the Kantian
revolution? What is the status of a basic categkeyhuman being, or ethics or politics that
is imagined through this idea of time? This discusill explore the consequences of
finitude in its relation to the “point of view obtality” and develop into the next chapter on

the consequence of Heideggerian understandingnef ti

To say that unlike any other being, human beings the ones who have a
consciousness that they must die, would be a siangiement to which even the strongest
critics of Heidegger would agree (of course neitHerdegger nor his critics would write

the sentence this way). But this basic statemémivalHeidegger to come to the conclusion

! , The Jargon of Authenticit3.
% |bid., 128.
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that this final moment permeates to every instériDasein. The careSprge about one’s
death is what makes care as such posdtilestarts its elaboration by arguing that Dasein
is ever open to possibilities. Through the exisédinanalysis, it shows that its relation to
the future is shaped in the mode of being-towarskimlities. This leads to the next step,
which sates the possibilities toward which Dassiopen come to presence in the present
of Dasein. All the future possibilities are herelarow! What about death? It is the center
of the existentiell analysis: This “possibility Amt:be-bypassed?”comes to presence
before any other in the constitution of Dasein determines its nature as being-toward-
death. The argument that the death completes thktyaf Dasein should not be thought in
the sense that a person’s achievements in higmieare crowned in death. That would
indeed be nonsendeRather death completes Dasein in every given morasnan
existentiell: in being-toward-death, Dasein exp®es his being in time. Death, in the
mode of passing away shapes not only the modafitasein’s own existence but his
modality of encountering other beings:

The now is a temporal phenomenon that belongsnte ts within-time-

ness: the now “in which” something comes into beipgsses away, or is
objectively present. “In the Moment” nothing canppan, but as an

! This is why Heidegger's “now” can be seen undsinailar light with Walter Benjamin’sjétzeit
See: Andrew E. Benjamin, "Time and Task: Benjamird dleidegger Showing the Present,” Walter
Benjamin's Philosophy: Destruction and Experiere@. Andrew E. Benjamin and Peter Osborne (London
New York: Routledge, 1993).

2 HeideggerBT, 244.

% DemskeBeing, Man, & Death23; EdwardsHeidegger on Death: A Critical Evaluatip0.
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authentic present it lets wecounter for the first timevhat can be “in a
time” as something at hand or objectively present.

Therefore even BT death which defined the experience of temporalitipasein
began to shape the fundamental character of Beirtgree and as finitudeThis position
can be contested at least on two points: Firsiygsed above the idea that death is equal to
passing away from presence to nothingness desailestorically contingent experience
of death. For instance (so-called) philosophicabiBa (especially stories of Chuang-Tzu)
perceives death as a moment in the transformafi@verything into everything, an event
totally internal to the flux of life. It is like # changes of seasons, movement of clouds. In
death, one transforms to something else, not is¢hse of reincarnation but in the sense of
becoming once again part of the organic naturehis perception, death is not seen as
vanishing to the past; but as another opening twle future. Moreover one can never
know how people, in a just society —living theirydao the full, will experience death.
Secondly, even if the experience of death as pgsaway could be established as a
transhistorical, transcultural ‘fact,” that woulde lno proof that Being's presence by

definition is finite. It doesn’t answer to the fimde or to the infinitude of “transindividual”

! Heidegger,BT, 311. »Das Jetzt ist ein zeitliches Phanomen, diasZeit als Innerzeitigkeit
zugehort: das Jetztin denx etwas entsteht, vergeht oder vorhandensish Augenblick kann nichts
vorkommen, sondern als eigentliche Gegen-wartdaétst begegnerwas als Zuhandenes oder Vorhandenes
>in einer Zeit sein kann.6Z,338.

2 Of course Heidegger is not the first one to comavith an understanding of Being on the basis of
time. Especially culminating in his principle in@zutor Aristotle, ancient ontology asked the figstestions
in this issue and one can make a long list of #igkvho followed their path. The great contributadBT
“consists precisely in having made of these tradél problems a single question, that of tempaoraiit
Being” (Dastur, 1998, pp. 9, 13; Heidegger, 1972).
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subjects thus completely ignores their relationtitee, to Being in its totality and to the

universals.

On the other hand, death does not immediately aro®the end of the futurality of
Dasein. To understand the full force of being-talvdeath, more attention should be paid
on being-toward(sein zy. That “human beings are not in time as are thivfgsature, but
are fundamentally temporal; they are timerhakes sense so long as human being is
understood in his being-towards the future. In #8ase, future gathers within itself the
ground of possibility of past and preséiitis in being-towards-future that “the meaning of
the being of that being we call Dasein proves teebgporality”® However, this elaboration
of man as a being-toward, despite the fact thabpins infinite amount of creative
possibilities for thought, starts to penetrate idémgerous ground. In Heidegger’'s thought

the ontological account given through temporal@giflichkei) begins to give immediate

answers to the questions on ways of being togéthethical life §ittlichkei)). This means

! Dastur,Heidegger and the Question of Tin3e

% Ibid., 4.

% Heidegger,BT, 15. »Als der Sinn des Seins des Seienden, daDasein nennen, wird die
Zeitlichkeitaufgewiesen.&Z7 17.
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the subordination of what should be the outcomeaditical struggles to the Truth; to

subsume politics to ontolody.

“The part of those who have no part,” Ranciere asgis the single riddle political
philosophy has tried to solve. It came into beingew the emergence afemos the
political subject which had nartue other than being free, disrupted of the ordernafient
Greek city. This originary constitution of a histal subject immediately compelled
philosophers to produce pretexts to keep demos &aaythe order of the city. Since then,
while politics proper consists in the acts throwgtich those who have no part claim their
part, the task of the philosophy has been to ptdtex order against the scandal of the
emancipatory politics. Thus there is no historyofitical philosophy except the history of
the different accounts denying the part to those tdive no part. In his magnificent study,
Ranciere identifies three tendencies in the histdpyolitical philosophy, three ways to deal
with the part of those who have no part: archipmdi(*substituting an equivalent role for

it"), parapolitics (“creating a simulacrum of it"and metapolitics (“performing an imitation

! Three remarks on this point are necessary: Firaye the word politics in this usage does not
signify administration but politics proper; in tBense of struggle for equality that is the samé feéedom.
Secondly, same problem is also present in hisvi@ls such as Nancy. Despite the fact that his ogyol
formed under the light of later Heidegger is sigmiftly different than the one criticized here, fdibows the
same logic where ontology precedes real life steggThirdly, this can be useful in understanding i
Heidegger's own political choices (in a cautiousywhe generalization, “substituting ontology faulitics
leads to fascism” is senseless.) Beistegui wrf{es) he never ceased to subordinate politics t@lagy. It is
the specific way in which the relation of precedeiné the philosophical over the political was ebthed
and reformulated, but never called into questibat made his support for Nazism possible and at amcl
simultaneously, irreducible to it.” Beistegililhe New Heideggefl64.
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of politics in negating it")- However he forgets to add the fourth, the oneithtite ground

of possibility of all other three forms: ontopaii Heidegger’'s version of ontopolitics is
the politics of death: the one that creates a fatpglity among men in their thrownness
(geworfenhejt and mortality (not every death is the same), dhe that substitutes the

metaphysical event for the political one.

In order to further develop this claim one can khatout the relation between ethics
and temporality as explained by Francoise Dastuthé light of the advent of the Christian
theology that changed Western civilization’s reatto time. Dastur states that “the second
coming to presence of Christ, signaling the entinoé” did not mean the expectation of an
event that will take place in the future but tcelivnn attunement to the “imminence” of this
event? As she further insists, Christianity turned thesfion of “good life” that belonged
to the Greek beginning to the question of temptyrain the “mode of readiness.” In other
words, the originary question of philosophy, “hoavltve?” which is in itself a political
guestion as “how to live together?” was transforrhgdChristianity into the question that
needs to be asked in a relation to temporalitig ¢n this schema that Heidegger brings his
contribution. The imminence in Heidegger is not itlhheninence of the second coming but
of death. Heidegger, the prophet of this new rehgis ready to teach how to live under the
light of ontological Truth of death. But there isftmdamental flaw of politics of death:

Marcuse diagnosed this when he saw that deatheasstence of human being “seems to

! Ranciére Disagreement: Politics and Philosoph35. For a further elaboration of the same thesis:
, The Philosopher and His Poor
2 Dastur,Heidegger and the Question of Tirde

228



defy any hypothesis of non-repressive civilizatibWhen he states that “in a repressive
civilization death is an instrument if repression)(of surrender and submissiohthe
death in question is the ontological death; thetipslof death in the form of finitude. It is
in this sense that the struggle for human libenaifoa struggle against time and against

death®
lll.a. Modernity’s time

It can be objected that for Heidegger, peace whtll does not signify a passive
submission but an active contemplation that rabjicalters our notion of subjectivity. It
can further be said that the ethos based on ttisaidy different subjectivity can be a step
toward the creation of what can be called non-ssive civilization! To open how
Heidegger offers an active peace with death, teei®f one’s relationship with the passing
time needs to be opened. This brings the questitimedransformation of past and passing
away of time under the light of modernity’s oriaita for future. According to Habermas,

Heidegger'sBT ontologizes such “radical historical thinking:”

The horizon open to the future, which is determibgdexpectations in the
present, guides our access to the past. Inasmuahkeaappropriate past
experiences with an orientation to the future, théhentic present is
preserved as the locus of continuing tradition ahohnovation at once; the

! MarcuseEros and Civilization134.

% |bid., 236.

® |bid., 191-93.

* Marcuse was aware of the relation between timepatitics: “The flux of time is society’s most
natural ally in maintaining law and order, confotynand the institutions that relegate freedom peepetual
utopia; the flux of time helps men to forget whatsywand what can be; it makes them oblivious tdotter
past and better future” (1966, p. 231) Hence timaebées the perpetuation of repressive civilization.
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one is not possible without the other and both mergo the objectivity
proper to a context of effective histary.

Hence, in order to understand Heidegger, it is ssary to have a glance over
modern understanding of temporality within whichidégger operates. As Koselleck
argues, modernity is marked with the sharp dividenveen the present moment and the
past’ The increasing rhythm of modern life broke the tiasity of time that caused the
experience of the present to distance itself froengast. Fading image of the past not only
made the establishment of a discipline of the stfdyistory a necessity; but also shattered
the smooth line which used to make it possiblertdeustand the present and the future on
the basis of the past. This development was noteee ross of historical unity; on the

positive side, it created an utterly new definitafrthe future:

Whereas in the Christian West the ‘new world’ haglamt the still-to-come
age of the world of the future (...) the secular @ptcof modernity
expresses the conviction that the future has ajrbadun’

Koselleck draws attention to the German word foderaity: New times (Neuzeit).
For him, the “new” does not only depict the noveltytoday, but also calls for a new

relation with the history:

Time is no longer simply the medium in which alktiories take place; it
gains a historical quality. Consequently history loager occurs in but
through time. Time becomes a dynamic historicatdadn its own right.

! HabermasThe Philosophical Discourse of Modernity: Twelvetuees 13.

2 Reinhart KoselleckFutures Past: On the Semantics of Historical TiB&udies in Contemporary
German Social Thought (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Pr&885), 254-58.

% Habermas;The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity: Twelvectuees 5. This should not be
thought in contrast to previous quote from DasWhile she refers strictly to the writings of Chidst
theologians, Habermas compares everyday expergdmedernity with previous ages.
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That also meant that for the first time human bgibggan to realize that they were
living in history which brought about two novel exgnces between which there is a
tension manipulated skillfully by Heidegger. Firstan awareness of the flow of time in
which the present designates the moment in whiaghotmow is transformed into
yesterday. The second is the revolutionary aspect of modertiie realization of living in

history is also the realization that human beirrgsnaaking their own history, thus:

Everything has begun to move, or has been set itlomoand with the

intention or under the pretense of fulfilling andnwpleting everything,

everything is placed in question, doubted and &agpres a general
transformation. The love of movement in itself, vaitit purpose and without
specific end, has emerged and developed out omtheement of the time.
In it, and in it alone, one seeks and sets real.lif Time is oriented toward
future and with increasing acceleratfon.

This sense of rapid transformation through time Mmadical effect in human
relations. First of all, the idea that an objeiiteflvise a relation, an idea) should be valuable
because of its being old started to vanish (thotigh antiquity and nostalgia business
became profitable). Secondly as such objects mediatelations between people
disappeared, the organic ties linking individuathe community began to be destroyed.
Far from being the fall of man, this means thatititkviduals finally started breaking the

bonds of traditional closed communities. This isvhaonservative complaints about the

! Koselleck, Futures Past246. He also says: “But there is something spetiaut the concept
Neuzeit. Why a specific period of time should bareltterized by the term neue Zeit or even Neugeaiins
linguistically unclear, even if one reads it innter of highlighting provided by the so-called end\&uzeit.”
And that “new times mean new history (Geschichtdid., 233, 35.

2 .

Ibid., 238.
% |bid., 251-52.
* Gross, "On Dealing with What Is Passing Away," 56.
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lack of rule and chaos of modernity began to emdrgsvever, these transformations did
not mean that there was no rule in modern life, siatply what Kantian notion of

autonomy meant: that the “modernity can no longerdw the criteria by which it takes its
orientation from the models supplied by anothercépdt has to create its normativity out

of itself.”*

l1l.b. Problem of Teleology

This new sense of temporality radically changing shape of social life manifests
itself in a well-known passage from Marx, in whitte “out of itself” of modernity finds its

meaning in its being-towards-future:

The social revolution of the nineteenth centurynmdrtake its poetry from
the past but only from the future. It cannot begith itself before it has
stripped away all superstition about the past. Towener revolutions
required recollections of past world history in @rdo smother their own
content. The revolution of the nineteenth centunsttet the dead bury their
dead in order to arrive at its own content. Thaeeghrase went beyond the
content -- here the content goes beyond the pfrase.

In other words, modernity does not need the imdge golden age to be repeated,
neither holy rules of any kind carved into stonesbé applied. It is rather the dreams,
personal or collective imaginations, and the beoward-future of concrete individuals
that becomes a material force. That power of im&tgn about future, belittled today as a

naive, yet totalitarian teleology of enlightenméetped to shape modern age from Jules

! HabermasThe Philosophical Discourse of Modernity: Twelvetuees 7.
2 Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonapafiéew York: International Publishers,
1964), 18.
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Verne to Franklin Delano Roosevelt; from Lenin tafith Luther King. Indeed today it is
still an active force, though in a diverted forrm @e other hand, it can be observed that
for most of the part what motivates people to aday is not the dream but the fear of
future. This manifests itself in both right wingdafeft wing forms as fear of: Islamic
fundamentalism, terror, immigration, loss of jobyeonmental catastrophe... etc. It is the
claim of this essay that Heidegger stands in acatiplace where the political power of

future is transformed from poetry and dream to &at nightmare.

The distinguishing mark of Heidegger in contrastéoservative philosophers who
feel a banal contempt for modernity is that he dussattack the modern understanding of
time from an outworn notion of temporality that herrowed from the experience of
decaying social classes. His understanding of teafipois radically modern; his criticisms
are not external attacks but an attempt of destnu¢tieconstruction) of modernity on its
own terms. First of all he does accept and cafugker modern notion of futurality: “The
self-project grounded in the ‘for the sake of itsel the future is an essential quality of
existentiality. Its primary meaning is the futtifeHe further adds that in the expectation of
future “one leaps away from the possible and gefsoain the real® Here Heidegger's
idea of death assumes a positive content; it isilaabt concept designed to deliver a

decisive blow to the vulgar materialism which fdilssee ideas, language, dreams, mental

! Heidegger,BT, 301. »Das in der Zukunft grindende Sichentwedah das>Umwillen seiner
selbst ist ein Wesenscharakter dexistenzialitat. Ihr primarer Sinn ist die Zukurfg&z 327.

2 bid., 242. »Auch im Erwarten liegt ein Abspringesm Méglichen und FuRfassen im Wirklichen,

dafiir das Erwartete erwartet isB< 262.
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dispositions, habits... etc. as material forces. Bigggr starts on what is known since
Epicurus: when | am death is not; when death i® Inat. In other words, my death cannot
become an actuality for me; thus it is the outmdsfinition of possibility; it is “the

possibility of the absolute impossibility of Da-sgt

As possibility, death gives Da-sein nothing to %&ualized’” and nothing
which it itself couldbe as something real. It is the possibility of the
impossibility of every mode of behavior toward... every way existing.

Whereas the value of any possibility can be saidaime from its actualization,

death is privileged because it cannot be actualitsthnds as a pure possibility:

If death is an experience, and | cannot experi¢éimeend of experience (for
to set a limit is to be in some sense already beéygrHegel teaches us),
then | cannot experience my own death. Thus eveenwhdie, my death
does not happen to me. | neveeetmy death®

Thompson is absolutely right in detecting thatdlperation of Heidegger is nothing
less than overturning the time-honored Aristotelidistinction that places actuality
(evoeréyern -entelekheiawirklichkeit) above possibility loglichkei). This definition, the
kernel of undifferentiated materialism becomes tjaeable when death as an unrealizable
possibility determines every instant of Dasein; witecompletes Dasein’s totality in every
moment in the mode of being-toward. This kind ahking opens revolutionary paths in

understanding our world: If the possibility thatvgg nothing can determine our every

! Ibid., 232. »Der tod is die méglichkeit der sciigtnnigen DaseinsunméglichkeisZ 250.

2 bid., 242. »Der Tod als Méglichkeit gibt dem Diseichts zu>Verwirklichendes und nichts,
was es als Wirkliches selbstinkdnnte. Er ist die Moglichkeit der Unméglichkeigjeechen Verhaltens zu ...,
jedes Existierens.8z 262.

% lain. Thompson, "Can | Die? Derida on HeideggeDemth "Philosophy Today3, no. 1 (1999):
33-34.
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instant; any possibility, however unattainable mighecome a material force in
transforming the historical world in the mode ofad@ess, in being-toward-the-
possibilities. A possibility does not need to beoten” that it will be materialized in the
future in order to become an active force in thespnt: so long as there are those who act
in attunement to it, the possibility becomes a péihis world without requiring a future
event of rupture. For example one does not needttges of development ending up in
Communism to give “communist hypothesis” a mateetéct, whether the Communist
society is an end that will be realized is immatiefor the communist idea to become a
material reality in the present. In this sense,olmgical death is not on the side of
demolition and destruction but it is on the siddifef However, Heidegger who opens this
path remains willfully ignorant about the possii®é of other orientations, other

attunements; his notion remains stuck with beingaral-death.

By ignoring the power of other possibilities Heideg himself undoes the positive
content of death. While he has developed the cdanak@pparatus to carry modernist
futurality to a new dimension Heidegger choosesrplode it. InBT, the meaning of the

future is defined in conjunction with the meanirfighe telos i.e. the end:

But the “end” itself belongs to what is outstandifitpe “end” of being-in-
the-world is death. This end, belonging to the pu#dity-of-being, that is,
to existence, limits and defines the possible itytaf Da-sein’

! HeideggerBT, 216. »Zu diesem Ausstand aber gehort-d&amle: selbst. DasEnde: des In-der-
Welt-seins ist der Tod. Dieses Ende, zum Seinkdndas heil3t zur Existenz gehorig, begrenzt undrbest
die je mogliche Ganzheit des DaseinSz<«234.
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In other words, when thielos of living is achieved, Dasein reaches its wholenes
but at this very same moment he is no longer thémer Dasein, for that being which is
distinguished by its being open to possibilitiesere is only one possibility that is
inescapable: Death. In this way, death constitthesmodel for the futility of all human
endeavors in building future projects. When Heidggglaces the obvious fact that all
human beings die as the central moving force of thisking, this has disastrous
consequences for the being-towards-future: “Webmsaid to have a future for as long as

we are not aware that we have no future. The rejmesf death reflects the will of life’.”

The word end has a peculiar character: when ortalkshg about the end of a
project, what is spoken about can be the aim towdrigh the project is directed, or the
termination of that project, hence its non-exiseentt is this second character that
Heidegger wants to impose on the first. On theroliaad, this double meaning of end is
not a new discovery at all. The enlightenment tarskhad to go through rather special
difficulties in facing this problem. For examplé,ame point while his text leads Kant to the

guestion of whether any teleology is at all susthie, he abruptly diverts the topic to the

! bid., 221.5Z 237.
2 Hans Georg GadameFhe Enigma of Health: The Art of Healing in a Stifem Age (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1996), 65.
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evolution of animal organs to attain their end&@nt’s panic in the face of such a question
is not without a reason. He knew first of all tkiaé truth he pursued was not of ahistorical
character. In “What is Enlightenment?” he is pettfeaware of the fact that different ages

are capable of producing different relations wité truth:

Our age cannot enter into an alliance on oath tahgunext age in a position
where it would be impossible for it to extend arairect its knowledge,
particularly on such important matters, or to makg progress whatsoever
in enlightenment.

On the other hand, the statement that our knowlésigebject to change in ways
unknowable to us may blur our vision with regamotr goals. Kant should have sensed
the risk of apathy in this when he wrote that “thean be no will without an end in view.”
In other words, end as nonexistence may paralydeasrnthe motive for action. Besides,
Heidegger never considers whether the finite wilhoman beings may lead to something
that transcends the finiteness that gives birtih #ba will can transcend its conditions, can
this will still be called finite? An example of thican be the emblematic book of the

“naive” idea of progress of enlightenmeBtquisse d'un tableau historique des progrés de

! In “Idea for a Universal History with a Cosmopalit Purpose,” he writes: “All the natural
capacities of a creature are destined sooner @r atbe developed completely and in conformityhvitieir
end. This can be verified in all animals by extém@rad internal anatomical examination. An organchhis
not meant for use or an arrangement which doedulfiitits purpose is a contradiction in the telegical
theory of nature. For if we abandon this basicqpie, we are faced not with a law governed naburtewith
an aimless, random process, and the dismal reighasfce replaces the guiding principle of reas@89(, p.
42).

2 Kant, "An Answer to the Question:'What Is Enlighteent?'," 57. Of course, the standard reading
of Kant suggests that Kant “could never gain arigimsinto the problem of temporality.” HeideggdT,
21.This reading suggests that Kants’s thought dwelln eternal present which is the conditionaxfgibility
for his universals.

% Kant, "On the Common Saying: ‘This May Be Trudfreory, but It Does Not Apply in Practice',"
65.
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I'esprit humain which was written when its author was expectirggdeath in the hands of
the terror to which French revolution had evolvedBut his imminent death (in the end he
killed himself rather than being executed) hadprevented Condorcet, first from thinking
of a better future for humanity; second to writesketch for a future book about the
progress toward that future. Condorcet, while wgtihe sketch for a book that he knew
will never be written understood what remained wvkn to Heidegger: the necessity of

death does not refute the necessity of a strugglené future.

Il.c. Will and Time

The question of philosophy here remains unchaniged:to live. In Heidegger it is
asked: how to live under the ontological truth imittide. Heidegger often questions the
ethical action in a way that is inseparable froma discussion of temporality. In these
sections, whenever Heidegger refers to time he tladl fourth book of Aristotle’s physics
explicitly or implicitly. In this book Aristotle ds whether time is one of those which exists
or not. He concludes that only “now” of the preserment is present; future is “not yet,”
and the past is “no longer” present. In this un@deding of time, nows come from the

future presence themselves in the present andapassto the past:

Although it is not explicitly stated that the noare objectively present like
things, still they are “seen” ontologically in therizon of the idea of
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objective presence. The nowass awayand the past ones constitute the
past. The nows arrive and future ones define theuté’

In his remark on “passing away” Heidegger adds @sttwiows constituting the

temporality are very similar to the fate of indival human being:

When a man dies and is removed from what is heoey beings here and

there, we say that his time has come. Time andeifmporal mean what is

perishable, what passes away in the course of tirrer.time itself passes

away. But by passing away constantly, time remains ag.tifio remain

means: not to disappear, thus to presence. Thesisialetermined by a kind

of Being?

Here Heidegger disagnoses the contradiction of phgtcs. This contradiction is
not something that incapacitates it, but ratheth&scentral tension it is what gives its
energy and dynamism. Each being presences: it ntbah®ach being becomes present.
This, in turn suggests that each being is bourghts away. On the other hand for western
metaphysics “to presence means to 13gttis tension between passing away and lasting is

what results in “the revulsion against time” trenhothing but the essence of technology. In

What is Called ThinkingHeidegger takes the task of clearing this tendionhis

! HeideggerBT, 387. »Obzwar nicht ausdriicklich gesagt wird, B¢zt seien vorhanden wie die
Dinge, so werden sie ontologisch doch im Horizoet tdee von Vorhandenheiigesehea Die Jetzt
vergehenund die vergangenen machen die Vergangenheitiasletztkommen anund die ankinftigen
umgrenzen dieZukunfi. « SZ 423. The French and the German languages desiginatfuture as that
which is “to come:” as avenir and Zukunft. Here dajger is playing with the coming of future andgiag
of past. Following the path opened by HeideggeryiDa makes a crucial distinction between the feeable
future, “le futur” and the future that is still tmme, “avenir as a venir” which is analogous to¢hming of
someone who is not expected at all.

2 , On Time and Being3. Italics added. »Wir sagen, wenn ein Mensatbtstind aus dem
Hiesigen, hier und dort Seienden weg genommen wethat das Zeitliche gesegnet. Das Zeitliche huza
Vergéangliche, solches, was im Verlauf der Zeit etitg Unsere Sprache sagt noch genauer: solchesnivas
der Zeit vergeht. Denn die Zeit selber vergeht. rAlbdem die Zeit standig vergeht, bleibt sie alst.Ze
Bleiben heif3t: nicht-verschwinden, also anwesemiBwird die Zeit durch ein Sein bestimmtzA14 3.

% |bid., 12. »Wesen heilRt Wahre6A14,12.

239



elaboration of Nietzsche’s statement: “Fbat man be delivered from revendkat is the
bridge to the highest hope for me, and a rainbder &ng storms® For Heidegger, what
Nietzsche calls revenge is nothing but will's resiah against time. His discussion starts by
showing that (quoting Schelling) “willing is primaking;® here willing is not a capacity
of human soul but as a designation of being of gseithe will to be. Willing in this sense
wants to be present, but it wants an everlastimgent. To achieve that, it sticks to the
present moment, which is there by the virtue ospasaway and hence it passes away with

the moment.

Then the “it was” becomes the sorrow and despaialbfvilling which,
being what it is, always will forward, and is alvgafpiled by the bygones
that lie fixed firmly in the past.

Marcuse had developed a similar thought when heewf@Vill is still a prisoner
because it has no power over timeri Marcuse, the will indeed designated everlasting

enjoyment. Yet its victory against time and aganhsath was the task of the struggle for

! , What Is Called Thinkingd5. >Denn dass der Mensch erldst werde von der Radagist
mir die Brucke zur hochsten Hoffnung und ein Reggy@m nach langen DnwetterrtxA8 90

This discussion of the “ethics,” “will,” and “revge” found in these lectures are not only
philosophical discussions. These are Heideggeffscteons about dealing with the Nazi past; abdt hew
Germany; and the world that is built after tié\Rorld war. The letters between Arendt and Heideggeeal
that these rather abstract discussions are forged their talks about these concrete historical ems
Hannah Arendt and Martin Heideggegtters, 1925-197%d. Ursula Ludz, trans. Andrew Shields (Orlando:
Harcourt, 2004), 74-90.

2 Heidegger,What Is Called Thinking90. »Es gibt in der letzten und héchsten Insigaz kein
anderes Seyn als Wollewollen ist Urseink GA8, 95.

® This discussion can be compared to the discussfofovercoming the unfit” ,Basic

ConceptsTrans Gary E. Aylesworth (Bloomington: Indianailkrsity Press, 1993), 81-10GA51, 94-118.
, What Is Called Thinking92. »So wird dases wag zur Trubsal und zum Zahneknirschen
jeden Wollens, das als ein solches, immer vorwaittaund gerade dies nicht kann gegenuber dem, al&s
vergangen fest-und zuriickliegtGA8, 96.

® MarcuseEros and Civilization120.
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freedom, a task for the political struggles oftimse. It is precisely Marcuse’s thoughts that
Heidegger finds dangerous: one cannot ask foremathappiness because it means to ask
for asking the “now” to last eternally. This is pigely what leads to the revulsion against
time, and “revenge marks the manner in which mafaseelates himself to what it is.”
For Heidegger, it can be said that it is the vedryggle to be free that makes us unfree;
technology is not just the alienation but the figlgiainst alienation. The will should not
strive for emancipation; it should admit that itnoat will eternally, hence accept its
passing away, it should admit its finitude. “Thdlwecomes free from what is revolting in
the ‘it was’ when it wills the constant recurrerafeevery ‘it was’.” In this way the past,
present and future can be saved from this lin€aaitgl the “now” can be thought in a new

fashion.

Heidegger’'s understanding of time is set to mowertieaning of the present from
presence in the sense of lasting to the presemweef{seh in the sense of unfolding. What
matters is not what persists but what unconcesddfifor an evanescent moment. This is
the meaning of truth for Heidegger: unconcealmeiit8eio. asa-Anbeia. While Lethe
(An6n) means concealment or state of being hidden, @eksmythology it is also the name

of the river that separates the realm of the deaa the realm of the living. It is the river

! HeideggerWhat Is Called Thinkingd7. » die Rache pragt die Art und Weise, wie lisherige
Mensch sich uberhaupt zum Seienden verh@ag 101.

2 |bid., 104. »Der Wille wird frei vom Widrigen de€s wak, wenn er die standige Wiederkehr von
allem>Es wak will.« GA8, 106.

% “but origin always comes to meet us from the fetu——, "A Dialogue on Language," i®n
the Way to Languaggan Francisco: Harper & Row, 1982), 10. »Herkaiir bleibt stets Zukunft@&A12
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of forgetting and eternal oblivion. Those who driineam its waters forget everything and
those who cross it toward the kingdom of Hades walkard eternal oblivion. In Greek
mythology there is a very short list of heroes wkemnt to this kingdom for the souls of the
dead and came back. Probably, from Heideggeriasppetive the most important of them
is the poet Orpheus who went there to bring hisves Eurydice and returned as a mad
man. The details of the story of Orpheus are ngtomant here; what matters is that it
depicts the word of the poet, the poet who lostnhisd after a traumatic experience as the
standard of truth. What is beyond oblivion, whatamceals itself belongs to the poetic
truth. In other words, science or rational debaiié wvever fail to grasp this truth. Maybe
Heidegger also remembers about what Plato saidt d@gineus inSymposiumthe Gods
punished him because he was a coward who did nat wadie in order to be with
Eurydice, because he wanted to go beyond deathrastal man: So around the figure of
Orpheus one may encounter two contradicting aspeckseidegger’s thought: first is an
admiration for a poetic notion of truth that redeeime past; that aims to bring back what is
left to oblivion; that enables the present as uneatment. But Heidegger would also
dismiss the act of Orpheus for his rebellion agagteath. Orpheus breaches the core of
Heidegger’s ethics: to accept our death, to maleegavith it. Heidegger claims that the
understanding of presence as unfolding requires tm&meel down before his finitude, to

not to rebel against it. But this is where he isadintely wrong: The unfolding of present, to

! Plato, Six Great Dialoguestrans. Benjamin Jowett, Dover Thrift Edition (Mivia, N.Y.: Dover
Publications, 2007), 147.
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realize the hidden possibilities within it is thask of the historical action. Neither
Heidegger nor anybody else can teach it the righgéth to take. It is only within the
concrete political struggle that “freedom implieconciliation, redemption of the past,”

not in willing the past wills, regardless of whaese wills willed?
IV.  Finitude and the Totality: Status of the UniversalTruth

The problem of the ethics of finitude requires Hiert discussion: it will be resumed
with Badiou’s concept that can be called the “ethi¢ infinite.” At this point we will
proceed with the consequences of Heidegger's natiofinitude in its relation to the

universalism and to totality. In the words of Zizek

Heidegger’s greatest single achievement is theefalboration ofinitude as
a positive constituent of being-human —in this whag, accomplished the
Kantian philosophical revolution, making it cletat finitude is the key to
the transcendental dimensidn.

In this way, finitude is instituted as the “the gnal of emergence of the universe of
meaning” in the horizon of which, “even infinitercemerge™ Finitude, on the one hand
brings the problem of transcendence under the G§tie limits of human knowledgeand

on the other it is established as a dimensionuwhtwhich should now be understood as

! MarcuseEros and Civilization117.

2 «“Remembrance is no real weapon unless translatedistorical action. Then struggle against time
becomes a decisive moment in the struggle agaomsirdgation. Ibid., 233.

% Zizek, The Parallax View273.

* Ibid., 273-74.

® DemskeBeing, Man, & Death76.
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concealment-unconcealment-concealnfelitremains concealed until an encounter takes

place and it opens itself.

It is already argued that Heidegger’s notion oitfide is derived from a particular
definition of death, which in its turn relies oretbntologization of a determinate cultural

experience:

Although nature, in the form of death, juts intociety and culture as
something not yet integrated, nevertheless thereqme of death, the side
which it turns towards us, the living, is undoullyedetermined in part by
society. Dying, if not death, is certainly a sogiaenomenon.

In other words, the experience of death changessaaultures, historical periods
and even among individualsDeath, removed from its facticity is first establed as the
overarching human experience; now it founds Heideéggiotion of totality in the form of
finitude* This criticism of Heidegger can be rather seearagher step in the path opened
by him in rejection of the claims of universality.one says that he simply creates another
false universal, one risks missing the ingenuity H#idegger's attempt: he not only
universalizes a contingent human experience batuhiversalization enables him to deny
the validity of all other universals. Heideggerns finitude not as a barrier to be

encountered in the future, but as an ever-presarit dn the possibilities of the human

! StambaughThe Finitude of Beingl-2.

2 Adorno,Metaphysics: Concept and Problem$1.

% Edwards also explains the false logic of “everypisddying” argument. To illustrate his point: At
this moment | am dying in the mode of being-towdedth but there are different forms of being-toward
death. It would be foolish to say that | am in #aene position for instance with the people whodsiag in
Iraq as a result of today's share of suicide bomgbiwhich became a part of their everyday life. Bdisa
Heidegger on Death: A Critical Evaluatip83-24.

4 Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticity20.
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being. When he establishes this finitude as Thevéisal of his thought, all others lose
their legitimacy: Grounded on a finite human exgece, they fall short of the infinite they
aspire to. This is the ghost that haunts post-mmsterejection of universality, that such
rejection is itself based on false universalityfioftude. It is based on the rejection that
eternity may unfold itself here and now through dlegons and within the grasp of ordinary

individuals?

IV.a. Universals and Finitude

It was Kant who had established the modern undwistg of universals. For
Heidegger, the question of universals had beenilgessnly because Dasein, hence the
finitude of Dasein had not become an issue to lzesded for Karft.He would further
argue that Kantian universals had been possiblg tmbugh a poor understanding of

temporality marked by turning away from an “uncostpnded finitude toward a

! Cassirer, quoting Goethe argues that if one wangsep in the infinite, the only thing to do isgo
in all the possible directions within the finiteeideggerKant and the Problem of Metaphysié®1.

2 This is a highly questionable assertion: “Let w@sige here to note that epistemology has been
conscious of the fact that the totality of the wloorder is not representable at least since Imniadaet.
This insight, however, did not prevent Kant, andeagations of other philosophers from the Enlightentto
modernism, from producing bodies of knowledge tieated their object in its universality, as isd®rnit
throughout, from Kant's own examination of the ®emndental preconditions of pure reason in its
universality, all the way up to Heidegger's andt&és accounts of Being.” Kiarina A. Kordela, "Four
Fundamental Myths of Postmodern Thought (or, thigp&e of the Gaze),Cultural Critique no. 75 (2010):

3. Kordela, while being right about Heidegger'siaf universality fails to notice that what shéticizes is
grounded upon the Heideggerian universalism.
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comforting infinitude.* The same goes with the truth; he states thatstnisild now be
seen under the light of the temporal limits of DaseHere, Heidegger’s notion of finitude
does not provide any positive content as to theireadf truth that is produced as a

dimension of finitude; he limits himself to undemaithe universalist claims to truth.

Ernst Cassirer had underlined the problem with Elggeer’s criticism in the Davos

debate:

For me, that was always really Kant's main probldidow is freedom
possible? (...) The Categorical Imperative must @ristuch a condition that
the law set up is not valid by chance just for honkeings, but for all
rational entities Vernunftwesenin general. (...) The ethical as such leads
beyond the world of appearanc&¥d]t der Erscheinungérf...) That holds
for the ethical and in the ethical a point is resatiwhich is no longer
relative to the finitude of the knowing creature.

He thus formulates his question to Heidegger:

How does such a finite creaturen@liches Weségnn general come to have
knowledge Erkenntniy, to have reason Vernunf), to have truth
(Wahrhei}? (...) How does this finite creature come to a wheteation
(Bestimmunpof objects Gegenstandgrwhich as such are not bound to the
finitude?

! Heidegger,The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphys&88-09. » Sie ist moglich und notwendig
geworden durch Kant, weil bei Kant selbst das Riwbtdes menschlichen Daseins, die Endlichkeit, nicht
eigentliches Problem und d. h. nicht zentrales IRrolder Philosophie wurde, weil Kant selbst — wiie 2.
Auflage der »Kritik der reinen Vernunft« zeigt —eden Weg beglnstigte, von einer unbegriffenen
Endlichkeit sich wegzuschlagen zu und sich zu kigarhin einer Unendlichkeit&$A29-3Q 306
, BT, 208.52,227.

3 , Kant and the Problem of Metaphysid®4-95.GA3 276-278. The debate is considered to
be one of the greatest encounters of tHe @htury philosophy and is accepted as a triumpHfdegger.
For many in the audience, including Levinas it nearkthe decisive point in the Heideggerian revohuiio
philosophy. For a recent study of the Davos digmria Peter Eli GordonContinental Divide: Heidegger,
Cassirer, DavogCambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2010)
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Hence the problem is clear: the discussion of daht is never a discussion of
temporality per se. It is neither a discussion eoning one among many other qualities of
human beings: it is a discussion that is much nfienelamental for political philosophy
than whether the man is essentially good or evilwbether the war is the inescapable
reality of human existence. The question of fingulrings together the questions of
whether human beings (or any rational entity) aee:fwhether they have any capacity for
choice: whether they can access to the universiéth:twhether they are accountable:
whether justice is possible: whether there is a Wwayond interest politics and whether
there is any need to strive for a just society.t@other hand, Heidegger carefully avoids
addressing Cassirer’'s questions, he replies thérerandirectly when he argues that “truth
is relative to Dasein” and that “truth can onlydsetruth, and as truth it only has a sense in
general if Dasein exists.’On the other hand he insists elsewhere that éégivism does

not mean that the truth depends on the arbitrasiogthe subject.

Heidegger makes a crucial intervention here, eafigavhen he argues that “the

fact that there are ‘eternal truths’ will not beegdately proven until it is successfully

! HeideggerKant and the Problem of Metaphysid97-98. »Wahrheit kann tiberhaupt als Wahrheit
nur sein und hat als Wahrheit Glberhaupt nur eirien, 8venn Dasein existiert. « GA3: 281
, BT, 208. In his lecture, “the concept of time” he laips that all he wanted was to provide
a philosophical counterpart to what Einstein didohysics with his relativity theory: “Space is nioidp in
itself; (...) Time too is nothing” »Der Raum ist aiets nichts (...) Auch die Zeit ist nichts.« ———Fhe
Concept of Time3, 3E. It should be underlined here that hisata@e of the categories of absolute time and
absolute space consists of replacing them withcltegories of relative time and relative space tdtally
omits the possibility for relational space and tielzal time. This omission is not a philosophiaatapacity
but rather the result of his politics as seen i dhenial of the relational possibilities of the yth&or an
evaluation of absolute, relative and relational arsthndings of time and space: David Harvey, "Spaca
Key Word," in David Harvey: A Critical Readered. Noel Castree and Derek Gregory (Malden, MA ;
Oxford: Blackwell Pub., 2006).
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demonstrated that Da-sein has been and will balf@ternity.™ If this is meant to say that
the truth is not relative to Dasein as subjectivityt it is relative to the existence of an
entity named Dasein, it simply repeats what is kmaw every school child: that the
universal truth is not accessible to the stonethécanimals and plants (this does not mean
that they do not exist in accordance with certautht that is accessible to us through the
knowledge of physics, biology, chemistry... etc.) buthuman beings. Everybody would
accept that consciousness is not eternal, and begdre the birth of Dasein (read:
consciousness) truth was accessible to no one Aed Wwwill be extinct it will no more be
accessible to anyone. This does not mean thatl#imegs and stars would quit their orbits
and dwell in complete randomness after the destrucif earth (or any place inhabited by
a self-conscious entity); it rather means that evat happens to stars and planets, there
will be no one to know. Does this refute that hunb@mngs can relate themselves to the
universal? It seems that the only answer that Hgjelecan provide to Cassirer’s challenge
is that the only rational entity that can know tireversal should be an undying entity, an
entity infinite in itself. There is something oddrk, Heidegger’s logic runs:

1. As a human, unlike other living beings | am awdrat tone day | am going to

2. g\f’a modern subject, | relate to my death as a Bxyperience

3. Being-toward-death means that this limit is not etiimg to be expected from

the future but forms the totality of the human Ilgeimthe present as finitude;

4. Totality of human comes with a limithus s/he cannot access to the universal.
Universal belongs only to an entity that can actiessnfinite.

! HeideggerBT, 208.
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Linking these four points means that if the humamg wants to understand the
universal s/he has to discover a way to become ntaind he shortcoming of Heidegger is
here: he does not inquire into the conditions afobeing immortal. Of course, at least
given the state of current science and technoldgy ilea of biological / physical
immortality seems to be unattainable; yet as ménitude belongs to neither of these
realms, this unattainability means nothing asdanfinitude. It was Lukacs who had shown
that by contributing to the creation of a colleetsubject —i.e. as a class, human beings are
capable of accessing the knowledge of the wholeh \Badiou, the inquiry will consider
another idea for the possibility of this worldly nmortality. But the consequence of
Heidegger needs to be underlined here: When oreptctis categories, and his line of
thinking there can be no place for a “point of viefatotality,” no place for different claims
of universality; thus his frame works to undo theegorical grounds for the politics of
equality and justice; these terms are beyond thehref finite individuals. The only path
left to them is war of survival based on intereditics. Whether he is willing to admit it or
not, his idea of finitude leads to one conclusiath;mortals are bound to the irrational

pursuit of their particular interests.

! Moreover, his rejection of universals can be usded as a way to understand his relation with
National Socialism: “(...) rejection of universal @apts by no means entails a commitment to Nazissh. Y
with this radical philosophical maneuver, Heidegtgt himself vulnerable to political movements gko
major selling point—in opposition to the presumeecreépitude of Western liberalism—was an unbashed
celebration of volkish particularism. Heidegger diske same normative criticisms he had broughtear b
against Western rationalism as arguments agaiestabrresponding political forms; cosmopolitanisights
of man, constitutionalism.” Richard Wolikleidegger's Children: Hannah Arendt, Karl Léwithait Jonas,
and Herbert MarcuséPrinceton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 20Q015-76.
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IV.b. Language and Finitude: a Note on Dialogue

But neither Lukacs, nor Badiou, nor anybody elseezer convince Heidegger. For
him, even if the point of view of totality, the g@ective of the immortal was possible, it

would be absolutely incommunicable:

In other words, language is something that beldodbe essence of man in
his finitude. To imagine a god expressing himselfspeech is utterly
meaningless.

Hence, what distinguishes the being of human framd @nd from other forms of
being is its finitude and it determines human bisitigrownness to the language. When the
language speaks, it speaks within the finitude glaae birth to it. In this way, the language
is not only a mark of distinction between man attters, but becomes one among men as
well. To say the last thing first: Heidegger ishtign rejecting any immediate connection
between the individual as such and the infiniteidelgger is also right in challenging the
view that language is the manifestation of theoral essence of man and that every

language can be subsumed to the Language —to tha&lamguage, whose claims of

! HeideggerThe Fundamental Concepts of Metaphys&38. »daR die Sprache etwas ist, was zum
Wesen der Endlichkeit des Menschen gehdort. Einett €oh sprechend zu denken, ist der absolute
Widersinn.«GA2930, 346

Or “The word fails, not as an occasional event wirich an accomplishable speech or expression
does not take place, where only the assertion la@depetition of something already said and saydbés
not get accomplished - but originarily [i.e. itlxguage as a whole that fails, not just the laci specific
word]. The word does not even come to word, evengh it is precisely when the word escapes onettieat
word begins to take its first leap. The word’s g@&cg one is enowning as the hint and onset of gé-ir—
—, Contributions to Philosophy (from Enowningjrans. Parvis Emad and Kenneth Maly (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1999), 26. »Es versdhléggnem das Wort; dies nicht als gelegentliches
Vorkommnis, wobei eine vollziehbare Rede und Aussagterbleibt, wo nur das Aus-und Wiedersagen des
schon Gesagten und Sagbaren nicht vollzogen wamtjesn urspriinglich. Das Wort kommt noch gar nicht
zum Wort, ob es gerade durch das Verschlagen aufed#en Sprung kommt. Das Verschlagende ist das
Ereignis als Wink und Anfall des Seyn§&465 36.
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universality cannot hide its Eurocentricism. Howg\ee stops merely in undermining the
truth claim of this Language. The understandingjrofude as an ever-present limit cannot
accept that one can access the Whole but keepeétsloating fragments intact as partial

totalities.

One can develop this point by depicting the Languaijacked by Heidegger: The
Language of commonplace universalism can be repiedes the widest possible set of a
metalanguage which has its subsets of particulaguages. In this conception, the
metalanguage of rationality produces the universalscommon elements to all of its
subsets. However, as cultural criticism proved mgaid again, the universals of this
metalanguage are nothing but historically contingesncepts that emerged out of the
historical experience of Europe, and their impaotatto the rest of the world bears the
mark of exploitation, death and suffering causedcapitalism and imperialism. Hence it
should be acknowledged that Heidegger’'s concephibfide opened the path whereby this

undifferentiated universalism became vulnerablégnéosubsequent criticism.

On the other hand, the entire path that is opereitido deployment of finitude as a
conceptual apparatus suffers from what Heideggel: die destroyed the set of
metalanguage but left subsets intact. All thaefs after him are sets of languages, these
languages are closed totalities that are stuck thigir culturally determined finitude; they

are disconnected completely from each other. Theipus understanding was that of a set
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imposing its rule to its subsets, with Heideggeréhare sets that do not intersect or interact

with each other, unless they clash violently.

This can be illustrated with his famous dialogudchtbears the title: “A dialogue
on languagebetween a Japanese and an InquiteFirst thing to note about this dialogue
is the italicized part of its title. The dialoguehbetween an inquirer and “a Japanese;” little
matters who that Japanese is, his social clasedhication, his profession, his ideology, his
tastes, nothing matters. By the virtue of beingadage, he becomes an ideal type of his
culture: the title of the dialogue assumes thatldq@anese culture is a monolithic whole, an
unmediated totality which can be represented by Japanese. In other words Japan is a
closed totality whose essence is manifested inyevapanese individual. On the other
hand, the European in this dialogue has a proparefiaand an adjective: inquirér.
Moreover the Japanese of the dialogue plays thereasise man ad nauseam that after a
while his attitudes become ridiculous. Since thesgjon here is not about Heidegger in his

relation to culture 1 am not going further on halespite his admiration for the culture of

1

, "A Dialogue on Language," 1. ltalics added.driginal: »Aus einem Gesprach von der
Sprache. Zwischen einem Japaner und einem Fragenden

2 A note that does not belong to the original téates that the “Japanese” is Professor Tezukaeof th
Imperial University, Tokyo. On Heidegger's Japanesmnection: Hans Ulrich Gumbrecht, "Martin
Heidegger and His Japanese Interlocutors: Abouingit Lof Western MetaphysicsDiacritics 30, no. 4
(2000).

% In this way cultural Other, definitely fits to thiescription that “these others are definiteothers.
On the contrary, any other can represent them.détgjer,BT, 118. »Diese Anderen sind dabei nicht
bestimmteAndere. Im Gegenteil, jeder Andere kann sie veetr&tSZ 126.

Whereas the westerner of this dialogue is markethéwistinction that his culture endows him with
(with proper name and adjective) the easternerdissociable from the mass he is part of.
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Far-East, he becomes the worst orientalist. Mongomant than that, is the relation he

establishes between the two language worlds:

Some time ago | called language, clumsily enoulgl,house of Being. If
man by virtue of his language dwells within theirdaand call of Being,
then we Europeans presumably dwell in an entiréffierént house than
Eastasian man. (...)

And so, a dialogue from house to house remaingynigapossible®

Here, it is possible to see the linguistic resiiimte essence of human being. The
idea that human is finite does not mean that @ndowed with a finite Human Language
that has many forms. Rather there are many langustgek to their different finitudes and
they are totally incapable of communicating witicleather? Following Heidegger, it is
possible to have an insight in the various formécafture talk” that is widespread today:
we can fight, tolerate, destroy, respect, hateadire other cultures but can never try to
relate with them in communication: politically. Magyit is a correct criticism that followers
of Kant took the language of law as their metaghouniversality; then Heidegger and his
followers have one single metaphor that is drawmfthe finitude of man: war. But stuck

between law and war one misses that there is anathyeof relating oneself to what exists;

1

, "A Dialogue on Language," 5. »Vor einiger Zeiannte ich, unbeholfen genug, die
Sprache das Haus des Seins. Wenn der Mensch deireh Sprache im Ansprueh des Seins wohnt, dann
wohnen wir Européer vermutlich in einem ganz andeétaus als der ostasiatische Mensch.« and »Sat bleib
denn ein Gespréach von Haus zu Haus beinahe unraégBA12 85.

2«Because | now sestill more clearly the danger that the language of calodue might constantly
destroy the possibility of saying that of which e speaking.” Ibid., 15. »Weil ich jetzt noch diehier die
Gefahr sehe, dal3 die Sprache unseres Gespractussédrt die Moglichkeit zerstort, das zu sagers wia
besprechen.6A12 98.

It is curious to note that Heidegger and his imteutor do share a strong understanding that they ca
never understand each other.

¥ Mahmood MamdaniGood Muslim, Bad Muslim: America, the Cold War, @he Roots of Terror
(New York: Pantheon Books, 2004), 17-62.
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this way is called politics and it is not reducilite either law or to war. Thinking the
language from the perspective of politics opensaliernative to both to the idea of

immediate communicability and to the desert of marrstanding.

It remains that thought must be spoken, manifeiste@dborks, communicated

to other thinking beings. This must be done by veylanguages with

arbitrary significations. One mustn't see in thim abstacle to

communication. Only the lazy are afraid of the idéarbitrariness and see
in it reason’s tomb. On the contrary. It is becalls®e is no code given by
divinity, no language of languages, that humanlliggnce employs all its

art to making itself understood and to understagauhat the neighboring
intelligence is signifyind.

Besides, the arbitrariness of language was not ardhef until Heidegger. For

instance Kant, imreams of a visionarwrote the following:

Formerly, | viewed human common sense only fromdtaadpoint of my

own; now | put myself into the position of a foreigeason outside of
myself, and observe my judgments, together witlr thi®st secret causes,
from the point of view of others. It is true, th@ngparison of both

observations results in pronounced parallaxes,itbist the only means of
preventing the optical delusién.

This passage gives us a great deal on how to uaddrghe infinite in a renewed
Kantian sense: indeed there are worlds that aferdift from each other, these are finite
worlds (and they need not be cultural worlds ejtla@y human being’s world is different
than any other) as well. All of these worlds ageialy suspect to “optical delusion” and

none of them can be trusted when they talk aboaituthiversal. But while facing “the

! RanciéreThe Ignorant Schoolmastes?.

2 Kant, Dreams of a Spirit-Seer lllustrated by Dreams oftapdysics 85-86. For an excellent
discussion of Kant's text, see: Kojin Karatafiranscritique: On Kant and MarxTrans. Sabu Kohso
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2003).
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reality that is exposed through difference (pardffaone starts to put a step toward the
infinite.? Kantian universal does not refer to such concépis are open to an individual
named Kant, Heidegger or any other but to the it&fithat unfolds in the pronounced

parallax.

Although the framework for the emergence of a newversalism will be discussed
with respect to Badiou, such an attempt requirespyeliminary step in this direction. This
step requires a close reading of Badiou’s teadbaujs Althusser, as a consequence of

Heidegger.

It is important to note that for this study, thestbrical mechanisms of the
translation of Heidegger to French contexts andwhgs in which philosophers explicitly
linked themselves to Heidegger are irrelevant. Whils impossible to deny the merits of
painstakingly difficult studies observing the Heaider effect on different individual
philosophers as well as on different philosophitahds, this study will not follow this
path. The inspiration on how to understand theuarite of Heidegger comes from what

Heidegger himself said about Nietzsche: whetherisrier or against him, everyone who

1

, Transcritique: On Kant and Map3.

2 Cassirer's words should be thought again underlitint: “We must search again for the common
center, precisely in the disagreement. And | sa&/dwe not need to search. For we have this centgrvamt
is more, this is so because there is a commongctgehuman world in which the differences between
individuals have in no way been superseded, but thi¢ stipulation that the bridge here from indiatito
individual has been knocked down. This occurs reguha for me in the primal phenomenon of language.
Each of us speaks his own language, and it is nkdbie that the language of one of us is carriest awo
the language of the other. And, yet we understandelves through the medium of the language. Hence
there is something likéhe language. And hence there is something like a umhich is higher than the
infinitude of the various ways of speaking.... Andsitfor this reason that | start from the Objedyivof the
symbolic form.” HeideggeKant and the Problem of Metaphysi@85.GAS3 292
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thinks today must do so under his light and shatidMe can say the same thing about
Heidegger today: there is something of him thatliige in each of us. It opens new paths of
thinking, dreaming, acting, poetizing, paintingiorshort, “dwelling” for our world; yet it
also closes some other paths. In a way, to stutlinker means to study that which is, that
which was and foremost that which may come alivéiaf in each of us. In this sense
whether Althusser’s thought is inspired by Heideggéhether he was completely against
him or even whether he had ever heard of Heideiggeot important. There is something
of Heidegger that found its most powerful explamaiin the thoughof Althusser This, in
turn has led to the de-Hegelianization of Marxfstught in the 28 century (has it ever
been Hegelian, except a few notable cases?); piéreediay for Foucault and others that

dominated the thought and the practice of radioétips after the 1980’s.

! , "On the Question of Being," 32GA 9 424.

2 Empirically speaking the greatest influence shohbtd considered as Spinoza. But it can be
questioned whether Althusser could “discover” Spmoor be able to see what he found him without the
Heidegger effect.
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Chapter Five: Althusser and the Fragmentation of Teality

The basic point of this section is clear: Althusdetlowed through the
consequences of Heidegger's thought and his otigaisempt in the field of
Marxist/Revolutionary thought established the “egsive totality” as the authoritative
version of Lukacsian understanding and then destrdly Yet this first claim rather seems
to be baseless: Althusser hardly mentions Lukaddeidegger. So how this claim is to be
understood? First, what is at stake in this pomiaaced is not the explicit usage of
Heideggerian categories to consciously underminéctsi claims. It is rather a Heidegger
effect that seems to be strongly felt in the postrance that triggered a further Althusser
effect that prohibited any recourse to Hegel's gatees. Here it should be acknowledged
that both Heidegger and Althusser effects are ‘@etermined” and irreducible to their
respective sources. The goal of the interpretatiotine works of these two thinkers is not
aimed to find their objective truth that absolutdigtermines their effect but to find their

tendentialdeterminations that led to their effect.

As to the empirical relation between Althusser #émel other thinkers: He barely
mentioned Heidegger until his withdrawal from tlotivee scene of politics. The few words
occasionally said about him do not indicate a clgainion, they are sometimes lightly
positive sometimes lightly negative. It is very emstandable though that while he was in

active politics, producing his texts strategicaly interventions to ongoing discussions in
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the radical left, it would rather be a tactical take to openly declare that he relied heavily
on someone whose Nazi past was known. In a waydddger is lurking in the corner in
many of these texts but can never come to the.flhiat he wrote after a long psychiatric
treatment reveals the extent of his debt to Heideg@he passages not only praise
Heidegger as The #0century thinker for a history without origins, Witut a Subject,
without a Goal; but also they show an incredibleomand and appreciation of Heidegger's
concepts. Seeing the level of immersion to the core of Hgig's thought manifest in
these passages one is easily tempted to say tthaisaer was deliberately concealing his
debt to Heidegger. Yet in the letters dating frohis tperiod, while expressing his
admiration for Heidegger, Althusser also says thatonly started recently to digest
Heidegger's thinking. The Heidegger he encounters late in his life i& et familiar;
what he “discovers” in Heidegger —subjectless, llges, originless history; the givenness
or “there isness” of any present— are rather theddmental elements of Althusser’s
thought. In a way, these pages reveal Althussar=unter with Heidegger who was
known to him only through Heidegger-effect. Thatassay that Heidegger was a strong
presence that was being felt in French philosopéfpre the Second World War; this
presence reached a climax during the post-war Erdmmough various interpretations of his

oeuvre as well as discussions around it.

! Louis AlthusserPhilosophy of the Encounter: Later Writings, 1978-8d. Francois Matheron and
Olivier Czorpet, trans. G.M. Goshgarian (London; Néerk: Verso, 2006), 170-71.
Ibid., 229.
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If the small number of direct references to Heidggp surprising, the lack of
almost any reference to Lukacs must be shockinthusser who launched a relentless
attack against Hegelian Marxism hardly mentiondagling figure. Even these references
are indirect: “young Lukacs” is cited a few timeghwa number of other people who are
making similar mistakes with him. But in other osicans, Lukacs is often excluded from
the list when Althusser names the leading figufe®08 century Marxism. Moreover, there
is no one single time that Althusser explicitly adidectly comments on Lukacs’ claims.
This is probably an explicit choice of Althussegtyabout his reasons one can only
speculate: maybe dealing with a nuanced versidtegklian Marxism was a distraction for
his project to get rid of Hegel's ghost once anddity maybe he didn’t think Lukacs was
that important; maybe he didn't want to put furtipgessure on an intellectual who was
barely allowed to survive behind the iron curtairetc. Regardless of his intentions, his

writings led to the abandonment of anything Hegpelluding Lukacs’ version.

The same holds true for Lukacs as well: did he réklkdusser? Did Althusser’s
work have any effect on Lukacs’ return to the themEHCC and his “last auto-criticism?”
Did he influance Lukéacs’ distinction between theomg and genuine Hegel? Does Lukacs’
substitution of alienation by “objectification” asfeature that will exist in any society bear
the mark of Althusser's critique of consciousnessfliese questions cannot be
authoritatively answered. Yet despite the lack xplieit references and the commonly

accepted hostility between these two leading figuse 20" century Marxism, there are
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further similarities pertaining to fundamental caiges of their thought:when one gets
beyond the explicit disagreements one can see fo@di@al similarities between Lukacs’
notion of society as “complex of complexes” andhiiéser’s structured whole; that both
advocate a similar idea of history as a processowita privileged subject and a final goal,
they are both against a totality that is guidedabgingle principle; they are critical of
mechanical determinisms of all sorts... etc. As Ww#l shown in the remainder of this
section on Althusser, their differences appear @onfarginal. For instance when both
advocate a history that does not have a goal, lsuR@intains that the history as a process
is only possible by the goal-positing consciousnédshusser has no place for any goal.
Yet this minor difference becomes unbridgeable @msblute when it comes to the concrete

political projects.

The basic argument of this chapter is that whilghddser is on similar terms with
Lukécs on the society as an unbounded whole, hebledtes this notion as a binary
opposite of a totality dominated by a single cenfexr shown in the previous chapters, for
Lukacs the opposition between these totalitiesiadedtical and allows for a transition
between its moments through the formation of aata. Althusser’s denial of the relation
between [totality] and totality principally guidelsim to search for a revolutionary
movement that will come out of a decentered notbra whole. This understanding is

indeed relevant for a world where the leadershipmiietariat became suspicious; the

! Jay mentions that Lukackeninis generally approved by Althusserians. Howewaran be argued
that the similarities is not limited to this ess8ge: JayMarxism and Totality413.
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problems with working class organizations becomdent; the problems with the so-called
communist state (an oxymoron) are evident; the mmargs of woman, of youth, of gays
and lesbians emerge; former colonies fight forrtieilependence... etc. Relying on the
wealth of this world, Althusser forms a philosoptiyat provides a strong criticism of
[totality] replacing it with a structured whole. this way, structure and totality that were
regarded as synonymous in 1950s become the expositgs within a decadeOn the
other hand Althusser is left with a major probleboat understanding the grounds of
possibility for egalitarian and emancipatory moveisein a structured totality which has
no place for subjects, for goals, for beginningscde with this insoluble problem, he ends
up with the idea of determination “in the last argte,” which never comes; and with the
idea of fusion of different contradictions, whoseahanism is not properly discussed. The
ultimate difference of this new Marxist politicaughhas everything to do with the legacy of

Hegel: everything to do on how to define totafity.

! Ibid., 385.

2 Althusser’s conception of totality is widely dissed. Other than Perry AndersoWsyuments
within English Marxismand E.P. Thompson’s well-known attack there areimber of general studies on
Althusser: For an overview of his concept of tataliMichael Gordy, "Reading Althusser: Time and the
Social Whole,"History and Theory22, no. 1 (1983). For the place of totality in thigle array of themes
addressed by Althusser: Michael Sprinker, "The kegmof Althusser,'Yale French Studiesio. 88 (1995).
For a brief account of the conjuncture, accomplishtrand the consequences of Althusser’s thouglonJas
Read, "The Althusser Effect: Philosophy, HistorynydaTemporality,” Borderlands 4, no. 2 (2005),
http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol4no2_2005/reaceafhtm. For a critical account of Althusser: Raber
Paul ReschAlthusser and the Renewal of Marxist Social The@srkeley: University of California Press,
1992). For a study evaluating the political backgd the importance, relevance and the evolution of
Althusser’s work Gregory Elliott, "Althusser the ar of Theory." (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2006).
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I.  Pre-Hegelian Totality: Montesquieu & Rousseau

In order to grasp peculiarity of the place of HeigeAlthusser’'s system it is worth
starting with a detour of his interpretation of thersions of totality developed before
Hegel. This will enable one to grasp what for Akker is the specific contribution of
Hegel, or if there is any. This discussion cantstéh one of his earlier publications aimed
to bring an analysis of the foundational momerpadaftical science: a moment marked by a
rupture from the existing abstract universalisnpalitical philosophy. In a quick overview,
Althusser argues that the earliest definition ofality and universalism belongs to
Bossuet’s “universal” history in the form of the itie says everything.” This attempt is
furthered by Hobbes and Spinoza who tried to gthsp‘essence” of society in order to
establish an “ideal and abstract model” of it. Agaithis background comes the ingenuity
of Montesquieu. He provides the foundation of thétigal science because he doesn't care
about the society in general; he wants to analgomcrete societies in history” with the
aim to discover “laws,” not the “essences.” Thue tholitical science begins with the
rejection of the assertion that “a single principn unite the prodigious and daunting
diversity of manners and moralSHere in a two-page formulation Althusser providémat
would become a crucial aspect of his politics. Tdtality as understood by philosophy is

spiritual, abstract, aimed at essences; this stemsglsarp contradiction to science which is

! Louis Althusser,Politics and History: Montesquieu, Roussseau, Hemed Marx trans. Ben
Brewster (London: NLB, 1972), 19-20.
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aimed at the concrete and to the laws; to the wgetit, not to the essence behind the

appearance.

On the other hand, Montesquieu is also committetality; he is even willing to
create categories of totality whose internal ppfecan be summarized in one word. Yet in
principle Althusser does not have a problem witthstotalization: these depictions belong
to the realm of concrete which allow Montesquietiexpress politically the whole real life
of the citizens.” This totality has nothing to do with the discussiof the ideal state
reflecting an abstract idea. It is rather positedaascientifichypothesisntended taexplain
the facts’® With Montesquieu totality is no longer an abstr4cfinite space,” it is now

replaced with a structured space that

possesses concrete centres to which are relatéodla focal horizon of facts
and institutions: the States. And at the core e$éhtotalities, which are like
living individuals, there is an inner reason, anen unity, a fundamental
primordial centre: the unity of nature and prineigHegel, who gave the
category of the totality enormous scope well knésvdwn teacher when he
expressed his gratitude for this discovery to Msatgeu's genius.

This suggests that Montesquieu betrays his owrciptinwhen he views the state as
a “real totality and that all the particulars &f iggislation, of its institutions and its customs
are merely the effect and expression of its inneityd*® Based on this principle

Montesquieu treats republic, monarchy and despotisntotalities, which becomes the

! bid., 46. Italics removed.
2 bid., 47.

3 Ibid., 47-48.

4 |bid., 47. Italics removed.
® Ibid., 61.
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fundamental error oEpirit of Lawswhich seeks to findgure model$. The institution of
the concept of totality which is “only valid forehpurity” leads Montesquieu to “relapse
into the theory of essences” while dealing with ttistory which has no purity.After
citing this criticism, Althusser nonetheless exteris admiration for th&pirit of Laws
especially when he underlines the fact totality@iyndisappears from the Montesquieu’s
list of the principles he discovered: in the erttie“unity of a profound law has turned into
a plurality of causes>In other words, Montesquieu does not develop glsinotality
modeled after the unity of the individual. He i tfirst to realize that any state founded
upon a contradictory unity will perish. In a way ingagines a constantly evolving history
whose movement is based upon the conflict betwleemlbstract universalism of the model
of the state and its concrete facts. So Montesqaeen before Marx, develops an idea of
history without an end, a history that is constargthanging with contradiction as its

motor? strangely formulated as thpégnant totality of the Staté.

Almost a decade later Althusser returns to the thefthe relation between the
totality and the state as the unity of Law. Thiwdi his interlocutor is Rousseau, and
Althusser is far less generous to the foundertotality defined as a result of the process of

total alienation:

! bid., 48.
2 |bid., 54.
3 Ibid., 49-50.
4 bid., 51.
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What is a law? The act proper to a Sovereign. Vi@t essence? To be
general: both in its form and in its content, ageaision of the general will,
relating to a general object. (...)

1. The generality of the law is the generality wfform: ‘whenthe whole
people decree®r the whole people'. The whole people = theremeople
assembled togethedecreeindor itself as a 'body’, abstracting from the
particular wills. The will of this body is the gewmaé will. Hence we can
write: generality of the law = general will.

2. The generality of the law is the generality tsfobject: 'when the whole

people decree®r the whole people The object of the law is the ‘whole
people’, as a 'body' and considering only ‘itsebstracting from all

particularity (action, individual). We can writeegerality of the object of

the law = general interest.

The unity of the law can then be writteyeneral will = general interest.

This couple can only be explained by its oppog#aticular will =
particular interest*

This long quote contains several ideas that haes tenter as the relation between the

totality and the state. Basically totality is thegitimization of coercive state: according to

AlthusserSocial Contraciposits state not just as “everything” but as altiyt The Law of

the sovereign is legitimized as the expressiomefgeneral will; it is a totality achieved as

an abstraction/alienation from the particulars;isita whole that subordinates all the

particulars. The general is both the culminatiod #me negation of each particular. The

particular will, particular interest is always wignon the other hand the “totality of the

sum of particular wills”express‘a general will that never went wrong; it was ocsed

! bid., 147-48.
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indivisible, one and coercive (‘we shall compel himbe free’).* In a way, with these
lines Althusser depicts Rousseau as the foundall oépressive ideologies of 2@entury.
This notion of totality is that of an abstract usnisal, supposedly good for everyone, known

by the Sovereign and imposed upon the sodiety.
II.  Totality: ideology

One common element in both Montesquieu’s falselitptand Rousseau is the
analogy between the social whole and the unitynoindividual: “ Rousseau's social body
does indeed have all the categories of Hobbesis€rThe community has all the attributes
of a natural individual, but transposed into therteent’ of union: it is not a question here of
a real individual (some man or some assembly wisithe Prince) but of a moral totality,
of the moral person constituted by the alienatibalbthe individuals.? Thus it would be

no mistake to suggest that the developments ifietee of psychology that challenged the

1

, Philosophy of the Encounte8?2. Ironically Althusser’s discussion of the etdtis take on
the state from the standpoint of the revolutionamgpvements becomes much more nuanced after his
withdrawal from active politics caused by the dréimavents in his personal life. His later writingisrough a
magnificent discussion depict the State as a machine who transforms the motion of the violencehef
class struggle into juridico-political power. Heedonot clearly say that the State is an evil aredrmast think
of a politics at a distance from the state but comear it. In a strange way his discussion endsiaporia:
before the revolution it is easy to say that athfs of subordination and domination as well assitivi of
labor within the state apparatuses must be overaer the revolution problem begins: if state pois not
taken, the result is the violent suppression ofrwlution as seen in the Paris Commune. If iaken: it is
not enough to replace state personnel, not enaugkdesign it... the machine is built for a spedgficpose
and it does not matter who is using it. Ibid., @bl Espeacially p. 114-18. For an overview of the
development of Althusser’s thought in relation b tproblem of the state linking his positions terent
issues and thinkers: Miguel Vatter, "MachiavellieafMarx: The Self-Overcoming of Marxism in the &at
Althusser,"Theory and Everit, no. 4 (2004).

2 The concept of general will is particularly impamt for Badiou: for him, general will does not
depict the law of the totality expressed in thetyinf the State but the principle of its undoindnisTidea will
be further developed in the next chapter.

3 Althusser Politics and History 137.
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unity of the individual were among the factors dimapAlthusser’s critique of totality. The
most important challenge brought to human beinglity was closely followed by
Althusser: Jacques Lacan’s conception of mirrogestdacan’s seminal study begins with
the observation of babies —of an age they are rastenthan monkeys— when they see their
own reflection in a mirror. For Lacan, this encamivith one’s own image precedes a

“dialectical encounter with the other:”

Indeed, this act, far from exhausting itself, ashia case of the monkey, in
eventually acquired control over the uselessnesheofmage, immediately
gives rise in a child to a series of gestures irctvhe playfully experiences
the relationship between the movements made image and the reflected
environment, and between this virtual complex dvereality it duplicates—
namely the child’s own body, and the persons amuh ¢hings around hirh.

In other words, a monkey realizes that the imagesedess and controls it, whereas
something else happens in the human baby: The weldtifies himself/herself with the

image; and through the identification the form seens into the “ideal-I.”

For the total form of the body, by which the subjemticipates the

maturation of his power in a mirage, is given tmtunly as a gestalt, that is,
in an exteriority in which, to be sure, this forsr more constitutive than
constituted, but in which, above all, it appearditm as the contour of his
stature that freezes it and in a symmetry thatresgeit, in opposition to the
turbulent movements with which the subject feelsihinates it.

In other words, the baby realizes her/his unityaashole only after encountering

her/his image in the mirror. The image encountésesh the one hand an appearance, one

! Jacques Lacan, "The Mirror Stage as Formativenefl tFunction as Revealed in Psychoanalytic
Experience," irEcrits: The First Complete Edition in EngligNew York: W.W. Norton & Co., 2006), 75.
2 .
Ibid., 76.
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is tempted to say is not “real;” yet it has redéefs in the constitution of one’s idea of “I.”
The “I” seen in the mirror is total, but it is amage: a construction that leads to the
formation of subjectivity. Still the mirror imageists in the world of the “ideal-1,” it is an
abstraction that is self-imposed. Does this meanttte unity is only a fiction, a necessarily
wrong whole caused by later abstractions and fissebthing but fragment$?acan does
not say anything about it: he only gives evideriwd the perception of a self in fragments

manifests itself in dreams.

The lesson for Althusser is clear: social wholerasleled after the unity of the self
should be understood in an analogous way. Yet wawkthat this unity is a late-
development in human consciousness that requiresnaaunter. There are few curious
guestions that are not asked here by Althusseanlgnage necessarily a distortion of a
real? Is the reflection less than the object réfid® The fact that the consciousness of the
“I” is lately achieved: does this mean that itesd valuable than the first one? The mirror

stage’s false totality of the self stands in direattrast to Lukacs who proposed reflection

Y1t is also argued that Althusser’s idea of deaemtevhole is a reflection of his own fissured and
fragmented self. This claim risks reducing Altherss thought to the murmuring of a mad philosopdued is
going too fast in linking the psychological and gtélosophical. See: Ned Jackson, "Review: Thet Blesath
of Louis Althusser or Totality's Revengdillstory and Theory85, no. 1 (1996). In a more nuanced study,
Smith asks the consequence of Althusser’s theoryvefdetermination for the psyche of human beirfy: “
Althusser's theory of overdetermination is corréatan only be so because the self has been dé&sahto a
set of social relationships in which there is Bdr no room left for such traditionally human ditrtes as free
action, purposiveness, and responsibility.” Seev&t B. Smith, "Althusser and the Overdeterminell"Se
The Review of Politic46, no. 4 (1984): 518.
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(The word he usedWiderspiegelungalls for the reflection in the mirroRer Spiegélas a

basic category of human action and creativity istlaetics, science and everyday fife.

An essential element of Althusser’s conceptiondeiogy is nonetheless found in
the mirror stage: a distorted representation whigh real effects. This gives the clue about

the role that totality plays in Althusser’s congeptof ideology:

Ideologicalrepresentationsoncern nature and society, the very world in
which men live; they concern the life of men, thegtations to nature, to
society, to the social order, to other men and heirtown activities,
including economic and political practice. Yet thesepresentations are
nottrue knowledgesf the world they represent. They may contain
someelementof knowledge, but they are always integrated irdod
subject to, a total system of such representatiansystem that is, in
principle, orientated and distorted, a system dateih by dalse
conceptiorof the world or of the domain of objects undersideratior?

Totality thus becomes the center of a system s&fatpresentations; it is composed
of false representations, to which it gives meaniBgsed on this notion of ideology
Althusser does not just attack Hegel, but the emqtiilosophy: a philosopher is in the end a
“specialist” of totality? Philosophers who belittle experts, engineersnsisies etc. for their
command on a partial knowledge, are themselvesrexjpeone unique domain among the
others: totality. They claim that their knowledgketotality enables them to discover the

Truth yet what they are for is to maintain the appaces: The illusion is the whole.

! Lukécs,Die Eigenart Des Asthetischen

2 Louis Althusser, "Theory, Theoretical Practice aftieoretical Formation: Ideology and
Ideological Struggle," irPhilosophy and the Spontaneous Philosophy of thenfssts & Other Essay=d.
Gregory Elliott (London; New York: Verso, 1990),.26

3 , "Philosophy and the Spontaneous PhilosophthefScientists," ifPhilosophy and the
Spontaneous Philosophy of the Scientists & Othea¥sed. Gregory Elliott (London; New York: Verso,
1990), 80.
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Philosophy’s account of totality produces the iadaone Truth, and this Truth has an
essence that is reducible to speech. Outsideddwdgical realm of philosophy guided by
Truth and totality lies the practice. Practice proegs truths that are not reducible neither to
the logos nor to the sight. Philosophy implicitigdws this fact and tries to incorporate its
outside and thus deforms the heterogeneous rehbtydoes not fit to its conception of
Truth! “This disarticulation, rearticulation, deformatioappropriation, reformation and
reordering of the plurality of truths is made irder to unify them into a totality. The
construction of a total system is not just a mafelogic but also of aestheticé.ln other

words, Philosophy plays the same trick with theemegny?

In order to cause the appearance of the Truth sheg to impose in the
interior of social practices or ideas, and in ofemaintain the whole in one
single block, philosophy finds itself obliged tovemt what | would call
philosophical objects, without a real, empiricdkerent - for example, Truth,
Oneness, Totality, theogito the transcendental subject, and many other
categories of the same kind that do not exist detphilosophy.

Against philosophy’s claim to the whole Althusseings the science: the distorted
reflections of ideology and the totality that mak#em meaningful can only be
encountered with the knowledge: the knowledge attixes. For Althusser, this is the key
of Marxism that “insists that philosophy has antéewr' - or, better expressed, that

philosophy exists only through and for this 'exdgri This exterior (which philosophy

! , "The Transformation of Philosophy," 248-50.
% |bid., 251-52.

% Ibid., 259.

* Ibid., 253.
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wishes to imagine it submits to Truth) is practitiee social practices.”Science, by

producing knowledge of these practices can coutiter effect of ideology and the
philosophy whose concept of totality provides theaming for the effects of ideology.
Although Althusser mainly deals with what he coes&dto be the legacy of Hegel in

Marxism, his overall task is to turn the tide ohldueds of years of philosophical practice.
Il.a. Of Man and Fish

His attack on philosophy and his redefinition of task of science allows a world-
historic role for Althusser’s thought but at whaicp? Does his notion of ideology depict
man comparable to a fish that is not aware it isisea or a fishbowl? According to
Althusser, the representations, the elements abladg are only intelligible within a
structure: their meaning is derived from tHesystematicitytheirmode of arrangement and
combination” The agents within the given structure practi¢eirt ideology without
realizing what it is. Thus the invisible ideologgdomes more than “a beautiful lie:” it puts
exploited classes in their place while helpingdbents of the dominant class “to recognize
themselves® This is what Althusser calls interpolation: idepjocalls individuals “hey
you” and thus renders them into a “subject” in do@ble sense of the word. Moreover this
“hey you” does not merely refer to an event thatuos in time, the “always-already” of the

interpolation means that just like the cave-dwsllef Plato, individuals are born into the

Y bid., 248.

2 , "Theory, Theoretical Practice and Theoreti€armation: ldeology and Ideological
Struggle,” 28-29.
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illusion of ideology. Just like the cave dwelletsey are not aware that they are the

prisoners of ideology.

On the other hand, Althusser does not follow syrietato’s formula: he admits that
the workers know in their experience that theyexgloited. What they do not know is the
mechanism of the exploitation. They also lack aosdckind of knowledge: this lack
becomes evident when their experience of exploiaiads them to the political struggle;
when they face the political reality in the econorsiruggle. In the midst of the political
struggle workers are helpless because their evergdiperience does not grant them with
the knowledge of political realiy. Here Althusser designs the role of science and
consequently of the party intellectuals; their tasknot help the workers to think for
themselves but to instruct them about the concrgpecific, detailed mechanisms of
exploitation and political struggfeBut how to acquire the science when the workeesit

a world of total representations? To achieve thisupture in the form of a qualitative

! Althusser’s concept of ideology is designed tdaep “false consciousness.” Althusser's critique
starts with the rejection of accepting the consainmss as the “expression” of the whole but goehdur
After Althusser, there can be no correspondencevdsst ideas and reality; true consciousness becomes
impossible. This point is adopted from Terry Eapfetideology: An Introduction(London; New York:
Verso, 1991). For an account of how ideology regdafalse consciousness and how the latter carbstidl
useful concept: Jason Myers, "The Truth About F@leasciousnessContemporary Political Theorg, no.

2 (2002).

2 Althusser, "Theory, Theoretical Practice and Tk#oal Formation: Ideology and Ideological
Struggle,” 35. One may say that this explains wianynworkers blame “the immigrant,” “the Jew,” “Chih
... etc. as the source of their problems. This ie alpoint of contrast with Lukacs whose workerswkribat
they are exploited but cannot conceive a world héyibe totality of the existing order.

% This is why Althusser’s idea of militant educatisaunds more like a project of indoctrination:
“By theoretical formationwe understand the process of education, studyamnkl by which a militant is put
in possession not only of the conclusions the two sciences of Marxist theory (historiosterialism and
dialectical materialismyot only of their theoretical principlesnot only of some detailed analyses and
demonstrations - but dffie totalityof the theory, of all its content, all its analysend demonstrations, all its
principles and all its conclusions, in their indiksble scientific bond.” Ibid., 39.
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transformation is required: the proletarian ideglagust transform itself to scient&his is

why when Althusser defines class struggle as thiy uof economic, political and
ideological struggles; he insists that last onehis decisive oné.What determines the
outcome is not the economic as the Marxist “ortbyiowould suggest but the
transformation of workers’ ideology into scienc&his is why Althusser must first fight
within the revolutionary philosophy; he must traorefi Marxism into a science that will
deliver to the workers the knowledge that they lathis is the context of Althusser’s
interventions that start with his very influentiakssay “Contradiction and

Overdetermination.”
Il. Hegel against Overdetermined Totality

For Althusser, Hegel is the name of the culminatdrideological / hegemonic
project called philosophy; it is an internal linfidr the revolutionary politics. The attack
against Hegel and precisely against his notiorot#iity is the central piece to achieve the
science of Marxism. This attack starts with a sengliestion: what does Marx mean when
he is talking about turning the Hegelian dialeciight side up? How can one “discover the
rational kernel within the mystical shell;” is tlkalectic “rational kernel;” and Hegel’s

speculative philosophy the “mystical shell?” In Wlsser’s interpretation “shelling of the

! The problem here is that one can never know whettig is a real transformation or a carefully
crafted ideology masking itself as science? As belldiscussed later, for Althusser a world fre@eblogy is
impossible; so when he says transform ideologyciense, maybe is talking about science as ideology.
Besides, he clearly states that the proletariat malver be incapable of producing this sciences tthe
science has to be brought from the outside. Thetoureconcerns the action of the outside that ihudser
himself: does he bring knowledge or his ideoloiy@., 31.

? |bid., 34-37.
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kernel and the inversion of the dialectic are oné the same thing.” Althusser notes that
this means that Marx’s dialectic is radically opgtgo Hegel's. Although this definition
does not solve any problem at all, it points todirection of a dualism which will provide
the correct Marxian dialectic. Below, Althussertgaments will be summarized, yet before
beginning it is important to note to the way in ahidualism is constructed: it is between
mechanical determinism and overdetermination. Aligve takes on dialectic —including
that of Lukacs, have no place in the dualism e¥enely are equally opposed to economic
determinism. However, it would be wrong to criteialthusser for building a “straw man”
to defeat all Marxisms except his own. Althusseovdved to quote Kant’'s definition of
philosophy as a battlefield knows that he will secure an easy victory with a single
article: at this point he is only winning an eaggtfbattle in a longer war while forging

conceptual weapons for the future conflicts.

Althusser starts his depiction of the wrong invemsof Hegel by stating that for
Hegel the society is split into two: the materiatiahe spiritual. The Spirit manifests itself
in the epoch’s self consciousness, in the politeatiety and ultimately in the state.
Material life, that is the economy and civil sogiappear independent but only to serve the
Spirit and its cunningThe Marxists who wanted to turn this dialectic siag on its head
thought that they could do it by simply reversimg torder, by creating Hegel’'s “mirror

image.” However, in doing so they became captiveblégel’'s perspective. On the other

1

, "Contradiction and Overdetermination,"kor Marx (London ; New York: Verso, 1990),
89-90. Italics and quotation marks removed
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hand, in Marx’s dialectic Both terms and relation changed in nature and sen$eThe
novelty of Marx cannot be grasped as a simple meidieh of the terms: The Marxists who
claim that “thestructure(the economic base: the forces of production aedré¢tations of
production)” determines “theuperstructure(the State and all the legal, political and

ideological forms)” are in fact following Hegel nitarx:

We have seen that one could nevertheless attemptiotaina Hegelian
relation (the relation Hegel imposed between civil societyl ahe State)
between these two groups of categoribe:relation between an essence and
its phenomenasublimated in the concept of theith of.. . .

In other words, it is not Hegelian application daldctics that is wrong. The
dialectic is entirely contaminated by the Hegelideology: ‘the mystical shel(...) refers
directly to the dialectic itself*” Economic determinism, which for Lukacs was a clear
example of anti-dialectical thinking, thus becomis archetype. But Althusser’s
achievement is not just that, the terms of hisatsin allow him to launch an attack against
anything Hegel. Hegel is no longer a philosopheo Wwhad mistakes as well as truths in his
work: Hegel is a totality whose central principdewrong, all of his categories and concepts
expressthis central wrong. Anybody who comes near Hegéll ve contaminated by his

ideology.

When it comes to establishing a new category tacepHegelian totality, Althusser

starts by the rejecting the very idea of a whotd th guided by a central contradiction. The

! Ibid., 108-09.
2 |bid., 111.
% Ibid., 91-92.
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center of Hegel’'s thought expressed by its everyiquaar aspect is wrong in defining an
“expressive totality.” How to move beyond the shadof Hegel? Althusser finds the
answer in Leninist theme of the “weakest link” whiprovides a new definition to the
problem of “contradiction.” Through a very similanalysis provided by Luké&cs in his
Lenin, Althusser comes to the same conclusion: the tiagecevolutionary situation in

Russia of 1917 is not attributable to any singlat@adiction, but to a multiplicity of

contradictions. These multiple contradictions fusé one another that lead to an
“exceptional situation;” yet this fusion of multglcontradictions is not reducible to the

manifestation of a single general contradictidrhus:

the 'contradiction’ is inseparable from the totalture of the social body in
which it is found, inseparable from its formadnditionsof existence, and
even from theinstancesit governs; it is radicallyaffected by them
determining, but also determined in one and theesamovement, and
determined by the variougvels and instancesof the social formation it
animates; it might be callexerdetermined in its principfe

Althusser’'s statement can be objected by sayingt tha fusion by
overdetermination works only in exceptional sitoafi. Althusser has a very simple
answer: we always live in exceptional situationscdption to the rule is the norm because

the time of the abstract normal rule never cof@ke purity itself is the real exception,

! Ibid., 94-99. This is why the “weakest link” isetttdecisive link” , "On the Materialist
Dialectic." It is important to note that Althussaentions nowhere that the decisive link was thotglireate
a chain reaction that would lead to a world reviolut

2 , "Contradiction and Overdetermination," 101.
® |bid., 104.
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thus any “simple contradiction slways overdeterminet In principle, economy is not
completely dismissed as the center of the detettioimg it still determines but “in the last
instance.? On the other hand, in the world of overdeterminedtradictions what matters
is the ‘accumulation of effective determinatiofderiving from the superstructures and
from special national and international circumsem©n the determination in the last
instance by the econoniicThere is no simple, pure determination of thereguic: “the
lonely hour of the 'last instance' never contelthis picture, economy occupies a “site,”
within the “structure of the whole;” a “region” ailated with others in such a way that the
“degree ofpresence(or effectivity) of the other regions in the ecoriomegion itself.”?
Thus the economy is to be defined as a relativelgraomous “structured region occupying
its peculiar place in the global structure of tleeial whole.” It functions as “a regional
structureand as such determines its elements.” The struofuttee social totality is merely
felt through its effects:“whereas it is only present there, as a struciurés determinate

absence. It is only present in the totality, in tibial movement of its effects.®.”

Althusser defines Hegelian totality as the bingppasite of this: its determinations
are never “outside” the others. The parts of Hagelwhole are designed to “constitute an

original, organic totality;” they lack their automy. They all reflect a singular internal

" Ibid., 106.

% |bid., 112.

® |bid., 113.

4 , "The Object of Capital,” irReading Capital ed. Louis Althusser and Etienne Balibar
(London: NLB, 1970), 179.

® |bid., 180.

® |bid., 181.
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principle: “the truth” of determinations. For exalmp‘Rome: its mighty history, its

institutions, its crises and ventures, are nothing the temporal manifestation of the
internal principle of theabstract legal personality® To rephrase: Hegel appropriating a
wrong version of Montesqui€uestablishes a totality that is abstract, that feats itself

in the forms of legal, juridical and state orderdatihat is organized as a coherent
personality. The banal versions of Marxism thatiteea hierarchy of contradictions; that
establish a hierarchy within the internal aspeétsach contradiction; and that resort to a
law of “uneven development of contradiction” areretg applying the Hegelian schema to
Marxism? For Althusser this dialectic is still sitting onettop of its head and so long as its

terms and relations are not radically altered it mever return on its feet.
lll.a. Totality Without Mediations

It would be wrong to suggest that Althusser hasagsvbeen entirely hostile to
Hegel, he had passages praising his work as weboth his moments of generosity and
attack against Hegel, the defining feature of beding of Hegel has nothing to do with the
truth of Hegel or with an intention to achieve atée interpretation of his work. His
reading is rather strategic, defined mostly bytdeks of his text and the tasks of the day.
For instance at a moment of a great affirmationHefgel, Althusser finds in him an

understanding of history as a process without gestib The historical process is the self-

1

, "Contradiction and Overdetermination," 102.
2 bid., 103.
8 , "On the Materialist Dialectic," 194.
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alienation of thddea yet Idea is nothing but its self-alienation: ttea is the totality of its
process of self-alienation. Hegel's understandihdpistory thus has no Origin, no End.
This reading of Hegel has nothing to do with thegéleof “contradiction and
overdetermination.” It is a Hegel that can link gk and Althusser. But does Althusser
spend any time pondering about this Hegel? Noll aha& only reason Hegel is invoked as
a philosopher of a generic history is to play higaiast Feuerbach. Hegel is thus defined
only to make a sharper contrast with Feuerbach mhalking about man’s alienation and

who posits an abstract subject to history: rhan.

On the other hand, the great majority of his texits based on an opposition
between Hegel and Marx where the former plays #teduy. For example, he summarizes

"o

the findings of Rading Capitalas “a non-Hegelian conception laétory,” “a non-
Hegelian conception of theocial structurga structured whole in dominance)” and “a non-
Hegelian conception of thialectic” 2 He goes out so far as to say that the two dominant
forms of totality among the various definitionsfashion are Hegelian and Marxist ones.
These two conceptions share only three things mneon with each other: “(1) a word; (2)

a certain vague conception of the unity of thin@; some theoretical enemies.” Besides

this joke, there is no similarity in their “essericélegel’'s whole is the “alienated

1

, The Humanist Controversy and Other Writings, 1986&d. Frangois Matheron, trans.
G.M. Goshgarian (London ; New York: Verso, 2003821.

2 , Politics and History 173. Whether the formula of the findings, (Origin((Subject =
Object) = Truth) = End = Foundation) is “really”m#legelian will not to be discussed here.
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development of a simple unity, of a simple prineipl"* It is curious to note here that what
Althusser says about Hegel is not at all differanall from what he sees in pre-Hegelian
philosophers. Althusser spends no time in askirayiathe uniqueness of Hegelian totality;

he rather sees it as the culmination of the phpbsml ideology.

One concept that is particularly absent in Althuss&eatment of Hegel is the
central motor of his notion of dialectics: mediatidVediation is not just missing in his
reading of Hegel; he is certainly not ignorant atibe concept; he rather wants to abolish

it entirely. For Althusser mediation is not a Matx¢ategory at all:

The concept of mediation is invested with one lede: the magical
provision of post-stations in the empty space betwineoretical principles
and the 'concrete’, as bricklayers make a chaiase bricks.

Here Althusser is referring to mediation as an-Bf#rxist category, but what does
he mean by the term itself? The question then ikatis Althusser’s definition for
mediation? What is the particular aspect of théedtat he wants to abolish with the name
mediation? The way in which Althusser conceivesniagliation has nothing to do with the
Lukacsian notion of the concept. For example wheddfines Sartre as “the philosopher of
mediationgpar excellencg he adds that the function of mediation is “tsere unity in the
negation of differences’’In Althusser’s definition mediation does not sfaom the whole

and lead to the particulars through a processdbatains chance and accident as well as

! , "On the Materialist Dialectic," 203.

2 , "From Capital to Marx's Philosophy," 63.

3 , "The Object of Capital," 136. As opposed tarity that can never appear in its pure form,
a unity that can be glimpsed though a maze ofitefweb of mediated relations.
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tendential determinations; it is not meant to sggdleat the abstract principle can never
appear in its pure way. Thus the mediation is hetrtegation of the abstract to lead up to
the concrete but the negation of the concretaligmation that leads up to the abstract. This
also allows Althusser to define Hegel as the pbipb®r of the linear time marked by ‘its

homogeneous continuity and its contemporanéifjtie whole is the unchanging Same that

manifests itself at every moment:

The Hegelian whole has a type of unity in whichhealement of the whole,
whether a material or economic determination, atipal institution or a
religious, artistic or philosophical form, is nevanything more than the
presence of the concept with itself at a histoljcaétermined moment. (...)
the total presence of the concept in all the ddteations of its existence.
(...) It is this absolute and homogeneous presenctheotieterminations of
the whole with the current essence of the concéytiwallows the 'essential
section' | have been discussing.

When the relevance of the mediations is deniedetieenothing to stop Althusser
from claiming that the Hegelian totality is an “irediate” totality. In Hegel he finds a
“spiritual totality” an “expressive totality,” a vdbe that has a “nature” and where each
element act as “pars totalis” expressing the cemptiaciple of the wholé. This is why
Althusser can also establish a strange connectbreen Hegel and empiricism because
they are both based on the distinction betweenesence and the appearance. In this
conception, the outside of the object is considéodake the inessential part; aspects such as

individuality, particularity, materiality and knoedlge are considered to be inessential.

Ybid., 94.
2 |bid., 94-95.
% |bid., 187.
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What always matters is the “invisible kernel,” whids covered by the inessential.
Discovery thus means “removing the covering.” Tikig turn borrowed from the religious

vision of essence — existence.

The key concept for Althusser's understanding ofgél@an whole is the
“expression,” a concept borrowed from Leibniz t@lan the effectivity of whole on its
every singular elemeft.For instance, Hegel's “theory of reading” is a €tiny of
expression where “each part grs totalis immediately expressing the whole that it
inhabits in person”Hegelian, “expressive reading” consists of the€lm@nd bare-faced
reading of the essence in the existence.” Thisahibt leaves no room for any “opacity”
is once again modeled after the “darkness of tHgiosas phantasm of epiphanic
transparency, and its privileged model of ancharabe Logos and its Scripture.”
Althusser’s rejection of expressive totality is shaccompanied with the urge to find a new
mode for “reading” separate from the “expressiveddel. A model fit for the structured
whole that is makes itimpossible to think it in the category of the gédbexpressive

causality of a universal inner essence immanentsirphenomenon?’ His reading is a

1

, "From Capital to Marx's Philosophy," 36-37.

2 “very schematically, we can say that classicalqstiphy (the existing Theoretical) had two and
only two systems of concepts with which to thinkeefivity. The mechanistic system, Cartesian irgiori
which reduced causality toteansitiveand analytical effectivity: it could not be madethink the effectivity
of a whole on its elements, except at the costxtfaeordinary distortions (such as those in Dessart
'psychology' and biology). But a second system aaslable, one conceived precisely in order to déti
the effectivity of a whole on its elements: the hr@zian concept oExpressiori , "The Object of
Capital,"3186.

, "From Capital to Marx's Philosophy," 17.
* Ibid., 35.
° , "The Object of Capital,” 187. Italics removed
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“different, 'symptomatic' reading, which introdudatb aquestionan answer given to its
absent question-"It is called a symptomatic reading because “iutjes the undivulged
event in the text it reads, and in the same movénedates it ta different textpresent as a
necessary absence in the firstt’is curious to note that Althusser is once agampted to
establish a “total” system of thinking where eaddneent of his philosophical endeavor
immediatelyexpresse#ts central principle. Also this model of readiisgpossible so long

as the reader is not intending to learn the tréitthe text but assumes that s/he already has
the truth:Habemus enim ideam veraiVhat Althusser does not say is that his readoesd
not only provide the absent question, based omgtiestion it also transforms the answer.
Basically, it introduces a question and an answethé reading. So long as one doesn’t

already know that both are in the text before neguti this operation is impossible.

After all these, Althusser admits that Hegel caifi be used as but only as
interpreted by Lenin. This interpretation, Althussesists stands completely in
contradistinction to the totality of “young Lukatsdt posits a history as a process that
extends to the nature as well as human beingsnfpri@ reconsider the once dismissed
dialectics of nature. This attribution of dialestito the nature is an outcome of Althusser’s
conception of history as a process without a stwiBjéfcthere is no such thing as subject
there is nothing to exclude nature from the diatscof history. So in the area where

Lukadcs and Althusser seem to be closest they arfadn the farthest: while Lukécs

1

, "From Capital to Marx's Philosophy," 32.
% |bid., 28.
3 , Lenin and Philosophy, and Other EsséMgw York: Monthly Review Press, 2001), 81.
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conceives a history without a Subject but with saty, Althusser wants to erase any claim
of subjecthood from history. This distinction caecbme clearer with a comparison of their

respective accounts of history.
IV.  History: Process, Goals, Subject and the Human

Althusser’s discussion of the goals and the subjethistorical process is probably
the culmination of his philosophical endeavor asdhe precise point where he can be
thought together with the discussion of Heideggesgnted in this dissertation. As Balibar
recently noted, the main stake of the structuratisivement was a French take on the
German problem of 1920's and 30’s, namely the pdggi of a “philosophical
anthropology.* The first problem that emerges here is the probt#meleology, the
possibility of attributing a final Goal to the hisical process. For Althusser, the prospect of
establishing a Telos of history is only possibletiyh a conception of expressive totality.
The historical process as a whole with a singletraértontradiction can have an inner
dynamism emanating from this contradiction and lead to an end of history in the form
of the resolution of that contradiction. The oveedmined whole of Althusser leads him
“to renounce every teleology of reason, and to deedhe historical relation between a
result and its conditions @xistence as a relation of production, and notgiressior’

Therefore the question about the “ultimate endsivels as that of the “origins” (as implied

! Etienne Balibar, "Structure” (paper presentedhatitrom Structure to Rhizome, Transdisciplinarity
in French thought, 1945 to the present: historees\cepts, constructions, Centre for Research inevtod
European Philosophy, Middlesex University, April, 2010).

2 Althusser, "From Capital to Marx's Philosophy,". #&lics added
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by the “always already”) must be dropped: they bgloot to the science of Marxism but to
the ideology: This brings Althusser to the next point that conse‘the meaning of

history” or “the destiny of man:” These questiors well belong to the realm of the
ideological®

m

In his famous “Remark on the Category: ‘Procesiouit a Subject or Goal(s)

Althusser investigates the consequences of thereras Man from the scene of history:

In my opinion: men (plural), in the concrete serae, necessarily subjects
(plural)in history, because they aanthistory as subjects (plural). But there
is no Subject (singuladf history. And | will go even further: "men" are not
“the subjectsof history?

How to interpret the claim that there is “no Subje€ history?” One way of
interpreting this assertion is to read this claimits similarity to Lukacs’ previously
discussed propositions. Just like him, Althussdemds the primacy of struggle to the

actors involved and he claims that there is noestiljefore the conflict:

Forreformists(even if they call themselves Marxists) it is rtbhe class
struggle which is in the front rank: it is simpliyet classes. Let us take a
simple example, and suppose that we are dealirtgjust two classes. For
reformists these classes esforethe class struggle, a bit like two football
teams exist, separately, before the métch.

On the other hand if Althusser is to follow thelpaf Lukacs, his rejection of a

meta-subject of history must be coupled with amrrafition of instances where a subject

! , "Philosophy and the Spontaneous Philosophh@®fScientists,” 82.
2 .
Ibid., 83.
j , Essays in Self-Criticismrans. Grahame Lock (London: NLB, 1976), 94.
Ibid., 49.
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emerges. Or he should also be saying that themoi&oal of history but goals are
indispensable in the making of history. This woalgo bring Althusser to the problem of
goal-positing-consciousness to which Lukacs hadicdest his last years. But such
discussions are nowhere to be found in Althusseosk. In other words, Althusser is not
interested in merely replacing Subject with sulgedthere is no subject or subjects “of”
history, there are subjects “in” history. The waubject here is not used in its ‘positive’
sense as subject, the maker of things; but nedytase the subjects interpolated by the
ideology. More clearly, Althusser says here thalifierent epochs men claim subjecthood

only through an overdetermined “cunning” of idegtog

When that is clear, the question of the "subjedt"history disappears.
History is an immenspatural-humarsystem in movement, and the motor
of history is class struggle. History is a procemsd gprocess without a
subject. The question about how mlanmakes history" disappears
altogether’

This move allows Althusser to reject altogether treural vs. human history
distinction and the “verum factum principle” of @t the center of humanist Marxism.
The claim that man knows things because man mdiegstis now thrown away to the
garbage box of Althusser’s scientific Marxism, tbensequence of which leads to the
refusal of ontology of labor. Man can neither clasuperiority; not an ontological
difference vis-a-vis the natural phenomena. In th&y the question of consciousness
disappears from the picture: it is not solvedgsity-passed. Althusser’'s strategy here is

similar to the ones discussed previously: an owgbiying dualism. One can either claim

! bid., 51.
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that there is a Subject and a Goal of history oe should reject goals and subjects
altogether. The nuanced Lukacsian position rejgcanSubject but inquiring into the

conditions of the emergence of a subject evapoweitein the dualisnt.

In the same quote Althusser strangely places slimgggle in a history that has no
place for subjects. Is this not reinserting humaimdps in the process of history? One can
remark two things about this claim: First, in Aldser's terminology “the motor” is
heterogeneous to the process. It is not an inneardism of the whole but an external
object that articulates to the body; for example trelative autonomy of the state” is
explained through an analogy of the state as amengherefore class struggle as the
engine of history does not mean that it is an mdkrcontradiction to the process but an
external one. Secondly, class struggle as an apgertd an unbounded flux is a theoretical
inconsistency Althusser had to hold on to in otdemaintain his Marxist credentials. Yet
the superfluousness of this last resort to thescd@imiggle was so obvious that it was later

easy to cut the bond for those who would walk feirthn the path of Althusser.
V.a. Man as Telos: Humanism

The discussion of the goals and subjects in andisibry leads Althusser to a
particular goal/subject of history: Man. This i®tbentral problem of his polemics against

humanism and in particular of his “reply” againehd Lewis starting with his claim that

! This difference is also elaborated in E.P Thomissoontrast of history as “unmastered human
practice” with history as a process without subjéctP. ThompsorThe Poverty of Theory, or an Orrery of
Errors (London: Merlin Press, 1995), 138.
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man makes history. For Althusser, this “man” isystary, an abstract category. The proper
Marxist/Leninist thesis replaces “masses” with #stract “man.” The “masses” is not a

rejection of the category of “class” but a spetoain of it:

In a class society they are teeploitedmasses, that is, the exploited social
classes, social strata and social categories, gb@pound the exploited
classcapableof uniting them in a movement against the domirdasses
which hold state power.

The exploited class capable of doing this is netagsthe mosexploited
class, othe mosivretched social "stratunt".

In capitalism the only class capable of uniting ¢xploited classes and of directing
“their action against the bourgeois state” is thelgiariat® This does not mean that the
relations between these classes are fixed; todheary, these relations are “complex and

changing to such a degree to have an effect on the reiomiaty process itseff.

Against this approach stands humanism of Sartreig/ftbe philosopher of ‘human
liberty’, of man-projecting-himself-into-the-futur€ohn Lewis's transcendence), of man
‘en situation'who ‘transcends’ his place in the world by theetily of the ‘project’.” This
account takes the “category of liberty, takes Mathge Human Race = Humanity) to be the

Subject and the Goal of history.For Althusser, “man” should be dropped complefely

! Althusser Essays in Self-Criticisp6.

% |bid., 47.

® Ibid., 48.

* Ibid., 59. As will become clearer in the next cteapBadiou’s account of “subject” is much closer
to Sartre than it is to Althusser. Badiou who hizdlted his career as a Sartrian philosopher armdliheame a
disciple of Althusser, provides an attempt that barconsidered as a particular mix, if not a rediation of
two conflicting accounts of human being.

® |bid., 97.
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two reasons: first, all the categories associatiéldl iman” belongs to the bourgeois idea of
it. Secondly categories of “origin,” “goal” and ‘isject” belong to the bourgeois philosophy
and cannot be appropriated by the Marxistdthusser's Marx is the anti-humanipar
excellenceHe is the one that posits a “man” that is no &nipe “fundamental, rational
category that renders History intelligible.” FoigtiMarx, “man” is an ideological concept
which can explain nothing but that needs to bea®pl: “Man is an irrational, derisory,

hollow notion.”

These are not the last words of Althusser on husmanHe also goes on to equate
economic determinism with humanism. Despite théedbhces in their definition of the
whole and process, they both posit a totality thas a center. This is not a mere

coincidence but the reflection of a fundamentatyuamong the two:

| am talking about the ideologicphir economism/ humanism. It is a pair in
which the two terms are complementary. It is notaaidental link, but an
organic andconsubstantial one. It is born spontaneously, thato say
necessarily, of the bourgeois practices of prodacéind exploitatiorand at
the same timef the legal practices of bourgeois law and ienidgy, which
provide a sanction for the capitalist relationgpafduction and exploitation
and their reproductioh.

A strategic act in the battlefield of philosophyist equivalence implies that
Althusser’s refutation of economic determinisméoégd by the majority of intellectuals in

the 1960s) can be extended and held equally vaid humanism (upheld by the

! bid., 52.
2 , The Humanist Controvers259.
3 , Essays in Self-Criticisn85-86.
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intellectuals in the 1960s). Althusser is not wdlto stop at this point; he is further willing
to associate the USSR with humanism. “Soviet S¢at® longer a class State but the 'State
of the Whole Peoplé'Associating a state, especially a repressive stibehumanism, is it
one final strategic act by Althusser? Not reallyth&isser had no problem with repression
when he wrote in 1964: “Ten years ago socialist&mism only existed in one form: that of
class humanism.” That is to say, his alternativbdorgeois humanism was the one existed

in Soviet Union until the death of Stafin.
V. Question of Party: Science: Truth

Althusser’s interventions find their reflection jolitical action with questions
about the party; leadership; working-class andelations to other formations; the goals of
the movement and the objectives of socialism... @tce again these are discussed with
reference to the question of totality. Yet evenhwitis novel account of the whole,
Althusser kept supporting the Leninist party argljitstification of absolute power: “its
possession of scientific trutfi.In fact, Althusser gave a stronger legitimizatimnthe
Leninist organization than any other Marxism. Tleagnely new idea that enabled him to

proceed was his conception of truth: by rejectinthicorrespondence theory of truth and

! , "To My English Readers," 11.
2 , "Marxism and Humanism," 222.
3 Jay,Marxism and Totality398.
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Vico’s verum-factumprinciple, he relied on Spinoza’ notion of truthat refuses to be

judged by any external criteridn.

In order to establish this new principle the fifigiht has to take place within the
party. For him,all of the goals and the means of the hitherto texjsMarxism are
ideological? This encounter with other Marxisms can also previd chance for

juxtaposition of Lukacs and Althusser to unfolditttifferences.

First of all, as argued above, Lukacs provides aegtdat moves between a
“narrative” (instead of expressive) totality thatsgts an emerging subject as well as a goal
in its making and a “generic” totality of “complexef complexes” that posits history as a
process without subject and without goals. Althdssgefinition of structured whole seems
to be closer to the latter definition, however &hex a very important gap between Lukacs
and Althusser. For Lukacs complexes of complexesalstop at any level; everything is a
complex that is composed of complexes. For Lukétse is “no outside,” in a way his
totality is built on the principle of its endlesa@mentation. For Althusser, social structure
is defined as a decentered whole that is dividéal i@gions which are structured totalities
themselves. However, Althusser does never ask iwhatans for these regions to have no

center; he does not investigate the consequendgs ofvn thought. He is once again stuck

" Ibid., 398-400.

2 Althusser, "Theory, Theoretical Practice and Tk#oal Formation: Ideology and Ideological
Struggle,” 3. When E.P. Thompson argues that “hicibbmaterialism offers the study of the histgpiocess
in its totality” (ThompsonThe Poverty of Theon®5.) Althusser sees not a criticism to his “seadtohistory
but the ideology speaking. For him, the ideologyg blways something to do with the total represeoradf
the reality.
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by a self-imposed dualism between a totality whdeterminations reflect its inner
principle, its Truth and a structured whole whehe tdeterminations are essentially
“outside” each other. That these determinationsecast outside each other also means that
they are externally linked to each othéFhis is precisely where Althusser is furthering
Heidegger’s ontology: it is argued above that ldggker had substituted the universal
meta-language of reason with the “language worlkdat remain within the borders of their
finitude and that only touch each other externaliyough these borders. In the same
fashion, Althusser destroys the expressive wholg nreplace it with its regions that are
externally articulated to each other. From his jpective, the claim of the universality can

only mean the perspective of a particular intec&stning to be that of the whole:

Lukécs, for example, replied to the reflex theofkmowledge that the truth
value of Marxism derived from the unique positiohtbe proletariat m
society through which it alone could grasp the liigtaThe proletariat's
knowledge was therefore universal, as distinct frahe particular
knowledge of the bourgeoisie. Yet, to Althusserkdas' position was just as
ideological as his opponent's since thought wdk d#pendent on social

! Did Althusser consider Lukacs’ ontology as anraféive understanding of totality? There is no
explicit reference to Lukacs in this regard. Stitle can find a passage where although Althusses doe
explicitly name the target of his criticism, onencauspect that it is Lukacs. Althusser admits thate is no
one alternative to the “expressive whole,” buthe tdefinition he directs the following questiorAre we
dealing with the elements of a whole, albeit aneabsvhole, without effective presence - elementghvit
would suffice to re-elaborate according to traditib models, as in the case of Marxist philosoplhies
remain immersed in 'ontology'? Or, on the contr&\if a question of elements which must be intgated
and deciphered, 'asked' precisely why they remaly, and uniquely, 'elements'?” If these wordsdirected
to Lukacs, the depiction of “element” vs. wholdas from making justice to his conception of “compds of
complexes.” Yet for Althusser it is a satisfactgmpof that the definitions of whole that do notléev his
philosophy are bound to produce spin-offs of theptessive totality.” See: Althusser, "The Transfation
of Philosophy," 248.
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interests. Hence, Lukacs was a historicist moreeored with the coming
into being of a new society than with establisténgrientific social theory.

This fundamental difference is also reflected ia field of political projects. For
Lukacs, the central contradictions are imminenthi® existing society: the gaps between
bourgeois vs. citizen; freedom vs. free trade; Btyuas. imperfect legal equality etc...
constitute the foundations for the political strigggthat need to be fought against the
capitalist order. Althusser rejects all of the terwf these dualisms. The criticism of

capitalism has to be external to the existing dgcie

Marxist doctrine, by contrast, seientific. This means that it is not content
to apply existing bourgeois moral and juridicalngiples (liberty, equality,
fraternity, justice, etc.) to the existing bourgeegality in order to criticize
it, but that it criticizes these existing bourgeaisoral and juridical
principles, as well as the existing politico-ecorosystent

There are two fundamental problems with Althussgrsition: first, with this
statement he strangely refuses the relative autgnoimdeological / theoretical order.
Equality, freedom etc. are merely bourgeois idbasbelong to capitalist society; there can
be no disjunction within capitalism; no inner caualiction between its material, economic,
juridico-political order and its ideas. While Altbser is trying to avoid determinisms he is
reestablishing the definition of capitalist society a closed totality. On the other hand,

Lukacs who starts with the idea of capitalist stycées a totality can distinguish between its

! Mark Poster, "Althusser on History without MaRglitical Theory2, no. 4 (1974): 395. As argued
before Lukacs does not refuse the relation betwleernnterests and ideas but he maintains thaties not
undermine the fact that human mind is nonethelegslde of producing universals within and throuigé t
struggle of the particulars.

2 Althusser, "Theory, Theoretical Practice and Tk&oal Formation: Ideology and Ideological
Struggle," 4.
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different aspects. Totality can exist only in itslkess differentiations. Lukacs point in this
respect can be further illuminated with a referetacthe well-known Heraclitian fragment
that one cannot step twice into the same river (2&&). What Heraclitus says in fact is
that one can both step and not step into the sar@e River is obviously the metaphor for
time here but can be interpreted as totality as. wék first reading shows the component
of change: when one steps to the same river a delaom, it is no longer the same river;
the water of the first time is long gone. On thkesthand, river stands as a river; as the
Same (in Heidegger’s interpretation) only in andotiyh the process of its continuous
transformation. So is Lukacs’ totality: it remairss totality, not because it has an
unchanging positive content to offer in its centbut because this content endlessly
changes. The conclusion has to be underlined Begenuine decentered notion of totality
is only possible by positing a totality manifestiitgelf through a mediated process.
Starting with the decentered totality leads Altlensgaradoxically to a system of closed

totalities that are externally related to each othe

A second problem relates to the place of the crtigtself: For Althusser the
meaning of Marx’s project;critique of political economy” isto confront it with a new
problematic and a new object.” The critique of pcdl economy is not its critique on its
own terms, not an exploration of inner contraditsiocritique belongs to the outsitle.

Althusser’s outside is ultimately founded upon feparation of the knowledge of totality

1

, "The Object of Capital,” 158. Late Althusserems to abandon this position: He says that
“for Marx, critique is the real criticizing itseffin this context what matters is to find the reabrker’s class
struggle. See: ——FRhilosophy of the Encountet?.
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from the ideology; it is precisely this scientiknowledge that can provide the objectives of
the socialism to comeln other words, while for Lukacs socialism namepraject aimed

at accomplishing the unfulfilled promises of bowigerevolution; for Althusser these

promises can serve no more, instead a whole newf sdijectives has to be created. The
scientific knowledge, being external to the whdiattit defines, belongs to the party. This
conception thus leads once again to the primacthefpolitical party as the bearer of

scientific knowledge

It is the application of these scientific principléhat has led to the definition
of the working class as the only radically revadaairy class, the definition
of the forms of organization appropriate to the rexnic and political
struggle (role of the unions; nature and role & party comprised of the
vanguard of the working class) - the definitiomaliy, of the forms of
ideological struggle. It is the application of thescientific principles that
has made possible the break not only withréfermist objectivesf utopian
socialist doctrines, but also witheir forms of organization and struggle.
is the application of these scientific principlaatthas allowed the definition
of a revolutionary tactics and strategy whose grsible first results are
henceforth inscribed in world history, and continaehange the world.

! “Thus its general critique rests on other tharsting ideological principles (religious, moral and
juridical); it rests on thscientific knowledgef the totality of the existing bourgeois systeits, politico-
economic as well as its ideological systems. ltsres the knowledge of this ensemble, which cautstit an
organic totality of which the economic, politicalhd ideological are organic 'levels' or 'instanaasiculated
with each other according to specific laws. It lissknowledgehat allows us to define the objectives of
socialism, and to conceive socialism as a new atate mode of production which will succeed the
capitalist mode of production, to conceptualizesjgcific determinations, the precise form of @ations of
production, its political and ideological supersture. It is this knowledge that permits us to defthe
appropriateneans of actiofor 'making the revolution', means based uponnideire of historical necessity
and historical development, on the determinant obléhe economy in the last instance on this deprekent,
on the decisive role of class struggle in socioeatn transformations, and on the role of conscieasrand
organization in political struggle.” See: , "Tdvg, Theoretical Practice and Theoretical Formation
Ideologyzand Ideological Struggle," 4.

Ibid.
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What does the scientific knowledge provide? Tagtissategy, tools for the
ideological struggle, goals, objectives, forms ofjamization and more. To keep the list
short one should rather ask what the science datgsravide to the worker’s revolutionary

movement. Althusser had written:

For philosophy men live and act subjected to theslaf their own social
practices; they know not what they do. They beliétvey possess truths;
they are not aware of what they know. Thank God¢bgbphy is there, that it

sees flor them and speaks for them, tells them Wiggt do and what they
know.

Can’t one say exactly the same for Althussersrem@ Isn’t Althusser’s science
exactly doing the same? Althusser would not objetiat much, the difference for him
would be rather in the content not in the formmkrvention. While philosophy produces
ideology of how to act, science produces knowledgehow to act. Hobbes had
distinguished mathematics from social sciences r@agon from the intereStAlthusser
follows in his footsteps with the claim that sciengnites while philosophy divides. The
science of Marxism rejects the “ideological mytlisat belong to the philosophy and its
notion of “origin.” It is based on the recognitiofthe “givenness of the complex structure
of any concrete 'object’, a structure which govédroth the development of the object and

the development of the theoretical practice whiadpces the knowledge of it.” It replaces

1

, "The Transformation of Philosophy," 248.
2 “Hobbes only saw one difference between mathematizl the social sciences: the former unites
men, the latter divide them. But that is only bessain the formethe truth and men's interests are not

opposed whereas in the latter whenever reason goes agaires man is opposed to reasdn———,
Politics and History 18.
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origins with the ever “pregivenness;” it substititbe “simple unity” of philosophy with

the “structured, complex unity.”

How does the science operate to distinguish itgeth philosophy? Althusser’'s
answer to this is first to define three separateegdities: Generality I, preexisting
ideological facts; Generality Il, scientific theot a given moment, Generality I,
knowledge. Although these are all generalities #weyof different type. Unlike Hegel who
fails to distinguish between them, science worksalow Generality Il to transform
Generality | to Generality Iif.In other words, science works on the ideologyaagform it
to knowledge by using the scientific method. Thewedge thus accumulated in turn
transforms the scientific method to work furthertbe facts of ideology. How can science
fulfill this task? How the scientific method is misformed with the new knowledge? There
is one notion that lies at the heart of Althussehsught, a notion borrowed from the
logician Cavaillés: science improves by self caicec For Althusser, this leads to the
concept of self-criticism as the key notion of pwothg knowledge. The double task of
Althusser’s science is to work on ideology as \vaslithe scientific method. Here a problem
emerges, not with the idea of self-criticism buthablthusser’s self criticisms. Often his
self criticisms (except the texts that appear aRhilosophy of Encountare not genuine
ones. If a self-criticism has the form of “I wasonmg in doing X,” Althusser says this but

adds “l was wrong because | didn’t do enough of 3jould have done more!” In terms of

! , "On the Materialist Dialectic,” 198-99.
2 |bid., 184-88. For a critique of this discussiditompson;The Poverty of Theoyy-18. Althusser
also admits his “theoreticist deviation” in thesees.
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the criticism of “ideology,” i.e. the work of oth@hilosophers the problem is even sharper:
for example his letter to John Lewis starts witidd criticism of his interlocutor. Yet as
his criticism progresses Althusser asserts thaplpdde him are not simply wrong; their
effects go beyond themselves. John Lewis, and &slyeSartre are poisoning the minds of

the others, they are preventing the progress ehset

There is one further problem with Althusser’s notaf truth. One of his criticisms
against humanism is that it is the ideology of theellectuals of bourgeois or petty-
bourgeois origin” who ask themselves whether theyan the right side in the political
struggles and whether they have the right to couiei to the making of histofyMaybe
this is a fair criticism of the humanist intelleats, that they do not know where they
belong and that they want to make the correct ehddait Althusser never doubts himself,
never asks whether he is on the correct side. Hewk” that he is. Althusser does not give
any justification on the foundations of his poltidhe overturns the established Marxism
and provides a great way of “how” to read Marx, bawhere does he ask “why” to read
Marx. He provides no single line to convince othedsy one should become part of
emancipatory and egalitarian struggles; why oneailshbe a Marxist; he rather is focused
on recruiting those who are already subscribechésd ideas. Lukacs &fCC had to go
through a large questioning on why the working las the revolutionary subject.

Althusser simply dismisses this questionisithe revolutionary subject, there is no why.

! Althusser,Essays in Self-Criticis50. He doesn’t add “corrupting the youth” buttirese lines
Althusser is frighteningly close to the mindsetlu# accusers of Socrates.
2 , "The Object of Capital," 142.
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This is not a theoretical shortcoming of Althuskat a central feature of his interpretation

of Spinoza: truth cannot have any external critbyiavhich it can be judged:

"Habemusnimideam veram." (Spinoza). It is just becausenf{n) we

possesshabemuy a true idea that... that we can also sayerlim index

suietfalsi"; what is true is the sign both of itself and dfav is false, and

the recognition of error (and of partial truthspdeds on starting from what

is true!

“Verum index sui et falsi,” (truth is the measurkiself and of the wrong) this
notion that lies at the heart of Althusser’s positas well as his thought is both fascinating
and dangerous. It is fascinating because it ptisatisthe truth cannot have any exogenous
criteria other than itself. Submitting truth to aexternal criterion already means that this
criterion is in a position to judge it: the trutamnot be judged, it simplg. On the other
hand, this understanding can also be the foundatian authoritarian logic: “I know the
truth; things are so because | say S@His is also the reason that against John Lewis wh
repeats “verum factum principle” as the basis obwdedge, Althusser replies that the
Marxist/Leninist thesis is that “One can only knewkatexists(ce qui est).” He adds that

the fundamental “Thesis” of materialism is "thenpaicy of being over thought'The

guestion thus becomes: how thought and historici@rarelate to one another? How does

! , Essays in Self-Criticism121-22.

2 This problem will be further discussed in the eomtof Badiou who further develops Althusser’s
notion of truth that separates from the ideologfaats.

% Althusser Essays in Self-Criticisnb4. A better translation of “ce qui est” could ‘tieat which is.”
Unfortunately, here Althusser is missing a greatment where Heidegger can contribute to materialism:
“unity of thought and being,” not the primacy ofeoto the other.

299



Althusser conceive the relation between the partyiclwv is the bearer of scientific

knowledge and masses whose actions are crucia¢iodncrete process?

First thing to note in this respect is Althussea@mission that working class
movements did not depend on Marx. Science of Marxend workers movements
developed in a relatively autonomous way; the umbthe thought and the movement is
the outcome of a contingent process, it is a (hpppegident: Marxist theory itself is a
product of a particular historic conjunction, blistparticular conjunction made it the only
theory that can bring the workers above their “Hpoeous’ anarchist-reformist
ideology.” While earlier Althusser posit the development adrkis science/philosophy as
a relatively autonomous, if not an independent gviate Althusser suggests that Marx
became what he is through his immersion into theking class activism. But in either of
these explanations the outcome does not changaytieeproduced in a relatedness to the
working class movement but whence it is producethénscientific context, it is has to be
brought to the class from withotitlf the proletariat is left to its own devices; the
“economic and political practice of the proletdriatill never be able to produce
“the scienceof society, and hence the science of the probdtariown practice.” The
working class by itself will only produce “utopiam reformist ideologies of society.” The

“objective interests” of the proletariat can onlg lachieved through the “theoretical

1

, "Theory, Theoretical Practice and Theoreti€armation: Ideology and Ideological
Struggle," 32.
2

, The Humanist Controvers$60.
3 , Philosophy of the Encounte32-33.
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practice of intellectuals who were not themselvesniners of working class thus had the
privilege of attaining “a very high degree of cuéli These brought to the working class

“from without” are then “modified and profoundlyamsformed” by the class.

This assertion of Althusser makes a strange pbiist.claim that the working class
activism precedes its scientific knowledge implieat workers revolted without knowing
why, without objectives, without proper organizatioetc. Moreover, if Marx is an
appendage to the movement, what can Marxist scieriog other than the “knowledge™?
Why workers would need the knowledge if they did need it to start their struggles?
Besides, Althusser argues that the “knowledgehefgarty elite is not for the workers; it is
not meant to eliminate ideology. To the contramy,chaims that itleology(as a system of
mass representatior)ss indispensable in any society if men are to beéal transformed
and equipped to respond to the demands of theiditions of existenc& In other words,
the elite must know the truth yet transfer to thasses a better ideology instead of the
knowledge. Who can safely argue at this point #atxists are not outsiders trying to

hijack the movement? Is “knowledge” not the Altherssn version of the noble lie?

After challenging the basics of Lukacsian politikkhusser returns to the same
fundamental mistakes advocated by Lukacs. But iioat®on is worse for Althusser: as

argued in the third chapter, the mistakes of Lukatating with “the outside” role of the

1 "Theory, Theoretical Practice and Theoreti€armation: Ideology and Ideological

Strugglez."

, "Marxism and Humanism," 235.
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party are not derived from the essential featufdssothought. This doesn’'t mean that his
mistakes are mere self contradictions; his failuees definitely among the possible
consequences of his thought. But same principlesatso lead to a completely different
practice of politics as well. “The outside” of tleéite on the other hand is a necessary
outcome of Althusser’s thought: the inside cannaidpce its own knowledge, goals,
categories etc... every consciousness existing imtide is subjected by the interpellation
of the ideology. The science of the “inside” caryope produced and brought from the
outside: otherwise Althusser would be implying ttieg whole can have an inner principle

of movement, that it can produce its knowledge piteciple of its own transformation.
VI.  The Last Instance

The problem of historic action also leads to on¢hefcentral criticisms attributed to
Althusser’s thought: it is incapable of explainialgange. While it is true that Althusser
provides no blueprint for change his idea is isigally linked to understanding society as
a process. When Althusser says that there can Bprivdeged present” where totality of
determinations finally manifest themselves he dadsmean that society lives in an eternal
present. His point is to stress that “all presamésprivileged to the same degrédrt other
words, historic action is possible in any givenrppoone should not wait until the time is
ripe. Usually, the criticism that there is no plégechange in Althusser is fast in attributing

him what he says about “structuralism.” On the otiend, Althusser was absolutely clear:

! , "The Object of Capital," 132.
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borrowing concepts from structuralism does not seaely mean to subscribe to its
ideology. It is ironic the reason that Althussgecéed structuralist ideology is precisely its
incapacity to explain social change. For instarte®. Thompson argues that the solid
reality of the capitalist society that establishesglf as the unchallengeable reality in the
west after the Second World War rendered revolaties helpless. He argues that this
inability to further radical change “felt like arstture.™ In his explanation, the resort to
structuralism is precisely a result of the peraapton the impossibility of the social
transformation. However, Althusser, completely avaf this problem in the “structuralist
ideology,” argued that in contradistinction to sturalism, Marxism establisheghé
primacy of the process over the structuss well as “the primacy of contradiction over the

process.?

The problem of Althusser is then to find an accaeinsocial change that does not
lie with the central contradiction of an expressiegality. How can one explain the
mechanism through which overdetermined contradistestablish a tendency that can lead
to radical change. In the first place Althussersdoet refuse the idea that in a given

moment there is one central contradiction, thistraahction is only not the central

! ThompsonThe Poverty of Theor®9.

2 Althusser Essays in Self-Criticisn130. This is why Balibar claims that the struatist movement
was already post-structuralist in the sense thab# not interested in finding the principle oftausture but
its’ out of jointness. Balibar, "Structure". Forstudy on the difference between the structuratitlity and
Althusser’s totality: Alison Assiter, "Althusser dustructuralism,"The British Journal of Sociolod3s, no. 2
(1984).
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Contradiction of history. Secondly, “structure imndinance” reigns in and over this

contradiction but only in the “last instanceand through a process called “fusion:”

"There is no doubt at all that at every stage endévelopment of a process,
there is only one principal contradiction whichydahe leading role," says
Mao Tse-tung. But this principal contradiction puodd by displacement
only becomes 'decisive’, explosive, by condensdbgrifusion’)?

Following the idea of fusion brings Althusser sgaly close to Lukacsian

“complex whole:”

Marxist theory and practice do not only approacbwemness as the external
effect of the interaction of different existing smcformations, but also
within each social formation. And within each sbdarmation, Marxist
theory and practice do not only approach unevenimeg®e form of simple
exteriority (thereciprocal actionof infrastructure and superstructure), but in
a form organicallyinternal to each instance of the social totality, to each
contradiction”

As mentioned above, this idea exists in Althussdy as a consequence of the logic
of “structured whole” whose regions are also furttiwided into structures. On the other
hand he conducts his analysis by attributing aernhogic to different realms; for example
theory is produced within theoretical fiéldvhat happens in other realms do not intervene
into the realm of theory; and theory has an inogid that leads to its particular production.
Moreover, Althusser keeps ascribing a central mobto ideology, to philosophy, to the
economic... etc. Besides, he argues that “each mbgdeduction there is a peculiar time

and history” that is “punctuated in a specific way the development of the productive

1 Althusser, "On the Materialist Dialectic," 206.
2 bid., 211.

% Ibid., 212-13.

* Jay,Marxism and Totality394.
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forces.” It is not only that modes of productiomtihave their own “time:” “the relations of
production”, “the political superstructure,” “phdophy,” “aesthetic productions,” and

"l That is to say first, that the

“scientific formations have their own time and bist
different structures of the whole do not sharedame temporality with each other. But it
also says that they have an inner time differemtnfthe rest. The social whole does not
have one single temporality derived from its inmentradiction but a multiplicity of

coexisting yet distinct temporalities. This meahattas a structured whole itself, a part
cannot have its distinct temporality. On the othand, it is still possible to argue that
within its fragmentation fragments such as art itgime; and continue stating that the

social whole also has its time in its fragmentatiomelatively autonomous realms. This is

what Lukécs does: to establish a whole in its itdifragmentation.

Another question that is important for Althussexlsole is the problem of “relative
autonomy.” If politics, art, mode of production...cedo exist in different temporalities
why are they ‘“relatively” independent from each esthwhy are they not altogether
autonomous regions of existence? Althusser’s ansnegith the mode of articulation to the

whole:

The specificity of these times and histories igef@e differential, since it
is based on the differential relations betweendifferent levels within the
whole: the mode and degree ioflependenc®f each time and history is
therefore necessarily determined by the mode agdedeofdependencef
each level within the set of articulations of thieoke. The conception of the

! Althusser, "The Object of Capital,” 99.
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'relative’ independence of a history and of a lesas therefore never be
reduced to the positive affirmation of an indeperuéén vacuo(...)"!

Although this explanation once again brings Altlausscloser to the
Lukécsian/Hegelian whole, he is not willing to atithiat. For him, Hegelian time is that of
“synchrony” generated by the expression of theresseWhat worries Althusser is that a
non-Hegelian time can be established as its binpposite: synchrony vs. diachrony. On

the other hand this opposition brings a problem:

Diachrony is reduced to the sequence of event®yénementie), and to
the effects of this sequence of events on the tstreiof the synchronic: the
historical then becomes the unexpected, the adeje¢he factually unique,
arising or falling in the empty continuum of timfar purely contingent
reasons. In this context, therefore, the projeca &dtructural history' poses
serious problems.

In other words, synchrony can give an easy andradisformula for change, a
formula which is nowhere to be found in concreterds. On the other hand, when
structuralism refuses the synchrony, it can onydpce a history of contingent events that
are even beyond the scope established by the @nalykistorical tendencies. In a way,
Althusser’s structured whole desperately needspaee to hold on; otherwise it would
completely fall into absolute relativism. Althusdierds in the economy a very precise point
to cling, but only in the last instance. This dilam is also seen by Cullenberg who is
certainly privileging Althusser’'s whole to the Héiga totality. Yet he also adds: “It

appears that Althusser, despite his concerted ptteta the contrary, could not completely

Y bid., 100.
2 |bid., 107.
% Ibid., 108.
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decenter his concept of the Marxist totality. Thetedmination by the economy in the last
instance remained for him an anchor without whieh Marxist totality would drift away"”
But the subsequent attempts to remove this latinoe had caused further problems: “In
their attempt to completely "decenter” the conaspa social totality, they have adopted,
however unwittingly, a "pluralistic” approach toc& theory.” According to Cullenberg,

it is Richard Wolff's economics that has been atdedevelop the path between the
“pluralism” and the domination by one. Wolff inshiurn, through an analysis that is much
more generous to Hegel argues that a truly ovemtl@test analysis can only start with its
own negation. To explain an object, “a momentargeasalization,” a momentary
affirmation of a “priority” within an overdetermidetotality is required. Yet that moment is
a determinate negation which will give way to aremetermined totality. So an anti-
essentialist analysis can only function by advagend annulling essentialist moments. In
other words, Wolff proceeds by reconciling Hegetl axthusser But Althusser himself

does not choose the path of finding moments ofeiteinate negation.”

! Stephen Cullenberg, "Overdetermination, Totalapd Institutions: A Genealogy of a Marxist

Institutioznalist Economics Journal of Economic Issuek3, no. 4 (1999): 808.
Ibid., 809.

% Richard Wolff, "Althusser and Hegel: Making Marxi€xplanations Antiessentialist and
Dialectical,” in Postmodern Materialism and the Future of Marxistedty: Essays in the Althusserian
Tradition, ed. Antonio Callari and David F. Ruccio (Hanovkl: Published by University Press of New
England for Wesleyan University Press, 1996). Aifferent level what | call “narrative totality” ia political
counterpart of Wolff's “momentary essentializatiobriRather than Spivak’'s “strategic essentialism (See
Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, "Subaltern Studies: @westructing Historiography,” inn Other Worlds :
Essays in Cultural PoliticéNew York: Methuen, 1987), 205.) Wolff’'s “momenyais closer to the argument
presented here: the subjectless/goalless histamglyspossible by establishing subjects and goatedments
of history.
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His notion of “the last instance” is rather estslid in opposition to the “orthodox”
Marxists and their wrong perception of the deteation by the economy. For Althusser,
their misunderstanding stem from the fact that ev/ilarx has shown that “every social
totality comprises the articulated ensemble of dliféerent levels of this totality: the
economic infrastructure, the politico-juridical swstructure, and the ideological
superstructuré”in Capital he only provided “the scientific analysis of teeonomic level'
of the capitalist mode of productidh So how to conceive the domination of one of

structural levels?

(...) this dominance of a structure (...) cannot baiced to the primacy of a
centre any more than the relation between the elemamistlae structure
can be reduced to the expressive unity of the esseithin its phenomena.
This hierarchy only represents the hierarchy ofeafity that exists
between the different 'levels' or instances ofgbeial whole. Because each
of the levels is itself structured, this hieraralepresents the hierarchy, the
degree and the index of effectivity existing betwéee different structured
levels present in the whofe.

In this perspective, the “dominance of a structui®™o be understood as the
“determination 'in the last instance' of the nooremmic structures by the economic
structure.” But this “last instance” is a vague anchor to k&&husser’s project tied to the
ground: the hour of the last instance never corttels. a “cause” that can never attain

materiality; it is the “absent cause” of the higtarlt is a ‘cause’, but in the dialectical

! Althusser, "Theory, Theoretical Practice and Tk&oal Formation: Ideology and Ideological
Struggle," 6.

% Ibid., 7.

3 , "The Object of Capital,” 98-99.

* Ibid., 99.
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sense, in the sense that it determinkat on the stage of the class struggle, is the ‘dexis
link’ which must be grasped”This last point is further developed by Balibarosé
contribution to Rading Capitalprecisely asks the question of how to determine the
determining instance of a moment of histdrilis answer is to set the economy not as a

determinant by itself but as a metadeterminant:

In different structures, the economy is determinanthat it determines
which of the instances of the social structure peesithe determinant place.
Not a simple relation, but rather a relation betwesations; not a transitive
causality, but rather a structural causality. Ire tbapitalist mode of
production it happens that this place is occupigdhle economy itself; but
in each mode of production, the 'transformationshine analysed.

The economy does not determine the central cowtradi but determines which
structure will determine the central contradictioh the time. Basically we have two
contradictory resolution of the determination lesttance: the first is the one defended by
Balibar’s text that replaces determination by theremmy with a metadetermination by the
economy. Economy is no longer the “unmoved movdrMarxism but it should be
understood as the unmoved mover of the moved md¥ehe goal of Althusserian
Marxism was such a minute change, it really did meed to fight with every single letter

written in the history of philosophy.

! , Essays in Self-Criticism.26.

2 Etienne Balibar, "The Basic Concepts of Historibdterialism," inReading Capital ed. Louis
Althusser and Etienne Balibar (London: NLB, 197290.

*Ibid., 224.
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On the other hand, determination in the “last ins¢d may also refer to an empty
place: “Anything can be determinant ‘in the lastance’, which is to say that anything can
dominate' This perspective, however risks loosening the lamot lead Althusser to a point
of relativism. Very conscious of this problem, Aldser states that the analysis of
overdetermination requires an “index of determoatithe index of effectivity.” He also
admits that this attempt requires further analylsesyever, the concept is yet not properly
elaborated,thus the analysis of the “index of effectivity’iewhere to be found. In a way,
he can never turn his criticism of Hegelian toalitto a science of it; he cannot build a
science of whole. This aporia leads him in his {&strs to think about the “materialism of
the encounter: of the aleatory and contingericilé directs his work to an analysis of
history that opens a place for the “chance” to gday which does not lead to relativistic
ideologies. This project that remains incompletéhwAlthusser will provide one of the

important themes of the next chapter on Badiou.
VII. Beyond Althusser

Althusser, far from delivering a complete projdutg left an ambiguous legacy. His
critique, mind-blowing readings, original interpagons, his sharp and surgical analysis,
basic yet previously unheard questions altogetiheudht a philosophy so powerful that

established itself as the ultimate Marxism. On thieer hand while this Marxism was

! Althusser Philosophy of the Encounte263.
2 , "The Object of Capital," 106-07.
3 , Philosophy of the Encountet67.
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strong enough to blow away others; it had its irpreblems that soon became evident. The
content of his thought as well as the personaltipali actions of Althusser convinced
people around him that his path was not that ofrepatory and egalitarian politics. An
example of such an effect can be seen in the wbrkaoques Ranciere who made an
original contribution toReading Capitabut soon after distanced himself from his former
master with a radical critique iba Lecon d’Althusset But nonetheless when Ranciére
writes about Marx he follows a strategy of firsfirafing and establishing Althusserian
Marxism as the only possible Marxism and then hestuuthlessly critical of this Marxism:
Nowhere has he considered the possibility of agrrditive Marxism that will be closer to
his broader philosophical convictions. Besideshalgh Ranciere’s own projects can be
considered as a very original contribution to huistategacy’ he seldom speaks about
humanism. Or when ifgnorant Schoolmastehe is affirming one of the most fascinating
projects of the enlightenment, he talks about thigjletenment as the opposite of what he is

affirming.?

After Althusser it becomes evident that the whsl@aot necessarily loosely bound;

the determination in the last instance turns intwagegorical refusal of any determinism.

! Jacques Ranciére, "Le Concept De Critique Et L#igDe De L'économie Politique Des
«Manuscrits De 1844» Au «Capital»," inre Le Capita] ed. Louis Althusser, et al. (Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1996). This contributismot available in English edition. ——+a Legon
D'althusser(Paris: Gallimard, 1974).

2 His ideas are summarized perfectly in:
Atlantic Quarterly103, no. 2-3 (2004).

% This is why Badiou argues that Ranciére is the toeFoucault. Alain Badiouyletapolitics Trans.
Jason Barker (London; New York: Verso, 2005), 10%. the other hand, while Foucault’'s genealogies are
directed at discovering the nightmares of modeyignciére discovers its unrealized dreams.

, "WhdHe Subject of the Rights of Man3buth
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The fragments of social existence declare theiepetidence: all one can do is to produce
the local knowledge and act in local resistance enwents (Foucault) or push them to the
global limits (Negri); discover the elements igrobdgy phallogocentric, western totalities

privileging a particular European experience (DyriButler, gender studies, post colonial
studies... etc.) or at best one can hope to disdteeways in which the fragments can be
articulated to each other (Laclau and Mouff€oes Althusser leave anything in his legacy
to go beyond the extreme fragmentation of sociadle/ Is it possible to read Althusser in

his limits?

In the end, a peace with Hegel and thus to reirgatp the transition of different
totalities remains an impossibility for Althussétegel always remains as the theoretical
enemy. InReading Capitalhe contrasts Marx’s passages positing a logicaéldpment
with those analyzing concrete historical developtfierhis reading of Marx is precisely
the basis of Lukacs’ distinction of Hegel's falselagenuine ontology; but Althusser is not

willing to show such generosity to Hegel. For hine is and remains the founder of a

! For a study on the relation of Althusser’s thouglith that of: Foucault,Warren Montag, ""The
Soul Is the Prison of the Body": Althusser and Fat; 1970-1975,"Yale French Studieso. 88 (1995). On
their differences: Robert Paul Resch, "Modernismstodernism, and Social Theory: A Comparison of
Althusser and FoucaultPoetics Todayl0, no. 3 (1989). On the relation of Althusseb&rrida: Thomas E.
Lewis, "Reference and Dissemination: Althusserrditerrida,” Diacritics 15, no. 4 (1985). Although he is
not followed very often by the post-colonial thetsi one can refer to Oscar Guardiola-Rivera, "bteSof
Grace ldeology, Capitalism, and the GeopoliticKnbwledge,"Nepantla: Views from Sout no. 1 (2002).
on how his critique of the whole is important fdnist perspective. Accordingly, Hegelian totality che
considered as the rule of the imperial center demding the particularity. Guardiola-Rivera furtheses the
concept of ideological apparatus as an explanatidrow this strange totality is viewed as the gnbgsibility
of being.

2 Althusser, "The Object of Capital," 114.
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“spiritual unity,” of an undifferentiated whole wieeseemingly different elements are the

manifestations of the self alienation of the inpenciple of the wholé.

In his late writings, while maintaining his genetadstility to Hegel, Althusser
comes close to a different definition of the whd&out Spinoza who starts with God and

moves continuously away from the deity, he says:

Saying that one ‘begins with God ‘, or the Wholetlee unique substance,
and making it understood that ‘one begins with mgh is, basically the
same thing: what difference is there between thelé/and nothing? — since
nothing exists outside the wholé...

Here Althusser comes to a new definition of toyalvhich remains unexplored in
his work: the Whole is the Void. “there is’ = ‘theeis nothing’; ‘there is’ =there has
always-already been nothin§This is both a radically new definition of thvehole yet it is
also deeply rooted in Althusser who explicitly s#lyat this definition explains the always-
already: everything precedes itself, there is rigiof This idea is also the development of
his most affirmative reading of Hegel: “Hegel's iog the Origin affirmed-denied: the

first form of a concept that Derrida has introducedo philosophical reflection,

! , "On the Materialist Dialectic," 203-04.

2 , Philosophy of the Encountet76.

% Ibid., 189. About Montesquieu, he had written: @by always precedes itself.” —Pplitics
and History 29. This is also crucial for Marxism: “What Maski refuses is the (ideological) philosophical
pretension to coincide exhaustively with a 'roagiof, whatever its form (th&abula rasa; the zero point in a
process; the state of nature; the concept of tigegnbimg that for example, Hegel sees as being iniabelg
identical with nothingness; the simplicity thaty fdegel once again, is the starting-point -- anstasing-
point, indefinitely -- for every process, what s it to its origin, etc.); it rejects, therefotbe Hegelian
philosophical pretension which accepts this origgieple unity (reproduced at each moment of trezess)
which will produce the whole complexity of the pess later in its autodevelopment.” , "On the
Materialist Dialectic,” 198.
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erasure(rature).”*

The movement of history as the emergence-disappearof the subject
is a different idea than the history as a procafisowt a subject. In this context, the whole
(or the void) is the place of a contingent encounteich gives birth to something radically
new: it is the site of an event. The atoms randoatipned in the epicurean model, touch
each other out of chance; this accidental encountéurn produces consequences. This
simple model produces new questions: Is there dongetin the void that allows the
encounter? What is the relation between the atordsitze void? How does the encounter

transform the whole? What kind of politics is appiate to the “event”? These questions

lead the dialogue straight to the heart of Badigahtics.

! , Politics and History 184.
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Chapter six: Badiou - “Amicus Plato, Magis Amica Veitas”*

In the early universe, modern astrophysics teaciseshere occurred a moment
when things looked quite the way Epicurus descriietn: atoms hanging in the void, in
parallel, without touching each other. Where modgngsics differs from Epicurus is the
explanation of the way in which the encounter tptdce: had the atoms laid parallel to
each other, the laws of nature would not allow tieaculous encounter that fascinated
many thinkers. What fbcentury physics posits is the imperfection in ¢inder of being:
nothing fits to an elegant mathematical order edhiverse. That is to say, there were gaps
in the seemingly endless flow of the cosmic gasyelsas areas of concentration. Thus the
randomness and the chance were not there to chesaverve but to cause the random
distribution of gaps and concentrations. The chancthis instant is so important that
without it, with a perfect distribution of atomsiet universe as we know it wouldn't exist,
the atoms would simply not move. The imperfectiothie beginning allowed the gravity to
act by drawing more atoms to the concentrated areese atoms led to a higher weight
thus to a higher gravity and to more atoms beirsgvdr At one moment the pressure in the

center became so high that it caused a big explothe giant stars of the early universe

! This is the sentence which concludes the late vebrklthusser. See: —Philosophy of the
Encounter It is interesting to note that the original pleas Latin is “Amicus Plato, sed magis amica
veritas,” which can be translated as “Plato isienft but truth is a better friend.” Althusser knagly or not
omitted the “sed” or “but” so his version is “Pla® my friend, truth better friend.” This versios quite
accurate to understand Badiou for whom both Platbaavery Platonic notion of truth are friends.
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started burning. It is in the core of these gidatssand during their final explosion as a

supernova that the atoms that form the planetseaxih and our bodies were forged.

Can one say that the political events follow a Emnlbgic? For late Althusser this is

certainly the point:

The idea that the-origin of every world, and therefof all reality and all
meaning, is due to a swerve, and that Swerve, paséh or Cause, is the
origin of the world, gives some sense of the augladiEpicurus’ thesis.

As will be shown, this is a thesis that is veryseldo what Badiou defines as an
event and it is his way out of the fundamental aporiaswficturalisnt How is radical
change possible? Badiou’s answer is a non-answeonisists of dropping the question
about how objective conditions may lead to a chamggeto take the radical change as
given. That is to say that although it is incaltléaand unexplainable, the aleatory event

happens. This event's happening needs not to beiadgd on the conditions of how it

" Ibid., 169.

2 For this point and further explanations to Badsoyhilosophy, one can refer to the best
introduction to his work: Peter Hallwarddadiou: A Subject to TruttiMinneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press, 2003). Other than Hallward's wdeki Pluth, Badiou: A Philosophy of the New
(Cambridge, UK; Malden, MA: Polity, 2010). also pide a general introduction to Badiou’s work. Olive
Feltham, Alain Badiou: Live Theory(London; New York, NY: Continuum, 2008Alain Badiou: Key
Conceptsed. Justin Clemens and A. J. Bartlett (DurhamurAen, 2010). provide again an introduction to his
thought through a discussion of his intellectualedepment and political engagements.

3 Although Badiou seldom talks about structuralismd @an many ways he is far from it
fundamentally his thought is attuned to the stmadist question. In a recent talk, Balibar said tBadiou is a
direct heir to the originary questions of struclisra. Balibar, "Structure".
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comes to appear but has to be “interpreted on #sésof the traces it leaves behirid.”
What one must think is not how an event happensvbat to do when it happens. Indeed
events are rare, that is to say that politics iis;raut everybody in their lifetime get a few
times the chance to become something that folldwesetvent and reshapes the political
world; to become a part of the collective and sctibje creation of a truth; to become

immortal?

This also means that for Badiou there is no lirdenge and progress. He accepts
the idea of “sequential” history that was even feoiatic for Althusser. For Badiou, the
administrative logic may follow a linear line buénGancipatory) politics has a local
occurrence and it happens in sequences of evartestene. Just like the Paris Commune,
it starts-declares a new truth-and vanishes. Thes and many of his propositions sound
very close to the post-modern assertions, yet #saili his similar propositions its effect is
the complete opposite of postmodern views of pmdlitiHis emphasis on the local, the

evanescent and on the radical rupture indeed sdiked§oucault, but he takes one step

! Alain Badiou,Being and EventTrans. Oliver Feltham (London; New York: Continuug005),
191. This notion of event is criticized for beingsied upon a religious conception of miracle. Sexdaril
Boer, "The Fables of Alain Badiou," @riticism of Religion: On Marxism and Theology(L2iden; Boston:
Brill, 2009). While Boer is correct in underlinirige theological dimension of Badiou’s thought, ¢rigicism
that Badiou’s notion of truth is misguided in i@léire to distinguish religious fable from matertaith is
misguided. Badiou openly states that truth of @e must be in the form of a fiction. In other warBser’'s
point is correct but it is not the weakness thadiBa cannot see in his own thought, but this is WBediou
wants precisely to emphasize.

2 Alain Badiou,Logics of Worlds: Being and Event, teans. Alberto Toscano (London; New York:
Continuum, 2009), 514. Badiou here assumes a poditiat would be dismissed by Althusser who did not
like the idea of immortal. He would call this idBauerbachian: “In God, men worship, love and feairt
own infinite generic essence, which is omnipotentniscient, infinitely good and has the power teesa”
Althusser Philosophy of the Encountes5.
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further toward Hegel: the infinite is the “pure ¢jtyaof the finite.” So although we are

dealing with finite situations, the infinite and iversal are immanent to them. The
occurrence of politics is limited in time and sp&ce its declarations are timeless; its truth
is constructed but this construction makes it ursai A political event is a moment, but as
a moment it is a momentum: for instance after toall event of the Commune nothing can
remain the same in global politics. Same can be slaout the October Revolution, about

May 1968, or about the ongoing Arab Spring.

Exactly where can we situate Badiou’s philosophyi® possible to argue that the
French philosophy of the @entury is marked by a sharp divide. One siddisfdivide is
represented by an affirmation of the subjective @oaf the human and a celebration of his
freedom; the other is marked by its emphasis oense, the study of structures and
mechanisms of domination, denying freedom and awbmus subjectivity. As Hallward
notes, Badiou is not unique in his attempt to uthtse two tendencies represented by the

figures of Sartre and Althusser. However, even gihobe shares his endeavor with the

11t is important to note that for Badiou event aywéas a positive connotation. However, it can be
pointed out that the counter-events may follow slaene logic... one can talk about neo-liberal (co)nter
event as how a small group of determined and diseipp conservatives shaped the world economy in a
similar way to how Badiou describes the action ofwlutionary subject.

2 For a review of the common themes of these patlmafed in the 28 century: Alain Badiou, "The
Adventure of French PhilosophyNew Left Reviewno. 35 (2005). Badiou here claims that the French
philosophy is marked by a divided between the @ity of life / body and philosophy of conceptdubht
and associates himself with the second trend tegetith Althusser, Lacan and Lévi-Strauss. He alaoms
that the first common feature of the French phipdsois what to do with the German heritage, esfigcia
with Heidegger.
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great names of contemporary French philosophy dietan, Derrida, Foucault and

Deleuze, he stands out especially with his affitmeanotion of truth’

It is possible to argue that Badiou’s philosophghaped by this divide, and that the
counterpoint of Althusser is Sarfrébout Sartre, he writes: “I have regularly paiitbute
to a man who was, when | was eighteen, my absatatger and the man who initiated me
into the delights of philosophy.'Having said this it should be acknowledged thatdme
of his texts Badiou appears as anti-Sartre parllexce? Nonetheless, his intellectual
transformations are marked with an uninterrupteditaBon on the achievements as well
as the failures of Sartre. One such failure thapteinfluenced Badiou is the second

volume of theCritique of Dialectical Reasowhich remained incapable of moving beyond

! Peter Hallward, "Order and Event: On Badiou's tegdbf Worlds,"New Left Reviewno. 53
(2008). Hallward’s list can be further expandedrtdude a long list of non-French philosophers alsalt
with similar problems.

2 At the heart of this divide lies the Hegelian patiof totality but even when Badiou puts these
names together he never asks the question. Fanoesin 1978 he had written that Sartre had depkeagen
an “idealist” interpretation of Hegel and that Aldgser had attacked this French take on Hegel. e ha
claimed that a new conception of Hegel based’loa Science of Logiaf which both Sartre and Althusser
were ignorant was much needed. But the next thidgndt come: how to understand totality within thisw
context? Alain Badiou, Joél Bellassenn and Louis$ét, “Hegel in France” in Alain Badiolthe rational
kernel of the Hegelian dialectidrans. Tzuchien Tho, Ed. Tzuchien Tho (Melboureepress, 2011)

% Alain Badiou, Pocket Pantheon: Figures of Postwar Philosaptigns. David Macey (London;
New York: Verso, 2009), 191.

* For example, the opening essay of Mstapolitics is about logician and resistance fighter

Cavailles who was killed by the Nazis. The entseag is written to prove that the logic and reamenbetter
grounds for resistance than Sartre’s idea of comanit. While one can only admire the argument fer th
power of logic to convince one to fight againstcfam, Badiou’'s essay gives no conceptual analyisteeo
relationship between the reason and resistance.onheproof is that Cavaillés was both a logiciamda
resistance fighter, but as to why he fought Badjimes no further information. See: ——Megtapolitics 1-
9. Cavalillés is also important in another way: @lifph Badiou argues that for his intellectual depeient
Cavailés did not come to the forefront, Althussesaid to have inherited the idea of self-criticisom him
and transferred it to Badiou. In his turn Badiowesioot talk often about self-criticism, he is regiy
performing it. One can often find in his book aasletatement that his earlier position concerningiaé
wrong and that he now views it in a new fashion.
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Stalin. This led Badiou toward the idea of subimactof politics from history: history
means furthering a relation to State, and Stalithies absolute manifestation of what
happens to emancipatory politics oriented to Spatger. This is why he defends the idea
of sequential politics rather than one can be énethin a historical mannérThis failure

is particularly important because for Badiou thsokis question is the culmination of
Sartre: “how can activity, the only model for whiishthe free individual consciousness, be
a collective given? How can we escape the ideaahgthistorical and social reality is
inevitably passive? How can Sartre start with the conscious actiorthef autonomous
individual yet end up justifying the rule of Stashbureaucracy? Despite his expressed
admiration for Sartre, Badiou’s decision is clegartre’s idea of subject is insufficient to
move out of the aporias of 2@entury Marxism. Although Badiou makes this cigtis in
1981 and when he is still a Madisteclaring: “it is the masses who make History;,” o
“trust in the masses:"this criticism still carries what will be the centof his political

activity after his transition away from Maoism: whs needed is no longer a “warlike or

"Hallward, Badiou: A Subject to Trut3. Badiou deliberately declares that philosoptyst part
ways with historicism. See: Alain BadiobJanifesto for Philosophy: Followed by Two Essay$he
(Re)Turn of Philosophy Itself" and "Definition ofhi®sophy, ed. Norman Madarasz, trans. Norman
Madarasz (Albany, N.Y.: State University of New ¥XdPress, 1999), 114-15. For a discussion of differe
modes of subtraction: , "On Subtraction," Timeoretical Writings ed. Ray Brassier and Alberto
Toscano (London; New York: Continuum, 2006), 106-10

2 , Pocket Pantheqril9.

% For a study on Badiou’s interpretation of Maoisnits evolution: Bruno Bosteels, "Post-Maoism:
Badiou and Politics,'Positions: East Asia Cultures CritiquE3, no. 3 (2005). The Winter 2005 issue of
Positionsis a special issue exploring Badiou’s relatioti@oism.

* Badiou,Pocket Pantheqr4-35.
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dissolving” party but one that will be “affirmativend creative This idea of a new party

is founded upon Badiou’s objection against therSartidea of “totalisation®”

There is within the political subject, and withhmetprocess of a new type of
political party, a principle of consistency, andsitneither seriality, fusion,
the oath nor the institution. It is an irreduciblleat escapes Sartre's
totalization of practical ensembles. It is a prpbeithat is no longer based
upon individual praxis.

In a way, it can be argued that elements of Badiowrk —the event, the fidelity,
the truth, sequential history and the subject,adirelevised in order to avoid going where

Sartre went in the second volumeQiitique of Dialectical Reason

As mentioned above, his connection seems to bengdroand closer with
Althusser! He had applauded the publication Réading Capitaf and had collaborated

with him during several lectures, the most impdriinwhich is arguably the one directed

! bid., 35.

2 What Sartre calls totality is closely related thawis called [totality] in this dissertation andhaw
he calls totalisation is noted in this dissertatienunbounded totality. For a comparison of theseterms,
Jean-Paul Sartr€ritique of Dialectical Reason, VolumeTrans. Alan Sheridan-Smith (London; New York:
Verso, 2004), 45-47.

% Badiou,Pocket Pantheqrs4.

* For a study of Badiou’s understanding of subjeat be said to have developed in relation to yet
through distinction from Lacanian and Althusseriaotions of subjectivity: Bruno Bosteels, "The Re-
Commencement of Dialectical Materialism (Part PJj*13(2002).

® Alain Badiou, "Le (Re)Commencement Du Matérialishialectique,"Critique 23, no. 240 (1967).
WhenReading Capitalvas published Badiou was not yet associated wiithu&ser.
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at scientists meditating on the relation of scieand philosophy.But this collaboration
was not a long lasting one: as of 1977 Badiou'sapization had published a pamphlet
declaring that Althusserians are the “theoreticiahstate capitalism?" Today Badiou is
absolutely clear about Althussser: his path toilstahs not a mistake in judgment, rather
he had “inherited” the “Stalinist version of Mamis' In other words, Althusser was a
Stalinist, whose only redeeming point was that @&l Hdisrupted” Stalinism “from

within.”3

There is one further lesson of Althusser that hbefe an inerasable mark in
Badiou’s thought: A political movement does notl faé a result of the strength of the
adversaries but as a result of its inner weakfgss.what he means by weakness is always

the weakness of the project, an “intellectual weskr* This means politics is an order of

! While Althusser’s contribution is better known,dBais lectures are published more recently: ——
—, The Concept of Model: An Introduction to the Matbst Epistemology of Mathematijced. Luke
Zachary Fraser and Tzuchien Tho, trans. Luke Zgdhaser and Tzuchien Tho (Melbourne: re.press7R00
It is in these lectures that Althusser had decldnad philosophy’'s propositions take the form oéges and
scientific propositions are demonstrations. AltlusEssays in Self-Criticisp#0. He had further added that
these theses assemble philosophical categoriesscientific concepts. , "Philosophy and the
Spontaneous Philosophy of the Scientists," 81. @ktstements are closely followed by Badiou invtiag he
works as a philosopher.

2 Alain Badiou, "La Situation Actuelle Sur Le Froiie La Philosophie: Contre Lecourt Et
Althusser," (1977). As with the tradition of Uni@@ommuniste de France Marxiste-Léniniste, the pastphl
was published anonymously yet it is commonly acegpd be Badiou’s writing.

3 , Logics of Worlds509.

4 , Pocket Panthegn55. With respect to Badiou these ideas will becaissed in the last
section of the present chapter.
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thought! This allowed Althusser to argue that philosophythe site that names the
sequences of revolutionary politics and assesddihges and successes. While naming
will also be a crucial idea of Badiou, he will aggthat naming is not the task of
philosophy, but is internal to politics, which hays is nothing other than thought. This is
why for Badiou, Althusser is mistaken in mixing loisophy and politics, leading to a

“suture” of philosophy by its political condition.
I.  Badiou and the Present

Built on this background, Badiou’s interventiong apecific to the questions of the
time. So before proceeding to the discussion ofohi®logy, it would be useful to depict
how Badiou views his present. For him, our ageonidated by the opposite of what the
classical philosophy teaches: today the Good isunderstood as the capacity for Truth but
as preventing Evil from happening. Paradoxicallg tiurns into declaring the affirmative
Truth and the Good to be associated with dangeaodscriminal tendencies of the 20

century. Today'’s so-called “western values,” preach

obedience (to commercial contracts), modesty (@féite of the arrogance
of the ham actor on TV), realism (we must have ifgadnd inequalities),
utter selfishness (now known as 'modern individumal), colonial

! “politics is thought” is probably the first axioof Badiou’s conception of politics. Although it is
partially inherited from Althusser, this was nogjagick and immediate inheritance. In a 1976 poleagainst
Deleuze, he had written: “Masses make history, @ohcepts.” , "The Flux and the Party: In the
Margins of Anti-Oedipus,'Polygraph: An international journal of culture armublitics, no. 15-16 (2004).
Probably, today he regrets having written thaiestent.

2 , Pocket Pantheqrb6, 82. The philopsohy and its conditions is ekpd below. Elsewhere
Badiou claims that his suture was rather the “sgifiehsuture reducing philosophy to a mere epistéogy.

, Manifesto for Philosophy64.

323



superiority (the democratic goodies of the Wessusrthe despotic baddies
of the South), hostility to living thought (all apons have to be taken into
account), the cult of numbers (the majority are aglsv right), obtuse
millenarianism (the planet is getting hotter unaey very feet), empty
religion (there must be Something...

l.a. Political Present

The basic problem of our political situation is tttvee live in an age where our
planet has billions of people who are deprived lbfttee wealth our world has to offer.
While the past centuries had a name for the exdlymeletarian or peasant masses they
could mobilize, our political imagination is yet tome up with a name for the collective
figure of the deprived. The billions exploited bgntemporary capitalism live atomized
lives, disconnected from each other and oftenpiedly to crime, religious extremism or to
blind violence? The singular conflict of our age, the global fodit struggle will not begin
until a new name for the deprived is found. Thé& t@afsthe thought today is to prepare this
ground; this is why Badiou keeps mentioning thaatowe are closer to Marx than we are

to Lenin® We need first to create in thought the possibfitya new possibility.

Secondly, the working class is no longer the savtois no longer the “generic

humanity.” The problem is not just the decline loé thumber of manual workers in the

, Pocket Pantheqrix-x.
, "“We Need a Popular Discipline”: Contempordrglitics and the Crisis of the Negative,
Interview by Filippo Del Lucchese and Jason Smi@rjtical Inquiry, no. 34 (2008): 656-57.

% This statement he often repeats can be foundfereint places, for instance: ——Fhe Meaning
of Sarkozytrans. David Fernbach (London; New York: Verso0®), 114-16. Although these statements can
be interpreted as a call for a conception of thtakmphasizing totality at this point can be uariBefore
underlining the need for a standpoint of totalitmyamating from his work, | will first show how he is
explicitly critical of the concept of totality.

2
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west, not just the decline in union density or thexline in class as a denominator of
political affiliation, not even a decline in workjrclass activism. These are all facts but the
fundamental issue is none of them. It is rathet tha class is no more what Lukacs had
described: an existent whose “interest” was itsaligion, as the being who does not want
to be and in order to stop existing it has to cleatige totality of existence. Rather the
working class, at least in the advanced capitabsintries, is another particular that looks
out for its own interests. Indeed progressive mslitshould support this interest, and
furthering this interest means improving the liviegnditions of millions but this interest is

no longer the universal interest. What working slsinds for is a quantitative equality, but
not qualitative equality which will redefine whattio be understood by the word equal. The
“generic” working class is gone —maybe to the glatauth; it may return one day but

today another subject is requiredsor Badiou, the vacuum that is created with the
departure of proletariat cannot be filled with “een@ collection of identities” that the

concept of multitude implies. Today the task isieatto find a human group that is “beyond

identity.”

The question of this politics for Badiou is howlie so few and do something
that would change the totality to the situation tiee good of all. But who is the enemy?

What is to be avoided in the construction of tresvrpolitics?

! There is a bigger problem in Badiou’s case. lanEe, recent polls show that the working class
support goes to the Front National candidate Matm@®en who is likely to receive 36% of their vote2012
elections. She was chased by the socialist caredidatninique Strauss-Kahn (the poll is conducteagef
the scandal in New York) who was receiving only 16¥%the working class support. During the 2007
elections the working class had also chosen therantigrant rhetoric of Sarkozy. Bruno Jeudy, "2012
Match Pour L'électorat Populaird, e Journal du Dimanche4 April 2012.

2 Alain Badiou, "The Saturated Generic Identity bé tWorking Class, an Interview by Nicolas
Veroli and Diana George " http://interactivist@ubmedia.org/node/5400.
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Badiou depicts our present with the idea that Hk ¢democratic materialism,”
whose principle can be summarized as: “there akelmdies and languages.” Badiou says
that our age is essentially nihilistic; it has rlage for an “immortal soul,” it is guided by
desires, commerce and finituledgainst democratic materialism, Badiou insiststbe
relevance of “materialist dialectic” which positshere are only bodies and languages,
except that there are truttsThe important thing to note in the statement isthat truths
exist but that they do exist as an exception totwelests. Together with Descartes, Badiou
insists that a truth does not exist in the same avéliing” exists in the world. Today truths
are “incorporeal bodies, languages devoid of megngeneric infinites, unconditioned
supplements” and always in suspension between \tbigl™ and “pure event.” As such,
devoid of any particular existence, truths are ersal® For Badiou, a truth is created
within time yet it is timeless; it is enunciated & particular language yet it is trans-

linguistic; it is the “trace of an event;” thusrath is “infinite and generic?

But the truth is what remains banned in our preseigd by the postmodern
relativism of opinions. Today every attempt towtrd Good, every politics of equality and

justice, is labeled “utopian” and is negated aspthth toward totalitarian nightmarg3he

1

, Logics of Worlds 1. Italics removed. This means that “there arly amdividuals and
communities.” lbid., 8. As will be explained, wHaadiou means by the immortal soul has nothing tevitb
a religious conception of it.

2 |bid. Italics removed.

® |bid., 4-6.

* Ibid., 33-34.

> , Ethics: An Essay on the Understanding of EVilans. Peter Hallward (London; New
York: Verso, 2001), 13.
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20" century which had started with the idea of a érelas its own justification ends up

with the figure of Breton’s priest who measuresrgtréng in terms of results.

For Badiou philosophy involves four dimensionsve&g a refusal to accept the
world as given; logic, belief in reason and argutnaniversalism, it is addressed to all and
open to all; and risk, a decision, a step away ftbenbeaten trackHowever, the present
world is an undoing of these four dimensions ofdBsire of philosophy. It replaces revolt
with merchandise; logic with communication; uniaity with specialization and risk with
security. Badiou is absolutely clear on this poitite hermeneutic, analytic and post-
modern orientations in philosophy all fail to coemtthe nihilistic tendencies of the

contemporary political situation; they are rathsrreflections’

At base, the objective of postmodern philosophy ideconstruct the idea of
totality — to the extent that philosophy itself d& itself destabilized.
Consequently, the postmodern orientation activatbat might be called

mixed practices, de-totalized practices, or impthimking practices. It

situates thought on the outskirts, in areas thahagbe circumscribed. In
particular, it installs philosophical thought atetlperiphery of art, and
proposes an untotalizable mixture of the conceptuethod of philosophy

and the sense—orientated enterprise of art.

This quote summarizes the task of Badiou’s thouBhatiou, who is opposed to a
conception of an “expressive totality” criticizeg Blthusser wants also to oppose the post-

modern tendency that is precisely against totalitgll sorts. His attempt is thus to imagine

, The Century143-45.
, Infinite Thought: Truth and the Return to Philosgpled. Justin Clemens and Oliver
Feltham, trans. Justin Clemens and Oliver FeltHasndon; New York: Continuum, 2005), 29.

® Ibid., 30-37.

* Ibid., 33.
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a place for what Lukacs had called “point of viefaagality.” But he has to do in the world
of contemporary philosophy where the totality whitlecame associated with the
totalitarian. It should be noted that Badiou oft@frains from a positive usage of the
category; his focus is rather on two words thateasdvays together with totality and that
were also abandoned by post-modernism: infinite wamdersal. The fourth chapter of this
study had shown how Heidegger’s finitude formedlihsis for an attack against totality,
infinite and the universal. Badiou cannot and iswadling to defend these concepts in their
established forms; he rather creatively reconsdrutiem to respond the challenges
emanating from Heidegger, Althusser and post-maskernWhile he is very clear and
explicit on the infinite and universal; totality $¢rangely missing in his discussion. And in
cases it is not, Badiou is very critical about was usages of the concept of totality. Yet |
believe that the emergence of the standpoint afitpthas to become an unequivocal part
of his political project. Therefore it should be @masized here that this chapter is not on a
concept that is explicitly discussed by Badiou dmutsomething that is implied and required
by his thought yet still not present in it. Why Baul is not asking this question? Does he
share the post-modern disdain for the totality? Dloe think that totality associated with
totalitarianism will make things even harder fomRiThese questions cannot be answered.
His task is already difficult because he wantsetbink the category of universal in a world

where it is described as a philosophical countérpiimperialisnt and is abandoned by

! For instance Bourdieu and Wacquant authoritatiwetite: “Cultural imperialism rests on the
power to universalize particularisms linked to agsilar historical tradition by causing them to be
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post-modernism in favor of “the fragmentary, thetigalar, or the contingent.” In the
world after post-modernism, the philosophy is tastedeal with “situations in which it is
impossible to react (Gilles Deleuze), demands taainot be met (Emmanuel Levinas),
needs that can never be reconciled (Jean-Frangotaid), promises that can never be kept
(Jacques Derrida).” Talking about an affirmative notion of truth inighworld of

contemporary philosophy is thus an impossibility.

Another feature of the current thought is the rédacof philosophy to a mere
meditation on language making the “metaphysics ratht further impossible. Thus
especially in France but also in other countriegnghpost-structuralism became a strong
orientation, the question of language and the questff “meaning” replaced the question
of truth? In a way, the entire philosophical endeavor ofiBadan be seen as a search for a
way out of Heidegger and his poetic notion of truffhis can be seen at its best in his

definition of the event as the “possibility of ingsible.” What is the description of one’s

misrecognized as such. Thus, just as in the 19thupe a certain number of supposedly philosophical
questions being debated as universal throughoubfeurand beyond originated (...) in the historical
particularities (and conflicts) proper to the silegwniverse of German academics, so today numeomiss
directly issuing from the intellectual confrontat®relating to the social particularity of Americsociety and
of its universities have been imposed, in appayedd-historicized form, upon the whole planet.” ¥he
further add: “A kind of fictional axiomatizationtfto produce the illusion of a pure genesis, thm@af
preliminary definitions and deductions aimed atstitliting the appearance of logical necessity for t
contingency of de-negated sociological necesstigggls to obfuscate the historical roots of a wieolsemble
of questions and notions that will thus be calladgsophical, sociological, historical or politicalepending
on the field of reception.” Pierre Bourdieu and c.&Wacquant, "On the Cunning of Imperialist Reason,"
Theory, Culture & Society6, no. 1 (1999 ): 41-42.

! peter Hallward, "The Politics of Prescriptiofifie South Atlantic Quarterlj04, no. 4 (2005): 770.

2 Badiou,Infinite Thought 34-35.

® Ibid., 43.

4 , Ethics 39.
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death in Heidegger, without explicit reference katy deliberately defines the event in

Badiou thus becomes the sign of the radical neangé, truth: it is an affirmation of life.

Against the truth of the event, at the dawn of 248 century we have the priest
everywhere. The *“ethics” that he preaches represiamtequivalent of Hegel's “bad
infinity” in the eyes of Badiou: It on the one haseéeks for the recognition of the
universality of Western position, in other wordglganentary democracy and capitalist
market economy. On the other it stems for a dedidomination: the mastery of life and

deatht

The only politics that is acceptable to the prissepresentative democracy. Yet the
basic division of parliamentary politics is domie@tby two forms of a single idea: Fear.
The first form of this fear is exploited by thehtgving parties and it belongs to those who
are in a relatively privileged situation. This feaf foreigners, workers, the youth of
Banliey muslims, blacks... etc. may transform itself eagila desire for a master who will
be protecting the privilegésBut the fear does not only dominate the right wirdjtics,
the left of the spectrum of parliamentary politrosbilizes a second form of fear: the fear

of the Master. The problem with this fear is noatthhe dictatorship and a repressive

! Ibid., 38. Despite the tension between the dentgcemd the market, for Badiou our present is
dominated by a particular arrangement betweengmadntarism and capitalism. Badiou recites hisoisitis
about the contemporary western democracy in ——hge"Democratic Emblem," iDemocracy in What
State? ed. Giorgio Agamben [et al ] (New York: Columbiaiversity Press, 2011).

2 , The Meaning of Sarkoz$-10.
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regime have nothing to be feared about; the reablpm is that it fails to generate a

positive vision to rival the effects and the dontioa of global capitalisn.

In the end, in France as well as the “Western” diatthe “right wing” seems to be
winning. Against the ruthless attack of neolibexabnomics and neoconservative ideology
there seems to be a nostalgia where the linesmédmtion between the right and left were
more visible; a nostalgia for the Fordist and Kesjae consensifs.For Badiou, this

nostalgia is a sign of impotente.
I.b. Intervention to the present

How does Badiou intervene into this particular aiiton of philosophy and politics?

What is absolutely interesting about Badiou is ,tledter what happened in philosophy

! Ibid., 10. Badiou’s criticism of liberal politids advanced better by Jacques Ranciére who argued
that the contemporary parliamentary democracy teas enemies: dictatorship and a real democratic life
Jacques Ranciérka Haine De La Démocrati€Paris: Fabrique, 2005). For a notable study erthieoretical
roots of politics of fear. Corey Robifear: The History of a Political IdedOxford; New York: Oxford
University Press, 2004).

This idea was best mobilized by the Spanish SatiBarty’s (PSOE) regional branch in Catalonia
(PSC): During the campaign for 2008 national etewdithey adorned the streets with a poster thatavas
Reservoir Dogspin-off. The shadows of mysterious figures wem@pged on a blood red background where
the slogan was written: “If you don’t go (to votlpy (conservative PP) return” (Si tU no vas, elloslven)
The slogan was born out of the desperation of fstiaho, after four years in government, had dead all
the hopes of leftists in Spain. The only optionntobilize people to vote was to remind them that the
alternative to PSOE is worse than they are... andtitaegy worked: In Catalonia the socialists wath &
landslide that brought them the victory in genetattions.

The other poster used by PSOE is telling aboup#réamentary left. On the same red background,
the faces of global right wing leaders from BuslB&slusconi were drawn. The slogan was “they toatvwa
change the world.” A socialist party against therde, unfortunately this is not exclusive to Sganis
Socialists and this is why socialists cannot wird @panish Socialists are likely to lose in the aami
elections.

2 This nostalgia can even be felt in the arguabltpviéng intellectuals, see: Richard Senndthe
Corrosion of Character: The Personal Consequende®/ork in the New CapitalisrfNew York: Norton,
1998). While Sennett’s criticism of new capitalissncertainly valid, he is writing as if the age Fdrdism
was the golden age.

¥ Badiou,The Meaning of Sarkoz$0.
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during the last part of 20century he is still able to ask about the humatinreawithout
sounding naive and unsophisticated. He is not ‘dgtcocting” the human nature as it is
discussed in this or that text; he is not critiogzihe understanding of human nature of this
or that philosopher in order to show its aporiasl gnoundlessness. He is asking the
question rather straightforwardly and when hefisrrang to Rousseau, it is only to say that
he is right, that the “human animal is essentigipd.” If the empirical instances show
otherwise, it is because there are external foategork; the task is then to detect these
forces and fight against them. But what does henmibat human animal is good? Badiou
answers this with Plato: to be capable of truthutfris the point of departure for all
creations directed to the universal, in this seibse no different than the Good or the
Beautiful. Today, the claim that human animal id &/the vision of those who want to
domesticate it to a mere servant in the capit@iinomy: This is Badiou’s central
guestion about the human: how to awaken the iminortslumber within each of us, i.e.

our capacity for the Good?

Based on this understanding of human, he feelsmpthut contempt for the chief
motto of postmodern ethics: respect for the Othest like Lukacs, Badiou views the self
as composed of “two-thousand” men. But unlike Ligkaus context allows Badiou to
follow further the consequences of this thoughtisTiefusal of the category of Otherness

does not deny the differences among individualsygs, etc. This is not a statement of “we

! , Pocket Pantheqrviii. This is also the basis of his criticism tfe current human rights

discourse: one cannot start from the victimhoodherevil that subjugates human beings. One shatlker
start from the universal Good that man is capabkréate; i.e. the truth.
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are all the same” or that “we are all brothers arstiers.” Rather, Badiou states just like

Rimbaud: “l is another,” and adds:

There are as many differences, say, between a &hpeasant and a young
Norwegian professional as between myself and anylatdall, including
myself.

As many, but also, then, neither more nor fess.

That is to say that the refusal of otherness cabeatought in community and in
sameness but the absence of a bound that is hdtutyether the community. To start with
oneself: since every being is a multiplicity inrtséormation, as a being | am also a multiple
and not the same with myself. Moreover, from thespective of politics as a truth
procedure, the categories relating to identitereaxd to communitarian aspects are
completely irrelevant. This leads to a new definition of politics that“iot the realm of

power,” but “the realm of thought:”

Its goal is not transformation; its goal is theatien of possibilities that
could not previously be formulated. It is not deeldicfrom situations,
because it must prescribe thém.

One of the crucial elements that this definitionpofitics requires is to distinguish
truth from knowledge. For Badiou truth is a pregsiivie concept that comes to being as a
declaration. Knowledge is descriptive, belongs tbatvHeidegger would call to a

“correspondence logic.” But there is more to tliggdiou’s concept of politics is designed,

1

, Ethics 26. The English translation of the book quotesiBdud as “I am another,” yet
Rimbaud’s famous edict “Je est un autre,” | is bhegtis very different from “I am another.”

2 , Saint Paul: The Foundation of Universalisirans. Ray Brassier (Stanford, Calif.:
Stanford University Press, 2003), 11.

3 , Pocket Pantheqro8.
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just like Lukacs’, in order to exclude the playioterests from its definition. All Badiou is
trying to do is to imagine a way of politics whdhee concepts such as interest, power,
realpolitik... etc. will become entirely irrelevarit this way, what he calls “politics” is
only the politics of emancipation; the politics ioterest is called “administration” in his
terminology® This is why his politics rely on a truth that Feetmeasure of itself and exist
only in the affirmative declaration. The oppositetraith is the knowledge that belongs to

the facts which emerge from play of interests amagy?

Here Badiou enters into a dangerous ground bed¢aasene who believes that s/he
possesses the truth is the one capable of hodésds. Certainly al-qaeda militants believe
that they relate to a higher truth. In fact, ak ttnass murderers of the "2@entury had
deluded themselves into the belief that the etedméh was on their side. This is what led
for instance Arendt to insist that the philosophaagegory of the absolute calls for tyranny
in the realm of politics. She underlined that tla¢egories of truth, ldea, Good, totality,
dialectics, even justice as ideal are conceptsngallor authoritarian intervention to
democratic politicS. It is thus not a surprise that one of Badiou'st& opponents is
Arendt (although what he inherits is an Arendt tlgio the lenses of Revault d’Allones who
is missing Arendt’s point). Against Arendt’s prieging of opinion, Badiou first objects to

the idea that opinions generate discussion whera#s is dictatorial. Science, especially

1

, Metapolitics 73.

z , Ethics 54-55.

% Hannah ArendtThe Promise of Politigsed. Jerome Kohn (New York: Schocken Books, 2005),
esp. 70-93.
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mathematics is in the first place he claims, isnfied against the authority. In a debate
where the truth is at stake, it is not one’s pogiin society but the relevance of one’s claim
matters. Thus, “a singular truth is always the Itesfua complex process in which debate is
decisive.” The normative construction of a truthpeleds on being shared and being
approved. Scientific statements are open to thecisr of whoever accesses them and
regardless of who utters thénBadiou is indeed representing an idealized versibn

scientific debate and he probably knows that. Boether he is accurately describing the
empirical reality is not so much the point. His ger interest is to show a mode of debate
where the decision does not rely on the majoritpurhbers supporting a statement but on
the truth content of this statement. Science is su@h realm which is guided not by the
democracy of numbers but with democratic debatét Was left to vote, we would still

think that we lived in a geocentric univefse.

Thus the basic difference between Arendt and Baridhe following: For Arendt,
what matters is how the free and equal men acthegand discuss; thus she wants nothing
to prevent political discussion, especially themldao a higher truth. Although American
Founding Fathers are her models, the concept isldsn: regardless of the form of
government, politics is possible if (all, many ew) men “interact with one another as
equals and among equafsFor Badiou, what matters is how these men (andem)roame

to be equal and free; no freedom and equality eagdined by respecting the opinion of

! Badiou,Metapolitics 14.
2 bid., 15.
3 Arendt, The Promise of Politigs118-19.
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the powerful who benefit from inequality. The edtyalcan only be one-sidedly and
violently inscribed into the situation of inequglitCan one listen to the opinions of the
slave owners and convince them through a debatesknery is evil and thus to free all
their slaves; can slavery come to an end with aatdebf opinions? In this sense, the
democratic debate of opinions is the arch-nemddiseopossibility for the foundation of a
democratic debate as Arendt understands it. Egu#hat is the precondition of the

democratic debate of opinions cannot be won bynaodeatic debate of opinions.

What Badiou defends can be called a Democracyuthi.ttHe mentions that the
philosophy has a contradictory relationship withni2eracy: while philosophy is an
essentially democratic activity, virtually no ptstapher (from Plato to himself) believes in
democracy. He explains this contradiction by arguiinst that the “philosophy assumes
that the search for truth is opened to everybode philosopher cabe anybody.” He
further argues that it is “completely indifferemt $ocial, culturabr religious position of
who speaks or thinks. Philosophy accepts térdm everybody.” And finally it is “directly
exposed to the judgement of others.” Yet this deatactrait that stems from the “axiom
of equality of minds” is not to be confused witle tlequality of opinions.” Not all opinions
are equal: a distinction is always required firstween correct and incorrect opinions and
secondly between opinions and truth. Everybodyisakin her/his capacity of accessing or

producing the truth but what everybody comes ug wdtnot equal. The arguments in a
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debate need to be “validated” according to a “ursiaklogic™ The democracy of truth calls
for a different type of political procedure. Demacy of the vote and the majority belongs
to a form of state; however, for Badiou democraagnot be the form of a state. The state
is the very opposite of democracy. For Badiou imderacy exists, it belongs to the
universal content of the political declaratidnSo this democracy exists in the egalitarian

and emancipatory content of what it declares.

The affirmative, non-critical notion of truth lea@sdiou to two very problematic
moves: first, a return to the classical philosophg secondly to declare that ontology is set
theory. In both moves Badiou’'s task is to move hast away from the shadow of
Heidegger. In the first move, he wants to come ith @ truth that does not care about its
limits, its historicity, its finitude... etc. In theecond he wants to get beyond the obsession
with language and poetry. Both of these moves @ffeat prospects yet bring problems as

well.

In the first attempt his main task is to get beytimel Heideggerian idea of finitude
against universalism. In doing so he subscribethéo commonly accepted idea in the
French academia that Heidegger, especially hissideacerning time and finitude are the
culmination of Kantian revolution in philosophy. & fogic is simple: if a new universalism

is to be founded it has to restart from the begignirom the classical philosophy. We need

! Alain Badiou, "Democracy, Politics, Philosophy: Mbscure Knot." The Walter Chapin Simpson
Center for the Humanities, University of Washingt@006, Available at: http://www.egs.edu/facultgiat
badiou/articles/democracy-politics-and-philosophy/.

2 , Metapolitics 78-95.
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to go before Kant because Kant is the one to kthegssue of limits to the table. Badiou
makes this explicit: it is important to get beyoHeideggerian nihilism, but doing so
requires dissociating from Kant: the philosophytoflay “must de-link itself from the
Kantian heritage, from the perpetual examinationliofits, from the obsession with
critique, and from narrow forms of judgementf one wants to imagine the universal, one
should start by forgetting about the limits. Thsswhy many of the terms in Badiou’s
philosophy are used in their pre-Kantian senseslidBais a neo-classicist in philosophy.
This neo-classicism comes with particular operatidior example, the rejection of the

category of time and the discipline of histdry.

This classicism can be called a new form of Platoni Badiou calls this a
“Platonism of multiple.* The subtraction of truth from the opinions is K&y of the neo-
Platonism of Badiou. Against the opinions Badiosists on the highly problematic concept
of truth that he inherits from Spinoza via AlthussEruth is an “index sui,” the generic
truth has no external guaranfe®ut this does not mean that the truth stands alone
contradistinction to opinions. The statement “trgthbtracts form opinions” means that
there is an inner relation between the two categofSubtraction is not just cutting all ties;

it is cutting the ties while maintaining the retati Badiou underlines this point by

1

, Polemics Trans. Steve Corcoran (London; New York: Ver€i)&), 35.

2 After claiming that his philosophy is classicaldBau defines it as “any philosophy that does not
submit to the critical injunctions of Kant.” Se: ——, Deleuze: The Clamor of Beindrans. Louise
Burchill. (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota R 2000), 45.

3 , Metapolitics 35-44.

, Deleuze: The Clamor of Being6.
, Infinite Thought 130.
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emphasizing the role of the sophist in the Platatimlogues. Sophist is the one who
reminds that “the category of Truth is void.” Sthalugh he is the enemy, the totality of the
dialogue —the final result and the process of mghat it, includes the sophist. Without the
sophist there is no dialectical strife; without hipmilosophy easily turns into a tyranny, to
the dictatorship of truth. Renouncing the soptiist, the opinion is a disasteBadiou’s
classicism thus comes with a strife, but Badiouvknidhat the strife should not end; the
enemy should not be eliminated forever; final wgtas harmful even to the winner.
Badiou’s politics, as shall be seen is modeled upé question: how to devise a politics
where the enemy can be defeated but then retlardominant position for a new sequence

of conflict to restart?

How to make the Platonism of multiple work as atdoe of truth? For Platonism,
the One used to be the guarantee of truth. Thigagtee is no more valid for the
multiplicity of being; the “complexes of complexesiarks our understanding of being. In
the present situation neither “without-being of @ee” nor “the limitless authority of the
multiple can be revoked. The big question heréésstatus of truth: how to save it? It is a
big question because philosophy is distinguishethfsophistry through the category of
truth? So far, the decline of One resulted in postmodenrand the triumph of the finitude
of language, which ended up in denying the univigysaf truth. So if truth is to be

reasserted it has to be “subtracted” from languadms to be a “singular production of the

! , Manifesto for Philosophyl34-35.
2 |bid., 119. It has to be underlined that philospplves not produce truths but it operates “from
truths.” Ibid., 124.
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multiple.” Badiou calls this “generic multiplicii? How it comes to being will be the
central question that will be discussed below, Ibefore proceeding into that it will be

useful to open the idea of “subtraction form larggia

The dogma of philosophy after Heidegger is the issgality of world-to-world
communication. This is why the translation becahe ¢entral topic for the philosophy
after Heidegger, especially for Derrida. What Baddoes is to offer the language of set
theory as one language that does not need anyatians It is the language that allows
talking about multiplicities as multiplicities. Athe axioms of set theory are clear and well
understood in any language and any formulationgusiet theory will be immediately
accessible to anyone informed in set theory regasdbf one’s cultural background. For
Badiou, this gives philosophy “a weapon, a fearsonaehine of thought” that is set to
attack against “the bastions of ignorance, sugEnstand mental servitude.” With Plato,
Badiou insists that mathematics is the way outtleé ‘sophistical dictatorship of linguistic
immediacy.” This means not that philosophy is mathematigsisitmeans that philosophy
has to unburden itself of thinking “being qua beifghilosophy decides that the vocation

of mathematics is ontology but does not deal wigtiramatics itseft.

! Ibid., 103-04.

2 , "Mathematics and Philosophy,"” 16. One pat#idy ridiculous effect is to see the increase
in the number of publications making use of a ledfned set-theory. Badiou himself is educated in
mathematics and is excellent in what he is doingledade ago, some academics were thinking that) asin
German or French word and talking about how itstesiranslation would make their articles smaitant
they actually were; set theory is increasingly asisg this function today.

, "The Event as Trans-Being," 97. His accoufitnmathematical ontology is further
discussed in ———Number and Numbe(€ambridge: Polity Press, 2008).
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Moreover, mathematics provides Badiou an easy way of what after
deconstruction seemed impossible: to absolve piplog from reflecting on its own
historicity. Moreover it should be underlined here that higyasaf sets has nothing to do
with an allegorical use. He makes this point absbjuclear by differentiating his
understanding of mathematics from that of Deleiiee,as a source of metaphdr$his
language is important for Badiou especially becausd#lows a new way of thinking of
totality: what set theory conceives as the relatbbelonging (€ o) is a different way of

conceiving what is defined by whole/parts relation.

To accept axiomatic set theory as the languagesioigbpure and simple brings an
immediate problem: set theory is sometimes criidifor dealing with entities that is
beyond its boundaries. The complaint raised witihia field of mathematics is that set
theory is not an adequate language for dealing thighissue of infinity. If this criticism is
true, it is a big problem for Badiou, because allcares about is the infinity as defined by
set theory. Moreover, it can be observed that wBiealiou, just like Plato, wants his

readers to believe that the mathematical notiotnuth is given, what he attempts is in fact

! Jean-Luc Nancy, "Philosophy without Conditions, Think Again: Alain Badiou and the Future of
Philosophy ed. Peter Hallward (London; New York: Continuud®04), 44. For Badiou, this obsession of
reflection on its historicity is precisely what pbizes philosophy. Badioljanifesto for Philosophyl13-14.

2 , Deleuze: The Clamor of Beind.

, Being and Event266.

3
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to construct this truth.For Lukacs, this would carry the risk: althoughrtan thought is
grounded in material conditions, it always risk#tigg out of hand and deluding itself into
a reality that can exist in imagination. Obviouskhat Lukacs understands from ontology
is the exact opposite of Badiou. For him ontologcategories do not belong to a realm
specific to ideas but are the reproduction in thugf the really existing dynamic

complexes.

But how does Badiou explain this radical “mathepsais ontology” approach? For
him, ontology as the language of Being has to sdpaitself from particular beings.
However, any word in any language in this or thatyws associated with a particular
existent; this leads to confusion between Being bethgs. Therefore, the language of
Being must be completely abstract and not refeartp particular existent in the world.
Badiou is at his best in pure abstract and mathesma partly what allows him in this
mode of thinking. Mathematics allows him to talkoabBeing in general without getting

stuck to beings. He claims that after the achievemef Frege and Russell,

it became possible to rigorously specify the notbmproperty, to formalize
it by reducing it-for example-to the notion of aegicate in a first-order
logical calculus, or to a formula with a free valain a language with fixed
constants. | can thus avoid, by means of restdactoonstraints, the
ambiguities in validation which ensue from the bdar borders of natural

! Balibar writes: “Badiou is attempting to useeta-mathematical meansthat is, mathematics
applied to mathematics itselfactually to construct a definition, theory or copteof truth To be more
accurate, he is attempting to demonstrate thatcthratept is ‘already there’, even though it hashesn there
for long, and that we have only to recognize ifgore it its name: ‘an indiscernible generic extensof a
situation’.” Etienne Balibar, "The History of Trutilain Badiou in French Philosophy," ifihink Again:
Alain Badiou and the Future of Philosopled. Peter Hallward (London; New York: Continul2804), 30.

2 Lukacs,Hegel's False and His Genuine Ontolod$.
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language. It is known that if my formula can besaa horse which has
wings', then the corresponding set, perhaps rediacBegasus alone, would
engage me in complex existential discussions wigosend would be that |
would have recognized the existence of the Onevérg thesis in which
every theory of the multiple soon entangles it5elf.

This usage of mathematics is very similar to theaidf bracketing as used in
phenomenological analysis. Nothing underlines tifferénce between Badiou and Lukacs
than an anecdote: Lukacs says that Scheler oncdaimeg him that even the
phenomenological research about the Devil is ptessiivovided its reality is bracketéd.
Against this Lukacs’ had replied: “and when you inéeshed with the phenomenological
picture of the devil, you open the brackets —amddvil in person is standing before ydu.”
It is important to note here that a similar lineasgument is also developed by Bertrand
Russell, who —as exemplified by the above quotai®an inspiration for Badiou. However
his remarks are curiously ignored by Badiou: cwligugnored because they are made
precisely on the problems of Plato’s understanainguth which is crucial for Badiou. For
instance he states that the “mathematical trutfhdependent of perception; but it is truth
of a very peculiar sort, and is concerned only wsigmbols.? This is not a passing remark
but one of Russell’s strongest objections agaitetbPThe truth in mathematics is beyond
doubt, independent of opinions and gives an exalgitbeyond anything that can be

achieved by the sciences. Yet it depends on theupp®sition of certain axioms and these

! Badiou,Being and Event39.

2 The bracketing in question here has nothing tovilb my usage of totality in brackets. Here it is
used to mean that its existence is put in suspefisiche duration and the purposes of the analysis

% Lukécs, "Existentialism," 246-47.

* Bertrand RussellA History of Western Philosophy And Its Connectioth Political and Social
Circumstances from the Earliest Times to the PreBaly (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1945), p. 155.
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assumptions would never exist outside the thougtit.Lukacs, this is the central question
of ontology: what to do when you face devil, Pegasuthe bourgeoisie in front of you?
Badiou, who never doubts the limits of mathematioath comes to the same question in

the end but with a different approach.

Moreover, there is one final feature of the math|reaas used by Badiou: After
pages of mathematical demonstrations on how evargyiB regulated in a given situation,
on “how everything under sun is in tune,” Badiounas to the core of his philosophy: “the
sun is eclipsed by the moon.” Both volumes of mttogical work end up by showing that
what matters is in fact that which is unimaginatiieough mathematics. In his words:
“mathematics cannot think a procedure of truth,abse mathematics eliminates the
event. Mathematics give the most adequate descriptianstitic structure, but not how it
changes. He will also write that a genuine politeequence cannot be “represented in the

universe of numbers and statistiés.”

After this preliminary remarks, it is now possilidéeproceed to Badiou’s ontological
work but before that another question can be askéxdit happens to philosophy, when the
ontological vocation is delivered to mathematics?ah activist, does Badiou designate a
privileged position to people in his position, ivay that is similar to what Althusser did?
Badiou’s definition of philosophy is in a way matdeavoid where Althusser ended up. For

Badiou avoiding Althusser’s mistake is possibleyahphilosophy further withdraws itself

! Badiou,Being and Event341.
2 , Metapolitics 10.
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from the realms where the truth is constructedd&es philosophy assume a modest role
by associating itself with the role of organizirige tconsequences of its conditions? It can
be said that this depends on a fifth condition: dlséonomy of philosophy vis-a-vis its

conditions!

I.c. The Subtractions of Philosophy

Badiou’s depiction of philosophy looks like a madelay manager who, rather than
performing the tasks, assigns them to appropriedeggses and evaluates the results. For
Badiou this makes philosophy less authoritarian amte democratic yet anybody who
knows a little about contemporary working place\wadhat the “team work” is in fact not
a solution to draconian uses of power. But Badoati least trying to move out of the
philosophy’s delusions of grandeur. This is why Badtakes a clear stance against the

“political philosophy:”

Even when Badiou writes about communism, he cafisbbok neither a political
text, nor a book on political philosophy. For Badi@a “political text is something integral
to an organized political process,” political teate the declaration of political movements.
What Badiou does is rather philosophy which orgemithe consequences of political
processes. This is the opposite of the “futile”cgiBne of political philosophy which

searches in vain for a foundation of politics amditigal thus inevitably succumbs into

! Alenka Zupaic, "The Fifth Condition,” inThink Again: Alain Badiou and the Future of
Philosophy ed. Peter Hallward (London; New York: Continu2604).
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moral philosophy reducing politics to ethical antfoThe political philosopher is the one
who meditates upon the “brutal” and “confused” emopi instances of politics; is the one
determining the principles of “good” or “ethicaldbjitics and finally is the one who will

refrain from militant involvement of all sorfsPolitical philosopher observes while
maintaining the safe distance from politics. Thiea tuestion is: how to avoid political

philosophy?

For Badiou, this starts by asserting that philogogides not produce truths. What he
calls “truth procedures” take place in three Kamtfeelds —Science, Politics, Art and in
Love. The truth is subjective in these fields, imathe sense of the opposite of objective but
in the sense of being dependent on the emergeresubject. For Badiou, a human being
is not always a subject. One rather becomes a &uinighe midst of an event in these
fields. For instance one becomes a subject whaal ssamposing is invented and by
producing the truth of this discovery through tlowel acts of creation in composition and
in performance. Badiou claims that philosophy stioather assume a modest role. In fact,
for Badiou, leave alone teaching the militantsroftt what to do, philosophy has no role in
the making of truth procedures. This is how Badioderstands Hegel’s edict that the “owl
of Minerva spreads its wings only with the fallinfithe dusk:® Philosophy starts thinking

the event only after the end of the sequence whetrtith is produced. Philosophy collects

! Alain Badiou,The Communist Hypothestsans. David Macey and Steve Corcoran (Londony Ne
York: Verso, 2010), 38.

2 , Metapolitics 10.

% Georg Wilhelm Friedrich HegeHegel's Philosophy of Rightrans. T. M. Knox (London; New
York: Oxford University Press, 1967), 13.
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the consequences of the evkhtowever, he says no more as to the purpose ofittisf

philosophy. Is it for safekeeping for the future?ayle philosophy collects the
consequences of an event, say in art and absitadisith and allows, say the political
activists to draw further consequences and applyoiitics? That would be a noble goal
and useful to explain how similar changes occuetiogy in different realms of activity. Yet

Badiou assigns no such role to philosophy.

But do the realms obey the Kantian separation?ofigh he is usually very careful
in keeping the realms separate he once claimedhbdmusic is a principal operator of the
contemporary ideological dispositifé.How is the field of art related the political fié!
What is the operation that takes place? Through ateathey related? Badiou says nothing
about these questions. Moreover with the exceptibthe quoted sentence, it is quite
impossible to find anything about the relationsezIms in his oeuvre. This may lead to the
conclusion that the conditions of philosophy aréeoconsidered as Althusser’s structures,
i.e. as closed totalities touching each other eslér and only through their consequences

as gathered by the philosophy. However this separaworks only in the level of

! Incidentally this is what late Althusser had dedwhof philosophy: to observe that there has been
an Encounter. AlthussePhilosophy of the Encountet70.

2 Alain Badiou, "De La Dialectique Négative Dans Gannexion A Un Certain Bilan De Wagner,"
www.lacan.com/badwagnerone.htm. Dispositif is ohéhe most important concepts of French thougteraft
Althusser. Foucault defines it as “a thoroughlyehegeneous ensemble consisting of discoursestuitisitis,
architectural forms, regulatory decisions, lawsnandstrative measures, scientific statements, gbiphical,
moral and philanthropic propositions—in short, sad as much as the unsaid. Such are the elemfktite o
apparatus. The apparatus itself is the systemlafions that can be established between these ntsrhe
Michel Foucault, "The Confession of the Flesh," Rower/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other
Writings, 1972-197,7ed. Colin Gordon (New York: Pantheon Books, 198®4. For a discussion of the
concept: Gilles Deleuze, "What Is a Dispositiff,'Michel Foucault: Philosophered. Timothy J. Armstrong
(New York: Routledge, 1992).
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philosophical discussion of conditions, in his attwork Badiou is the first one to break

this artificial separation between philosophy asdonditions.

While on the explanatory level the distinction seefogical, the analysis of
concrete texts and events cast doubt on the wyabiiithis type of clear separation between
philosophy and its political condition. Take foraemple “Politique unique et politiques
démocratiques” The text appears in the journal &fOrganisation Politique the
organization co-founded by Badiou and often citgdhin as one of the attempts to toward
genuine emancipatory politics in our times. In théRse, it is a text that is internal to the
political process. It indeed starts with a conceatalysis of the concrete situation: the rise
of the Front National in France. But soon after the text transforms iat@ritique of
parliamentary model of democracy, a discussiorhefrble of science, consciousness, the
defects of politics built around the state, thespriptive vs. descriptive notions of truth etc.
and all of these leading toward a quite philosoghijastification of why the principles of
L'Organisation Politiqueare the only way out of the aporias of presenttipslas well as
those of the classical revolutionary politics. histsense, even including the “concrete”
discussion ofront National this particular text is no different than whatdae found in
Badiou’s philosophical work reflecting on its padal condition. HisPolemics Ethics and
Metapolitics contain a number of texts that are indistinguishdiom this “anonymous”

political text. So where is the difference? Unlitkee articles in these books written by

! Alain Badiou, "Politique Unique Et Politiques Déanatiques,"La Distance Politique28 (1998).
Just like the other texts df'Organisation Politiquethis particular article is published anonymously it is
quite obvious that its author is Badiou.
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Badiou, this one appears in the journalL&®rganisation Politiqueand it iscollectively
signed. But as to the content, it is hard to notedifference at all. If this is not a political
text indistinguishable from his philosophical textghat is it? Is this also a philosophical
text? Then this means that the space of the pallitieclarations, in this case the journal, is
a space open for the intervention by the philosopihpne way or another, this text shows
that there is no clear and easily definable conmedietween politics and philosophy. In
his explicit differentiation between philosophy ait&l conditions, Badiou is going for the
clean and analytically feasible option but one tlatnot empirically viable for any

philosopher who is also a political militant, espdlg for himself.

This is not true only for his political work butsal his ontology which is dedicated
to the emergence of that which is included in acegaut that does not properly belong to
that space. The description of the event thus loldkes a perfect depiction of the
“immigrants,” or “workers without papers” in FrancéMoreover, he argues that
philosophy’s task is threefold: throw light on fiardental choices; on the distance between
thought and power; and finally on the “value” oktlkvent, break and exception. With
these, Badiou is explicitly assigning a politicalsk to philosophy. Indeed all these

operations can be repeated in all four areas ditiore but it means that philosophy is
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internally associated with each of them, especiaily politics® If this is true Badiou is

guilty of what he calls the suture of philosophyitsypolitical conditiorf.

So if he is not going to obey its rules why did Badinvent them? Looking at the
timing of the idea of conditions, it will becomei@ent that the concept is invented during
the 1980’s, at the end of the activism of the “yedrs.” It thus belongs to the closure of a
venerable political sequence when Badiou probalely fo justify his philosophical
interventions with a fidelity to his past politic@ommitments. However, as Badiou
intentionally produces the groundwork for a newitpal sequence to come, he may

continue to talk about the idea of conditions heiithe first one to violate it.

Moreover, he does not only separate philosophy famiitics. For Badiou, the
practise of politics should be entirely separatexinf analysis of socioeconomic situation.
On the one hand, this is a great achievement tadyence and for all from the superiority
of the philosophic / scientific knowledge in comigan to the less informed active militants
of the movement: The hierarchical categories ofeetge and knowledge are thus entirely

banished from the generic politics which is opeangone who show the will to be thére.

1

, "Thinking the Event,"” inPhilosophy in the Presened. Peter Engelmann (Cambridge,
M.A.: Polity, 2009), 12.

2 If the relation of philosophy with its conditioisbroken, it means that the philosophy is sutimed
its condition. For instance, positivist suture sciéntistic suture” dominates much of thé"X@ntury; and
political suture is pretty much the sign of Marxisim all these cases one of the conditions coméisetdront
as to determinate the vocation of philosophy. Sagwan also mix; for instance “economic determifiisna
political suture, but since it is also an attengppuish the revolutionary politics to the level ofesice, it is a
scientific suture.While these versions are out of fashion these degsdeggerian suture or the “poetic
suture” still dominates (especially the French)qgophy. Manifesto for Philosophy62-64, 67.

% Hallward,Badiou: A Subject to Truft225.
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On the other hand this approach brings an artifsgparation in two ways: first, how in a
meeting can one be sure that the eminent proféssoran absolutely equal position with
an undocumented worker? The professor may refusditle, he can act completely in
accordance with the axioms of equality, but thisncd be a guarantee of avoiding
hierarchies implicit in bodily language, in one'scant, command of language, in one’s
experience, in the positions achieved within infafrmetworks... etc. Secondly, there is a
more important question that will be further disses below: how can one act without

knowledge; how can one decide on the “void of theation” without invoking analysis?

To make his categories hold Badiou further abandlo@site of economy: the only
economy is capitalist. That is not to deny the importance of economiddfidut to
renounce the responsibility to invent an economdeowith an egalitarian distribution of
wealth. In this way he excludes an entire field/itdl interest; on the ‘positive’ side, this
absolves him from a lot of problems concerning #dm®nomic distribution, about the
communist economy to come... etc. Therefore he epdwith a unique politics whose

only possible path is politics of recognition.
I. Badiou’s Ontology and Politics

At this point one may ask: but what does Badiobtught have to do with Totality?
In Badiou’s ontological work one can encounter saélvesages of the concept. While it is

often used negatively, it can be argued that Baslimea of politics requires a resort to

Y bid., 237.
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what Lukacs had called “point of view of totalitygt rather a “point of view of the void.”
But since the word “point of view” sounds too muite a worldview, like an opinion we
may call it: “the truth of the void.” In the endhese two means more or less the same thing
to these radically different thinketsBoth of these expressions refer to a subject whose
existence is impossible within the given totalityddinds itself obliged to fight against it;
during this struggle it produces a subjective pasjt which nonetheless becomes a
universal truth that changes the entire world amcbimes the foundation of a new one. To
avoid any confusion that may arise, it should beenined that the similarity is the
interpretation of the present study and that Badiexer explicitly deploys such a termin a
proximity to Lukacs and his explicit usage of tl¢atity remains on the negative. The
manifold usages of the concept in his work candggauped around two definitions: the

whole and totality.

The “whole” is what Badiou conceives as the universal sets¢hef all that exists.
The existence of such a set is a logical inconsistethus the set of all cannot exist. What
Badiou does in order to claim that the whole isxistent is to invoke the paradox
discovered by Bertrand Russell. Accordingly, Badamgues that the universal set must be

a set that contains itself, otherwise it cannotalvehole. Such type of multiples, are called

1| did not come across with a single commentaradfiou about Lukéacs. Even when he is asked
about Lukécs, his answer refrains from referringita directly.

2 Although inLogics of Worldshe uses the word “wholele( Tout literally the set of everything) in
this discussion in his recent seminars, Badiou atggbthe same line of argument against totalitialité).
Maybe this means that Badiou views totality sonmgghsimilar to Borges’s aleph. For the audio reaugdf
his seminar see: Alain Badiou “Que signifie « den le monde » ?"
http://www.diffusion.ens.fr/index.php?res=conf&idde3063.
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“reflexive multiples,” and of course there are “Aa@ilexive multiplicities” that do not
enter to their own composition. If I am writing iatlof books written on totality, this list
will not be mentioning itself; so it is a non-reflee set. Imagine the opposite: a list of
everything written on anything but the totality.i$kvould be a rather long list but should
contain one particular element: since the listlfittesomething that is written on a topic
other than totality, it should be an element oélitsso this would be a reflexive set. The
universal set should be composed of these two;pagkould have a part of reflexive sets
and a part of non-reflexive sets. The logical paxadbelongs to what Badiou calls
“chimera,” or to the set of non-reflexive multipiés chimera itself a reflexive multiple or a
non-reflexive multiple. If chimera is a non-refleg multiple, it means that chimera should
belong to the part of the multiples that do nottaonthemselves. Yet this means that
chimera is a reflexive set, this is a paradox.himera is a reflexive set, then it cannot
contain itself; thus it should be a non-reflexie, sagain a paradox. Thus the existence of
the set of everything relies on a logical incoresisy. Here Badiou either must admit that
set theory is not adequate to think about the ‘@llthe infinite or deny the existence of the
whole. He goes in the second path, without memtipany doubt about set theory’s limits.
Just like what is discussed about Heidegger anthu8#er, Badiou also refuses the
universal sets but unlike them, &eplicitly deals with closed sets. This indeed is the very

definition of totality as used iBeing and Eventhat which imposes unity to multiplicity.

! Badiou,Logics of Worlds109-11.
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Il.a. Being and Event

The relation between the totality and politics ie®f the central tasks of the two
volumes of Badiou’s masterpieBeing and Event.The basic political problem presented
in the hundreds of pages is also summarized bydBaidi a lecture where he defines the
goal of his work as to open the way for a “non-esgive dialectic.” At the very beginning
of the lecture he identifies the problem of"2€entury politics: expressive dialectics. The
expressive dialectics, on the one hand defines pitesent moment as the singular
expression of the totality of the contradictiondd an the other hand, as quoted in the
discussion of Lukacs, it posits the name of theldeaas the expression of the entire
movement. Is there a relationship of necessity betwthese two aspects of thd' 2@ntury
dialectic except the word “expressive” that Badowins? Do these two conceptions merely
coincide in 28 century revolutionary politics or do they implycBaother? Badiou loses no
time in exploring their interconnectedness; he $ympplies that if one wants to get rid of
resorting to the big leader one should drop theresgive dialectics entirely. Curiously,
after coining the idea that getting beyond the ofilpersonality is only possible through
non-expressive dialectics, Badiou does not retarthis question in order to answer it.
How does non-expressive dialectics avoid the nanégdeader? One can point to the fact
that his refusal of state centered politics alltwa to a vision that would not allow a state

leader like Stalin. On the other hand, his speeus éy stating his “conviction” that a

! For a critical review oBeing and Evensee: Peter Osborne, "Neo-Classic: Alain Badioe®d
and Event,'Radical Philosophyno. 142 (2007).
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politics that does not resort to “proper names” ninesfound. He says that this conviction
cannot be “demonstrated” but is requireBut why then reformulate the dialectics, if all we
end up is with a “conviction”? Badiou would probakdnswer that it is not required
because the older was wrong, it is not thaf 2entury politics consisted only in great
mistakes; he would rather say that expressive diateis saturated. That is to say, every
possibility is explored in these modes and thetmeaf new is impossible following the

modes of the ZBcentury politics:

What does Badiou propose under the title “non-esgrve” dialectics? The answer
is a dish? A dish that used to contain “apples, pears, steawids, plums and so on,” but
after a strange event, now contains also “stomeslss pieces of dried mud, dead frogs, and
prickles.” Obviously, the dish is an example of athematical set. The elements of this set
are clear: apples, strawberries, stones, dead.fragls. And one can indeed talk about the
parts of the dish set: all the pears, fruits, alhdlanimals... etc. But the problem starts with
a part of the dish that is composed of “two apptbsge prickles, one dead frog, one
strawberry and seven pieces of dried mud.” While cain enumerate its elements, this part

cannot have a “synthetic and clear name.”

! Badiou, "Politics: A Non-Expressive Dialectics."

2 Badiou says that “a political sequence does motitete or come to an end because of external
causes, or contradictions between its essencetamdeians, but through the strictly immanent effecits
capacities being exhausted.” This can be seensasnanary of the idea of saturation. ——Metapolitics
127. For example Maoism is the saturation of theypstate. JPolemics 292. This means that after
Mao, all possibilities of this form of politics amxhausted. Of course one can make modificatioes; n
syntheses etc. However nothing radically new wiline out of this model of politics. The implicatiohthis
idea is that it allows a move away from party-statedel without criticizing it. We need to leavebithind,
not because it was wrong but because it is satlirate
, "Politics: A Non-Expressive Dialectics."
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What Badiou explains here in the example of a disballed a “situation” in his
terminology; it is the “place of taking place.” Wénia situation is a presented multiplicity, it
comes with a “particular operator of the count-as-8 It is in this perspective that one can
find the definition of totality in Badiou: totalitis a set; it is a multiplicity that counts as
one, a consistent multiplicityFor Badiou “One is not,” there is no such thing‘ase:”
just like Lukacs whose ontology focused on compder®ade out of complexes, Badiou
argues that what we have is nothing but multipésitcomposed of multiplicities. On the
other hand, a multiple can be recognized as a phelthrough “a system of conditions”
called count-as-oneSo any multiplicity can only be presented by definit as a closed
totality. This definition offers a way out of th@mosition between the totality as a closed
system and Alhusser’s unbounded whole; it alsoshele to understand why Althusser had

to treat structures as closed totalities which bedceach other only externally.

The regime of count-as-one calls for the faliaw as an ontological category is not
about what is permitted what is not but it is ie first place a decision about what properly
exists and what does nbfThe question is then about the parts of the digat parts

properly exist, what parts do not? It is in thigit@xt that Badiou invokes the great axiom

! In a way, situation stands as Badiou’s link tostrecturalist legacy. ——Being and Event4.

% |bid., 38-42.

® Ibid., 29.

* Badiou rarely speaks of law and legality. For Hertinformation one can consult Cardozo Law
Review’'s special 2008 issue “Law and Event” thatfdsused on this particular theme, see esp. Bruno
Bosteels, "Force of Non-Law: Alain Badiou's TheafyJustice,"Cardozo Law Review9, no. 5 (2008);
Gabriel Riera, "Fidelity and the Law: Politics aBthics in Badiou's Logiques Des Monde§drdozo Law
Review?29, no. 5 (2008).

® Badiou, "Politics: A Non-Expressive Dialectics."
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of Kurt Gédel which showed that any subset of aiseonstructiblé. This may seem a

great victory against the restrictive law; the axiof constructability may seem as an
affirmation of all parts of collective life; it emesounds like the anarchist “anything goes”
of Feyerabend. However, for Badiou this axiom asans that there is nothing beyond the

law; it is a declaration appropriate to Adorno’®tally administered society.

This “nothing beyond the law” is not only worryifdadiou, after Godel almost all
the mathematicians wanted to find a non-constrlecgbt. Their dilemma was obvious: the
moment one can name a set, it already means thaethis constructible. Badiou’s hero
who brought this search to an end is Paul Cohen‘fdumd an elegant solution to name,
to identify, a set which is not constructible, whisas no name, which has no place in the
great classification of predicates, a set whichvihout specific predicate.” What is so
exciting in Cohen is not just the discovery itsélfit also the name he gives to
unconstructible sets: he calles them “generic "s@tse word “generic” links the great
advent of axiomatic set theory to Marx who had =i the proletariat as generic
humanity. The task of politics thus becomes notlésg than finding or creating “a part of
the totality of life which is generic”which does not properly exist in that totality, iahis

beyond the law.

How to conceive the generic set? The same questanbe asked in a different

manner: if multiplicites do not start with one, e have only multiplicities of

! Godel is discussed more in detail in ——Bejing and Event296-300.
2 , "Politics: A Non-Expressive Dialectics."
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multiplicities how do we start counting? In orderunderstand this point we need to go
back to the composition of the situation as a thet:question is to figure out what is not
counted in a total state that counts everythingthdg escapes this count; literally
speaking, “nothing” escapes this count: there imddtiplicity that does not come to
presence, there is a “phantom remainder” of thextdn Badiou’s words: “being-nothing

is as distinct from non-being as the ‘there igliistinct from being.® In other words:

There is a being of nothing, as form of the unpnesdae. The 'nothing' is
what names the unperceivable gap, cancelled theewed, between
presentation as structure and presentation as ttedepresentation,
between the one as result and the one as operdtaween presented
consistency and inconsistency as what-will-haverqeesented.

This comes to say that there is a possibility ehsthing that escapes representation
in every totality. There is a “nothing” that is ‘fpigular to the situation.” This “suture” to
the being of a situation is called “void” in Badistanguag€. The void is the name for the
inconsistency of the totality, which cannot be presd within it' Yet there is something
quite odd about the void: while the effect of vomhcerns the entirety of the situation, it is
always local in its occurrenceHere one encounters one of the core principléagliou’s
thought: the universal exists only as a local o@nwoe, as a local declaration of the scandal

of totality. The void is a break, a “suture” in tbeder of presentation. It is something that is

1

, Being and Event3.
2 |bid., 54.
3 Ibid., 55.
4 1bid., 93.
5 |bid., 56.
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not there but which is the precondition for anythta be theré.Every count starts with the
void (counting does not start with one, but withthiiog, there is no originary one upon
which multiple is based); the multiple of somethstgrts with multiple of nothing; every
presence starts with something that escapes peesé&hat is to say that any “natural
situation,” any “ordinal” is founded “uniquely byé void.” While the void founds the
situation, it is the Other inside the ordinal. Nwd itself is the only multiplicity that has
no Other This is not just a poetic and enigmatic ontolofgy, politics this means that

every Law, every totality is under the threat ofaivh denies existence.
Totality and State

Here Badiou invokes the state, as the “state obifuation.” It is what secures the
count-as-one of the situation. State recounts psutssets, submultiples: “to be included in
a situation means to be counted by the state ddithation.” In other words, to be included
means to be “represented” by the sfafehis is how the scandal of the void can be
contained within the limits of the totality. In @hwords, state is what secures the totality.
In Badiou’s work, totality immediately calls foredhstate: All totalizing thinking leads to
the staté. Here Badiou resorts to an easy language gamereinck the wordétat which

means state is derived from the vétbe which means being. In other wordsatis on the

! , Infinite Thought 12.

2 , Being and Event186, 88.

% Ibid., 102. This conception repeats in a critisaly what Mussolini had said in an approving
manner in a speech on May 26, 1927: “Everythinth@énState, nothing outside the State, nothing ag#ie
State”

4

, Metapolitics 44.
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one hand an ontological category and on the othgridico-political category. What
Badiou does here is to jump from the “state of g&io the state as a political category. In
Being and Evenhis discussion of the State (in French, the pdalit@ategory is marked by
capitalizing it) following the chapter on the statesituation is not intended to expose the
relation between the two terms; rather the homonigmccepted as a proof that they are
the same. This allows Badiou to argue that all enpatory politics should take the form of

an assault against the state.

Following Cohen, that assault takes the form ofeaent centered around an
undifferentiated, anonymous, indeterminate, thgsreeric part. But this does not mean that
this part is “objectively” generic: a part can bees as a “constructible” part from the
perspective of the opinions that are valid withie situation. The same part, “considered
from a truth process” will escape all classificatpwill be “caught up in a generic sétt
is Slavoj Zizek who is the most uncompromisingigtie of his friend’s notion of stafe-e
insists that Badiou's idea of state belongs toaifter of pre-capitalist ages and that Badiou
completely ignores the role of capitalism “whos@ayics undermines every stable frame
of re-presentation.” Thus Badiou fails to consitlet the “system no longer excludes the
excess, but directly posits it as its driving foraes is the case in capitalism which can only

reproduce itself through its constant self-revalnizing, through the constant overcoming

1
2

, Being and Event110.
, Ethics 57. Italics removed.

% The relation between Zizek and Badiou’s thoughtisgussed in Adrian JohnstdBadiou, ZIZek,
and Political Transformations: The Cadence of Chaftgvanston, ill.: Northwestern University PressQ2pD
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of its own limit."

Badiou’s idea of state power as only a capacityestriction misses
entirely what happened in the®6entury in advanced capitalist countries. Badieenss to
have missed the lesson of Foucault: power it isergbroductive in our epoch; power which

is only the power to restrict is too vulnerablghie modern age and is thus no longer in use.

Despite its defects one can insist that Badiou'Sndi®n of the state is still
important because in its purest definition it depiState as that which prescribes what is
impossible, unthinkable in a given situation; Statéhus a concept of finitude, finitude of
the possiblé. It will define the impossibility of the generic.n"Cthe other hand, Badiou’s
definition of politics can be summarized as an &miged collective action” that aims to
“develop in reality the consequences of a new pdggirepressed by the dominant state of

affairs.” This means that the politics is necessarily ataties

administration, effective solely on the basis ofvpo and the State, never
concerns infinite singularity, either in its prose® its aims. Administration,
which is homogeneous to the state of the situatieaJs with the parts, the
subsets. By complete contrast, politics deals with masses, because
politics is unbound from the State, and diagonatstparts’

The collective event draws upon itself the fixetinibe power of the situation and

the measureless infinite power of the state ofsibeation. This means that just like what

! Slavoj Zizek, "On Alain Badiou and Logiques Des rMdes,"

http://www.lacan.com/zizbadman.htm. In the samaitas Brassier opposes to the very idea of applgieiy
theory to capitalism. A system that thrives ondtstradictions, a system that is ever changing eret
expanding defies the static vision of sets. Rays8i, "Nihil Unbound: Remarks on Subtractive Oogyl
and Thinking Capitalism," imhink Again: Alain Badiou and the Future of Philpbg, ed. Peter Hallward
(London; New York: Continuum, 2004), 53.

2 Badiou,The Communist Hypothes&43.

3 , The Meaning of Sarkozg1.

4 , Metapolitics 73.
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Lukacs was saying, the event makes the brute gtater come out of its hiding place. In a
less abstract way what Badiou means here is thatetlent will not only attract the
coercive, judicial, administrative and ideologiaaterventions but also will face “cultural’
and intellectual exclusion; it will not be immedibt approved by the great majority of the
society. The question is how a local, small andifeaevent can resist such a ruthless attack
of two infinites? For Badiou the answer is to remai a distance from the State and keep
going. Just like the long march of Mao, the everd journey that starts with a very limited
militants; that always faces the risk of being bed by the state that maintains it inner
discipline against the challenges and keeps géiagthe purposes of the journey, whether

the walk will end in victory, as did Mao’s, is immesial *
Il.b. Logics of Worlds

Badiou improves further his claims in the seconthm® ofBeing and Eventitled
Logics of World$ What Badiou calls world here is not radically difint from his earlier
conception of situation. As he writes: “Previouslydentified situations (worlds) with their
strict multiple-neutrality. 1 now also envisageithas the site of the being-there of beings.”
To this effect, what he calls logic belongs to titscendental that regulates the regime of

appearing in the world.This conception immediately comes with a basicbjgm, his

! Ibid., 145-52.

2 For a summary as well as a “faithful” critique ladgics of the world see: Hallward, "Order and
Event: On Badiou's Logics of Worlds." For the sumynat the core argument of this rather long boolair
Badiou, "Towards a New Concept of Existendsgtanian Ink no. 29 (2007).

3 , Logics of Worlds99.
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depiction of the world remains stuck in “absolupase.” His examples of worlds include
the space of a political demonstration, paintimggsical compositions, the plan of Brasilia
a battlefield, referendum in Quebec... etc. All oksh localities are closed spaces of
varying sizes but they always are given and clobldalso says that the word constructed
by “points” define a “topological spaceMoreover, the world is not necessarily a coherent
space; there are disjunctions in the wérlBo what Badiou understands is not exactly a
world that works as a unified system but a colecof multiplicities that exist together —

just like the weird dish of frogs and strawberriesa common space.

Nonetheless, Badiou argues thavéry world is capable of producing its own truth
within itself’ Does this mean that the world is a closed tot@litCan the world be
understood as an incoherent yet closed totality®rd's always a proper logic to a given
world which regulates the regime of appearancehat world; thus not everything can
appear in a world.Badiou calls this regime the transcendental ofwtoeld. There is a
strange difference between the two volume®eing and Eventin the first volume the
unity was provided by the rule of count-as-one Wutpeohibited the appearance of the void
and which turned the multiplicity into a consistentltiplicity. In the second volume the

transcendental performs a similar function withéwtning the world into a consistent

! bid., 401, 14.

% |bid., 129.

% Not only a world but an entire epoch can be taliedut as a “closed totality.” At the beginning of
his Century Badiou says that the goal of his book is to stage to the subjectivity of the age as it relates
itself. Here the subjectivity is not very far awfagm thespirit. , The Century5.

, Logics of Worlds116, 22.
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multiplicity. The difference lies in the fact thte transcendental, being an “operational
set” which allows to differentiate the degrees mfehtities and differences” in a given
world it is loosely related to the ontological @aees of identity and difference. Count-as-
one of the first volume is absolutely on the ongidal categories; in the logic of
appearance the transcendental can create worldhtiiiés out of “absolute ontological

differences.

An example of the transcendental is given by Badidois Book on Sarkozy where
he claims that the transcendental of France isri&ta The Pétainist transcendental in fact
does not start with Pétain either, it can be trauack to the restoration of 1815. So it is a
timeless concept that takes its name from a spes#fguence in time and repeats in long
sequences and often in order to stop the revolatjomoments. Badiou is not using Pétain
as an “ideal type” to figure out a certain tendentyFrench politics either. Rather, the
sequence of Pétain’s rule is what “gives law argkegrto a collective mechanism” from
afar? It has its distinctive features: it is a servilthat represents itself as a revolution and
invention; it claims to intervene against a “mocabis.” It counters egalitarian politics in
the name of morality and patriotism. It thus resdotthe policing force to restore the moral
Good against the demands of equality. Thirdly,dinaes and draws inspiration from a

foreign country who overcame the decadence thraagbh measures against those who

!bid., 117, 23.

2 , The Meaning of Sarkozy7. In his discussion of Pétainist transcendeBdaliou does not
explicitly claim that the concept is different frotime Weberian category of “ideal type” but neitidees he
coin it.
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caused the crisis, i.e. a country who exerted wmm#e against communists, Jews,
intellectuals... Fourthly, it points to a disastrawent of the past that crystallizes the moral
crisis. And finally it is racist. So in these five points Badiou does not only deffie

French politics in its present moment but recapteg a historic tendency that keeps

ordering the French political scene in its difféareroments.

Having said this, Badiou makes a seemingly conttady move: Being a closed
totality and regulated by a transcendental, anyidusrinfinite, it is infinite in such a way
that the “cardinality” of its infiniteness, i.e.¢hmeasure of its infiniteness is inaccessible.
To prove this thesis Badiou refers to one of thé established theorems of Cantor which
can be explained with the following example: sugpag&e have a modest bookshelf that
consists of 100 books. The set of the bookshelflid@selements, but how many parts how
many subsets does it have? The subsets includbeajpossible subsets constructible by
grouping different books together. This number witiviously be larger than 100. The
theorem suggests this: the set of parts (the p@ews$ a given set is more numerous than
itself. But this also means that since parts ardtiphigities in themselves, their subsets
would become even more numerous... and so on. Canggests that the powerset of any
countably infinite set is uncountably infinite. F&adiou, this means that “Like the

Hegelian absolute, a world is the unfolding ofatsn infinity. But, unlike that Absolute,

" Ibid., 77-85.
2 , Logics of Worlds300.
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the world cannot internally construct the measuréhe concept of the infinite that it iS.”
This is what allows the world to be “closed:” a Vdocannot internally represent itself as a
whole. That is to say that any being in the wosldnicapable of accessing its totality. This
is why, instead of “point of view of totality,” fldwing Badiou one should talk about the
“point of view” of the void, point of view of that which does not properly sixin the

world.

As the title “Logics of Worlds” suggest, there amaultiple worlds which are
governed by different logics. Beings can exist inrenthan one world, especially man
appear in a great variety of worldghe “worlds” is one great claim of Badiou which is
strangely not followed in his book. The implicatiohthis world concept will become more
problematic further, especially when it comes te #vent but at this point the basic

guestions can be asked:

First about the transcendental, one can follow Hegeticism of Kantian concept:
how can one know it? If to know something is to Wnibs limits, you can only know
something when you transgress these limits. Thishiat allowed Lukacs to say that the
totality can be known by the proletariat in the stidf the revolutionary struggle when it is
about to destroy it. How can then one “know” Pé&taimas the transcendental of France? If

its truth is not accessible to the world, who kn@amsgl how does s/he know this truth?

! Ibid., 309.
21 will be discussing this concept in the sectiontioe “event.”
3 Badiou,Logics of Worlds113-14.
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Secondly, the world is not only depicted as a spatoncept but its space is
depicted as absolute. A country’s borders constitiné world of this country. Can’'t we be
in the same place but share different worlds? @it @ee be in different places but be in the

same world? Badiou does not take these into coragidn.

A third question is about the relation between trenscendentals of different
worlds: How do worlds relate? As a being that intsaultiple worlds, can man transfer
elements of different worlds from one to anothegh @Ghe logics become tuned into one
another? Is a synthesis, or a “disjunctive synt#igsissible between the transcendentals of
different worlds? And finally, can a transcendeitahscend different worlds; can there be

a transcendental of transcendentals?

A way out of the possible criticisms is to positndas not as a “descriptive” but as
a “prescriptive” concept. Despite his separatioplufosophy and truth procedures, maybe
Badiou is offering a concept that is constructedif® political consequences: it will be
shown later in this study that the topographicalospt of infinite yet closed world leads to
the statement, “there is one world.” That is to, $hg foreign born worker and the eminent
philosopher, empirically speaking indeed live inffetent worlds; the objects they
encounter, the values associated to them, theliqpuibibility, the language they speak, the
food they eat, the music they like, their habitstc. all these are radically different. But

stating that they live in the same topographicatiystructed world means that they can
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relate to one another. The world does not desdhkeexistent but proposes a mental

framework of how to change it.

This is why, while the ontological work of Badioalks about worlds in plural, as
will be discussed, his “political” work (althougle hrefuses to call it political) operates
under one prescriptive statement: there is onlywaed!* This is completely in line with
the central thesis of this dissertation, that iss&y that first the multiplicity of human
existence is irreducible to any single totalityisitalways multiples of multiples: It can be
defined as an unbounded whole, it can be said toohsisting of multiple worlds and so
on. Yet the political action is possible only whemne declares that there is one world, or

that the world is a [totality].
Il.c. Event

Finding the revolutionary subject has been a cemsk of the Western Marxism.
After the loss of hopes in proletariat, differentigl groupings of the excluded have been
proposed for this category. Maybe, as Zizek ndtes greatest fear of academic Marxism
was finding this subject rather than not findingything: this subject would force
academicians to become part of the real, insteaéflacting on it, and the history shows
that this road is full of dangers. But the samebfgm goes for Zizek himself: In the very
same article after raising this complaint he argihed today’'s world is marked by four

antagonisms which cannot be properly addressednnitie framework of contemporary

! bid., 53-70.
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order. He says that different patches can be iedetd remedy three of these clashes
emanating from ecological issues; from the unigateire of intellectual property and from
the ethical-social consequences of new developnierstisience and technology, especially
in biogenetics. But he adds the fourth antagonitra: place of the excluded cannot be
precisely located in the present society marked bgw social apartheid. He thus seems to
have “discovered” the subject of our times: thelexed. He is right in the sense that the
only question that can lead to a radical and egai transformation of the society is that
of the place of those who do not have a place. Mewehe category of the excluded is
bound to remain in the abstract: who are the exuoh what ways are they excluded; how
different forms of exclusions can be linked togetgizek feels these problems when goes
on to say that the emancipatory politics of our egenot rely on any single agent but an
“explosive combination” of different agents he “explosive combination” of the excluded
of four antagonisms that leads to a universalismareating not from a positive feature of
existence but from the unity of those who sharack:|this is Zizek’s solution and while it
sounds great, it does not take place that eashg. fdrincipal problem of emancipatory
politics today is not simply to affirm a new unisalism. What is needed is not “a
universalism” but a concrete project of universalisShould all the excluded follow the
leadership of The Excluded or is the unity of tleleded the consequence of a hegemonic

project? Is there an epicenter that can gathemardself a condensation of impossibilities?

! Slavoj Zizek, "How to Begin from the Beginnindyeéw Left Revieyno. 57 (2009): 51-55.
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Badiou’s answer is to be found with his depictidrihee event, site and by the void
of the situation that emerges with the event. Amamy of the argument so far can be given

as follows:

Given a multiplicity that appears in a world, andeg the elements of that
multiplicity, which appear along with it - this meathat the totality of what
constitutes it appears in that world - there isaglsvone component in that
multiplicity whose appearance is measured by thedb degreé.

This means that every world has a non-existentefitimg with minimal existence:
there is always a part of the situation which ©duded in it yet does not belong to it. The
non-existent is not the same with nothingness: “existent is.” Basically, the event is the
emergence of the non-existent, it is the claimhaf Ihternationalethat Badiou loves to
guote: “We are nothing, let's be everything.” Rexan is exactly this: the non-existent,
the void that is a multiplicity uses its being nqpik to declare that it exists in the absolute
sens€ A singularity is a change that “imposes an effectiliscontinuity on the world
where it takes place The opposite of the event is modification, a myererned change in
the appearing of variations. For instance, thesRadammune, “March 18’ is instituted, in
the object ‘March 18’, as the demand of a new joalit appearing, as forcing an
unprecedented transcendental evaluation.” Marcis 18 date of appearing of the worker-

being in politics! The non-existent’s appearance is a “separatidtierahan a search for

! Badiou,Pocket Pantheqri29.

2 |bid., 140-41.
3 , Logics of Worlds357.
4 |bid., 367; Polemics 276.
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an identity in the given world. Much like the “litsed zones,” the void declares that it has

no place in the totality of existence.

Badiou’s model of politics in a sense is drawn frisra French resistanceBadiou
underlines that during the decisive stages of taasi® against the Nazi occupation, those
who resisted were a very small minority. The m&odf the French people were either
silent or complicit with the Nazi regime during fieetimes when it was very risky to resist;
when the resistance became popular it was alregdiimely safe and victory was at hand.
But during those times when a few were resisting ocan still say that the France was in
resistance; that is to say that at that given maptgance was these women and men who
were very few in numbers and who risked their lif@swhat they believed France was.
For Badiou, this is always the case in France @@obbanywhere): “when the country’s
existence is really at stake,” those who stand n@paamirable yet a numerically small
minority who act against a reactionary and feabtkground. What he maintains here is
not resisting against the power, but how people ifewumber and weak in strength can
stand together and keep going in the path theyweluntil the rest of the society joins

them.

! Badiou is not at all deluded by the myth of resise, he claims that France is in general a
conservative country where brief revolutionary sawpes are cut from each other through long reaatjon
episodes. The Meaning of Sarkoz{. Badiou’s idea of sequential history looks lkkelescription of
this process.

2 In the same fashion one can consider the Corimshiihessalonians or Romans addressed by St.
Paul. He certainly is not addressing to each amdyesingle Roman, Thessalonian or Corinthian. Hitefs
are rather directed to a few dedicated “comradiegid there. But he is not addressing to “Romanst’ to
the “comrades in Rome” because these comradeRome. They are “anonymous individuals” “transfodme
into vectors of humanity as a whole.” ——Saint Paul: The Foundation of Universalisg0.

, The Meaning of Sarkoz$8.
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This idea calls for a new definition of politicssAdallward notes, genuine politics
is about changing the situati@s a wholeits horizon is alwaysiniversal. The universal,
being one of the key concepts of Badiou’s thougltefined by his eight theses. He claims:
1. Thought is the proper medium of the universalE®ery universal is singular, or is a
singularity; 3. Every universal originates in areey and the event is intransitive to the
particularity of the situation; 4. A universal iaily presents itself as a decision about an
undecidable; 5. The universal has an implicativenfo6. The universal is univocal; 7.
Every universal singularity remains incompletableopen; 8. Universality is nothing other
than the faithful construction of an infinite anéngric multiple: The second thesis is
particularly important: change always begins witlfparticular event” in a “particular
location” and is “carried by a particular inter&$tHowever, it cannot be seen as a local
resistance, for it is no resistance: it is a cogatiThis politics is not the realization of a
possibility that exists; it is the creation of awngpossibility: it is the possibility of
something possible. For example the Paris Commigchedl realize an existing possibility;
they rather created the possibility of “an indeperd proletarian politics®” The
communards might be left alone by the rest of theiety and eventually be crushed;
however their creation of a new possibility hasngeal the shape of political scene for
everyone, whether they have joined in or not. lis thode of creation of possibilities

Badiou also draws his inspiration from the Enligiment. Just like the enlightenment

1

, "Thinking the Event,"” 26-48. In his recent wWdadiou repeated these theses several times.
2 Hallward, Badiou: A Subject to Trut229. Although | would object to the expressiomriular
interest,” | did not change it to maintain Hallwardrgument.
% Badiou,Polemics 288.
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thinkers who found a way to separate thought froeninfinite power of religion, he states
that a new Enlightenment must be invented to bribek consensus of representative

democracy.

Badiou defines his form of egalitarian politicsa$process of justice without law

or vengeance?

Politics is a creation, local and fragile, of cotige humanity; it is never the
treatment of a vital necessity. Necessity is alwaypolitical, either
beforehand (the state of nature), or afterwardss@ved State). Politics, in
its being, is solely commensurable to the everttitfsiitutes it

In Badiou’s conception, this politics is always ifos of recognition. The hero of
Badiou’s work is similar to Dostoevskyldnderground Man Just like theUnderground
Man, the subject is he who was denied existence ambws looking for ways for the
recognition of his being there. But there is onisity difference with Dostoevsky’s hero:
theUnderground Mans one of the new men who are walking on the strekPetersburg,
and he is searching for an “explosive encourit@ut his tragedy is that the encounter does
not take place, his existence is invisible to thwke properly exist in the society. Badiou’s

hero is the opposite of that; there is no tragefdthe struggle for recognition in Badiou.

! Ibid., 55-56.
% |bid., 54.
3 , Being and Event345. In recent continental thought Badiou is lbymeans alone in his
attempt to imagine forms of generic community; veork the same order are: Jean-Luc Nantlyg
Inoperative CommunityTrans. Peter Connor (Minneapolis, MN: Universitfy Minnesota Press, 1991);
Giorgio Agamben,The Coming Community.rans. Michael Hardt (Minneapolis: University of hiesota
Press, 1993); Maurice Blanchdthe Unavowable Communityrans. Pierre Joris (Barrytown, N.Y.: Station
Hill Press, 1988).

* Marshall BermanAll That Is Solid Melts into Air: The ExperienceMéddernity(New York: Simon
and Schuster, 1982), 222.
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That which did not exist proudly announces his texise: “we are here, get used to it!”
Had Badiou written Dostoevsky’s book, the officeoudd be immediately looking for a
fight in the first encounter rather than moving tirelerground man just like an object. It
might be said that Badiou’s point is a totally eyagted one and is lacking any human
understanding of what is happening at the everyelai in the world of the oppressed. The
excluded are more like the underground man, tlage ris silent, they feel disconnected,
alone and helpless. But his politics is not abaatrgday: Dostoevsky’s man is still in the
underground, although sociologically speaking pedige him are crowding the Petersburg
street, he is not there politically. Yet he is sbarg for his recognition in the given world,
not by an act of a separation from it. Badiou woséy that the world will not recognize
him unless he becomes part of a movement thatchéhge the world in its entirety. Thus
what he explains is more or less that if undergdoonen can manage to come together and
get organized, they will not be looking for violentdividual clashes for recognition; they

will rather violently declare their existence.

This powerful and proud appearance is not madagblbng. An event takes place
in a site: the siteis a self-belonging, that indicates the void. Badlefines site as a “part

of a situation all of whose elements are on theeenfgthe void.? A site moreover, “is a

1 «A multiple that is an object of this situationvhose elements are indexed by the transcendental of
this situation - is a site if it happens to coustlf within the referential field of its own indation.” Badiou,
Polemics 274. Italics removed.

, "The Event as Trans-Being," 99.
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figure of the instant. It appears only then to pizear.” The appearing of the site must be
forceful “to compensate for its vanishin§:Only a site whose value of existence is
maximal is potentially an event.On the other hand, this appearance in the absséutse
does not last long: The event’s being lies in isappearing. When it disappears it leaves a
trace, which is kind of an abstract formula, “atestaent in the form of a prescriptiofi.”
Since this truth is infinite, “it can only be repenmted in the future perfect. It will have

taken place as generic infinity.”

After the event, the law must return, It shouldumelerlined here that it is not the
same law that returns. What happens is a recotistitof what exists and what does not
follows the event. The practical implication ofghabstract definition is the equivalent of
saying that revolutions are not made to last. Tieer® state that will follow the revolution
to safeguard the egalitarian distribution of wealthere will be no just society that will last

forever; there is no Biblical end of time. But afeach event, athe internationalegoes,

! , Polemics 279.

2 This is how Badiou distinguishes eventual singtylairom facts: a singularity is a site whose
intensity is maximal; a fact’s intensity is non-nraal. , Logics of Worlds372. For Badiou facts are
the consequences of the state of the situation.tiTiles are the consequences of an event. A symfauit
can be attesting to a past event but is not a prdduced by an ongoing event. For example, sotam tfe
victory of Obama Badiou reminded that the event thascivil rights movement, and the election resalt
symbolic fact. He didn’t completely deny the podgipthat the presidency of Obama could be a p#the
sequence that can become an event but it was ao$ignfidict attesting to the effects of a past evert—,
“Is the Word 'Communism' Forever Doomed." Miguel réi Gallery, 2008, Available at:
http://www.lacan.com/essays/?page_id=323.

3 , Logics of Worlds371-2.

* Ibid., 80.

® — "On Subtraction," 114.
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the world rises on new foundatichélthough theCommunehad a brief existence, after it
the world cannot be the same, it has to be redimerder to count the appearance of the

worker in it.

There is a particular problem that concerns theesaggmce of “part of no part” as
the universal part. A crucial first question heomaerns the place of totality in the political
movement: Badiou’s call to action starts with thesstion about “the reality of a world.”
The second thing is to figure out the maxim that saparate itself from this reality and
create a new possibility, thus work toward the toeaof a new world. It sounds as if
Badiou is defining a separating totality that wadically change the totality of the current
situation. But the problem is that Badiou is refag from bringing totality into the
picture. The reason or that is that talking abotadlity will bring questions about social and
economic existence, relations of power, historfeaks, strategic dealings, global power

plays... etc. into the picture. Badiou wants to awbigl entirety of these questions.

Without totality, though there is a larger problehuw can one choose the void
peculiar to the given totality/situation/world, ¥Wwitut a proper analysis of that
totality/situation/world. This can be illustratedthvan interview when Badiou is asked

about how to differentiate between situations. is énswer, he says that a situation is

! To summarize: Becoming that does not bring reahge is modification; if it brings change it is a
site. A site without maximal existence is a facithwmaximal is an event. An event without maximal
consequences is a weak singularity, with maximakeguences is a singularity: an event. —tegics of
Worlds 374, 80.

2 He is not expressly calling it the totality buettvay the argument is built calls for the word. —
—, The Meaning of Sarkoz$8-19.
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composed through the interplay of different sitoiasi and that the generic procedures run
through thent. But to differentiate between them, thus to figou which has the capacity
to turn into an event is a matter of experieh@t why do we need a theory of event and
situations if our political actions and choiceslwi guided primarily by experience? If we
need only our tacit knowledge to understand whieeedvent lies what is the purpose of

philosophy, political thinking and science?

Moreover the void of the totality has a furtherlgeom noted by Laclau who argues
that the “void/fullness” distinction does not prdei a valid criterion to differentiate
between a real event and a simulacfifime biggest challenge of Laclau comes to the idea
of a void that is included in a set. He argues tihat empty set “@” exists only in
mathematics. In society, it always assumes a pesitontent: thinking, freedom,
consciousness... etc. Thus Laclau declares that Badiappeal to set theory is an
illegitimate one and merely creates another fouonddbr false universals. Laclau thereby
returns to his well-known claim: there is nothing any part of the social whole that
guarantees its universality: When at the end ofraggle something is declared to be
universal; it is nothing but the positive conterita particular that universalizes itself
through hegemonYHow easily Badiou’s categories face such criticismoteworthy: the

entire edifice built to avoid the post-modern logi social movements collapses

! , Infinite Thought 131.
% |bid., 128.
% Ernesto Laclau, "An Ethics of Militant Engagem&im, Think Again: Alain Badiou and the Future
of Philos40phyed. Peter Hallward (London; New York: Continuuip4), 122.
Ibid., 126.
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immediately when it is shown the very simple falatt human beings are not mere
mathematical objects, that they occupy multipleitpmss in their social existence. With the
idea of the “world” Badiou makes a step towards réolution of this problem, however
his effort remains insufficient because he does tnedt the relationship between the

transcendentals of different worlds.

Badiou’s idea about appearance can be seen asamifig’ theory of appearance.
The inexistent calls: “Beam us up, Scotty” antdtetomes manifest aboard the ship. The
problem here is that the inexistent is not creétech ex-nihilo; it was exiting in a different
world before beaming. Badiou also admits to that,dnly in passing and without paying
any attention to what it means for his theory gbegring. For example take the statement
that the proletariat did not exist before tRaris Commune Obviously before the
Communeproletariat did exist in the “social and econdhne&alms; there is no doubt about
it. “What is in doubt, always has been, and is mawmore than ever, is its political
existenc&! So what we are talking about is actually not tppemring of something did not
exist as suggested by Badiou. It is a transfer éetwdifferent worlds of existence. We are
in a point where worlds do not exist externallyeh other but crash, mix and intermingle
with each other. Then the question is how the idhe politics is produced in other
worlds of human existence; and how this positivetent is transferred to political world in

the construction of political universals.

! Badiou,Pocket Pantheqri31.
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What is required then is an analysis of the dynaroicthe mixing of worlds, an
analysis of the political world concerning its img®nt that exists in a different world. This
is what Badiou is doing in his political praxisetbndocumented workers do exist in every
sense of the term in every single dimension ofatieanced capitalist world. What they
lack is the political existence. On the other hathis aspect of politics is missing from
Badiou’s philosophy. So if Badiou’s framework iskie maintained, its logic of appearance

has to be modified and its relation with the tdyatieeds to be emphasized.
What Cannot be an Event

Although what concrete element constitutes the iplessite of an event is thus

problematic, what does not constitute one is easigtentify:

‘Democracy’ means that ‘immigrant’, ‘French’, ‘Arabnd ‘Jew’ cannot be
political words lest there be disastrous consegegn€or these words, and
many others, necessarily relate politics to théeStnd the State itself to its
lowest and most essential of functions: the noritagan inventory
[décomptof human being$.

That is to say an identity predicate always britfgss mark of a community, of a
particularity to the politics. For Badiou this idet equivalent of a fidelity to a
“simulacrum,” which is radically different than tfielity to an event (what Laclau says is
basically that the two are indistinguishable fromaleother). If the subject does not dwell in

the void but in the plenty of the situation, theéamme might well be that the subject of the

, Metapolitics
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false event is the German and the politics is theilolitics The event is always about

the void that comes to presence.

Identity predicate as a political name leads taligd'ster” because it substitutes the
void with an existent; the singular with particylaand the universal with the
communitariarf. Although Badiou refers never to her work in thisnext, his point is
rather inspired by Arendt. In the famous interview 1964 Gaus reminds Arendt her
remarks about Jewish identity and asks her to ekfigmArendt emphasizes the difference
between two types of groups. One is born to a coniiyythis is only natural. But there is
a second type of community that is born out ofdiganized action of the people who have

a certain “relation to the world;” people who hae“interest” in its Latin sense of “inter-

! , Polemics 178.

2 Ibid., 157-254. Since Badiou had a long discussibihis issue with regards to “Jew” as a political
name, he was immediately accused with anti-semitiéme charges of anti-semitism were brought upragai
after the publication of his book on Sarkozy whtre president was constantly referred as Rat Mae. T
depiction was first attacked by a popular bloggeyirsg that it was Nazis who had identified Jewgas.
Since Mr. Sarkozy has Jewish ancestors, the expreBat Man could only mean a revitalization of tazi
word. Badiou in his defense says that the wordieiiyl refers to both the Pied Piper and Freud’'secaf the
Rat Man. The blogger’s criticism was soon aftekpdt up by Bernard-Henri Lévy who (as a close friefd
the president) blamed Badiou lie Mondeby quoting Sartre: mixing political terms with 2ogical ones is
always the sign of Fascism. Badiou in his replytgaoSarte who had written that anti-Communists are
swines. Pierre Assouline, "De Quoi Badiou Est-l Le Nom 2"
http://passouline.blog.lemonde.fr/2007/11/28/deidpaaliou-est-il-le-nom/; Bernard Henri-Lévy, "De Qiu
Siné Est-Il Le Nom?,Le Monde 21 July 2008. Badiou defends himself againstal@srges in the preface
of the English edition of his book on Sarkozy. BagiThe Meaning of Sarkozy-6. Badiou's usage of the
word rat is indeed in its Sartrian sense, as a wesdrved to fascists. He had already used the foorde
Pen saying that people like him existed beforeduing the “red years” they would never dare to econt
of their “rat-holes.” Polemics 82.

% Arendt had written against Scholem’s criticismttshe lacked solidarity with Jewish people: “: |
have never in my life ‘loved’ any people or coliget— neither the German people, nor the Frenchthe
American, nor the working class or anything of thait. | indeed love ‘only’ my friends and the okind of
love | know of and believe in is the love of perso8econdly, this ‘love of the Jews’ would appeanie,
since | am myself Jewish, as something rather stisgéannah Arendt, "A Response to Gershom Schdlem,
in The Portable Hannah Arendtd. Peter Baehr (New York: Penguin Books, 20892,
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esse” (dwelling in the midst of Being as Heidegggls it). The two types of community,
the love for one’s family, community etc. shouldseebe confused with being together in
its political sensé.For Badiou, “To the extent that it is the subjetta truth, a subject
subtracts itself from every community and destreysry individuation.® This does not
prevent him from admitting that the names of theipalars, in a given context can become
names for emancipatory politics. For instance,nnrderview with the Israeli newspaper
Haaretz Badiou claims that Jew and Arab can become tlaents of peace’”However,
whether this will be the case depends on the stuipjec would carry these names forward,
the maxims, the prescriptions that will be builbwrd these names; in other words it
depends on the construction of a political prot¢kaswill declare what is universal in these

names.

So if one cannot start with an identity can onet stith the whole? In the struggles
of St. Paul, Badiou finds an analogy to his intatien. He thus underlines that Paul is
talking only about two entities: the Greeks and lbers. He immediately emphasizes that
these entities refer to “regimes of discourse,”stabjective dispositions,” not to ethnicities
as understood today. The Greek discourse is tlemulise of totality, that of the cosmic

order. The Jewish discourse on the other handeiglicourse of exception. If thought as

1

, ""What Remains? The Language Remains": A @osation with Giinter Gaus," ifhe
Portable Hannah Arendted. Peter Baehr (New York: Penguin Books, 20@6), The actual conversation
includes Arendt’'s remark explaining interest astéiresse,” however this remark is eliminated foime t
published text.

2 Badiou,Logics of Worlds8-9. Italics removed.
, Polemics 210.
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historical analysis, what Badiou states here ifligontroversial and it is not very wise of
him to deal with these rather simplistic depictionthat are susceptible to
misunderstandings. In other words, he does nottlsatythe Jewish discourse is and has
always been a discourse of exception, and the Geeescourse of totality. He rather says
that Paul uses the word Jew to designate a dissairdifference and the word Greek to
designate an undifferentiated universalism. Fori@adthe importance of this rather
simplifying projection of the regimes of discourseghat it posits the universalism of the
event both in contradistinction to the logic of egtion/differences and in contradistinction
to totality/commonplace universalism. With thesgufes he intends to build a picture
analogical to the clash between the post-modenicplarism and the vulgar universalism.
He wants to say together with Paul that these dises that stand in exact contradiction
with each other are not the only alternatives. i#dtldiscourse is possible, a universalism

that emanates from a local event:

It is impossible that the starting point be the éhdut just as impossible
that it be an exception to the Whole. Neither totator the sign will do.

One must proceed from the event as such, whichcissmic and illegal,

refusing integration into any totality and signglinothing. But proceeding
from the event delivers no law, no form of mastdrg,it that of the wise
man or the prophét.

! , Saint Paul: The Foundation of Universalisd®. Totality presented here is the totality of
the situation as given. Because we know that tHéamis of the event are the “vector of humanityaas
whole.” Ibid., 20.
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Here another division becomes crucial between &gy and particularity:
singularity is what gives the universal truth; “side of truth” there is “only particularity’.”
One can say that empirically the singular and @réiqular are mere parts of the situation; a
“particular” can be a non-existent in the situatemwell. Yet the particular wants to be
inscribed within the totality, it wants to legitinedy exist in its particularity without
changing everything. The singular is a part thatlates a universal truth and wants to
change everything. The problem thus is not the gbiae to what exists but “what is
immanent in exception,” because it is the univeTsete immanent in exception is a non-
dialectical idea concerning the universal, for Badithe event is the singularity that
immediately becomes universal. So it is not a rkisthat St. Paul is the hero of Badiou: he
is the one who declares what is universal in whaghmotherwise remain within the

confines of the Jewish community.
Generic Equality and Emancipatory Politics

The void where a singular truth is announced is addled theRealof the situation.
Can the void or Real be understood as a blackdfadecial existence? Zizek argues that it
is wrong to conceive it as the true center of theverse; Real is rather “the obstacle on

account of which every Centre is always displacgidsed;” it “is simultaneously the Thing

Ybid., 97.
2 |bid., 111.
% Ibid., 13.
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to which direct access is not possible and theaslestvhich prevents this direct acceS#.”
denotes the inner gap of being; the “real is disooous:” the consequence of this
depiction of Real is that it can never be an idgAtiThis not only immediately disallows
“identity politics” as a form of emancipatory patg but also bans the recourse to the
politics of “purification.” The idea opurification in politics suggests that the Real of the
situation can be reached by shredding away theptigeelayers of appearance; thus
isolating as the “singular universal that marks tménimal difference.® Just like
Althusser’s depiction of “Hegelian” whole, it assesnthat the kernel can be reached by
peeling of layers that cover the essence. Theigolif purification may exist in its fascist
form as the “return of the vanished origin,” or n@ssume its communist form to create the
new out of the destructiohin either case, it requires the destruction of iba-real, the

semblance, the exception to totality.

The minimal difference in its constitution also medhat the Real or the void may
exist in such a way that is indiscernible, it ma&kmown to exist in different subsets or as a

subset with the wrong name. This is why namingRRal is the political act par excellence;

! Slavoj Zizek, "From Purification to Subraction: @au and the Real," iThink Again: Alain
Badiou and the Future of Philosophsd. Peter Hallward (London; New York: Continulzf4), 168.

2 Badiou,The Century56, 109.

3 Zizek, "From Purification to Subraction: Badioudathe Real," 178. The minimal difference is the
crucial turning point for Badiou, with reference\¢hite on WhiteZiZzek calls this “Malevitch in politics.”
Ibid., 166. BadiouThe Century55-56. discusses this painting as in the contéxthe difference between
purification and subtraction.

4 , The Century65.
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name is the RedlWhile “illegal immigrant” and “workers without paps” basically refer

to the same people and to the same empirical ye#he Real that they point out to is
absolutely different. The implication of callingrmeone “undocumented worker” means
first that this person belongs to the working clasd that his only difference from the rest
of the workers is a piece of legal paper. On theiohand an immigrant refers to someone
who is not originally from here and came herejohdudes tthat there are various aspects
of his identity and being a worker is at best aanipart of them, essentially it means that
s/he originally belongs to a different world thdms$e who are here. Also it refers to
immigration as if it was a recent issue, as if sangnworkers were not the immigrants:
from a different country, from a distant regiontleé same country or from the countryside.
The word immigrant is the one that brings an urdeable difference among the citizen-

workers and workers born in a different country wdre in fact sharing similar material

1

, Metapolitics 28. Badiou’s thoughts on hame and politics arelbged in relation to those
of Sylvain Lazarus, his friend and comrade in paditsince the early 1970s. See: Sylvain Lazarus,
Anthropologie Du NonfParis: Editions du Seuil, 1996).

385



interests. Thus the political implications of two names liethe exact opposite directions.
The name immigrant calls either for the two versiof parliamentary politics: either right
wing politics of exclusion or social democratic ifios of multiculturalism. The name

undocumented worker is the beginning of politiospar.

The name though cannot be that of an object: amcbig what exists properly in a
given situation. The name belongs to the evanesggpearing that cannot be objectified.
Here Badiou almost sounds like Lao Tzu: the namihésname of the nameless, of the
unnameablé.One way to abandon the uniqueness of the nanteatempt “to inscribe it
within a totality.” Because to inscribe the nameairtotality means to try to think the
singularity of the Real but also “the way in whittte name is relative to totality.” This

second means abandoning the singularity of the rami¢hus turning it into a concebto

! One way of thinking about the use of immigrantoisonsider it through what W.E.B DuBois had
observed about the psychological dimension of madkat prevented the unification of people who had
identical interest. DuBois had written that durthg reconstruction era, the working class unity rt take
place because white workers “were compensatedrinbgaa sort of public and psychological wage.” fhe
white workers, the skin color had served as ammatte barrier below which they would never fall. yhe
might have been degraded by the working conditimmsthey would never sink to the level of a colored
worker. W. E. B. Du BoisBlack Reconstruction in America: An Essay towardistory of the Part Which
Black Folk Played in the Attempt to Reconstruct Denacy in America, 1860-188MNew York: Russell &
Russell, 1966), 700. One can observe a similargg®bappening today in economically advanced ciesntr
The living conditions of the working class is datesting due to the economic crisis, relocation of
enterprises, and to the improvement of technolegycing the need for labor (a great developmegitafved
to serve human ends): but as their material carditdepreciate, the “white” workers know that tineuld
always be better than an immigrant worker. The avelfstate’s entitlement schemes will favor therejrth
accent, their “culture,” their habits, their “litgge” will be more appreciated than the immigranife more
contemporary capitalism degrades them, the mone fd compelled to mark the difference that sejgara
them from the “immigrant” worker.

2 Badiou,Metapolitics 29. The first lines of Lao Tzu's Tao Te Chingh&tao that can be told is not
the eternal Tao / The name that can be namedot ithe eternal Name. / / The unnamable is the aligrreal.

/ Naming is the origin / of all particular thingd.&o-Tzu,Tao Te Chingtrans. Stephen Mitchell (New York:
Harper & Row, 1988), 1.
3 Badiou,Metapolitics 29-30.
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think of a name in terms of totality will turn theppearing into an object bound by the
count-as-one of the situation. The name thus daségmot something of the totality but a
singularity that separates from that totality. Batv can one think about the singularity, the
void, the Real proper to a totality without eveinking about that totality? As mentioned
above, this is where Badiou’s politics encounterhitggest difficulty. When confronted
with such difficulty Badiou escapes to mathemating abstractioh.Mathematically, Paul
Cohen’s method of “forcing” can identify the gemesiet without turning it into a subset.
Indeed this method representing the generic ctara€truth may also result in a desire of
naming. This “imperialism of truth” will lead to $& the singularity and inscribe the void to
the situation, for Badiou this is a “disaster” miibwing the subtractioh But when forcing
works to represent the “generic truth,” what do thathematical operations mean in

politics remain unexplained.

To return to the name; the name is not the namehat exists but what appears.
Since it does not belong to an object, it is noscdptive and objective. It is rather
prescriptive® And for Badiou politics is to be judged with itsepcriptions. The features of

the prescriptive politics include the followifigA. “the direct and divisive application of a

! To repeat what was said about Badiou’s mathenmatic®logy: pure abstract thought is what
Badiou does the best. His thought at this levetkiy fruitful and full of openings. What | am sagihere is
that he is sometimes using abstraction as a wagdape concrete difficulties as well.

2 Badiou, "On Subtraction," 115.

3 , Metapolitics 31-32.

* These principles that can be found spread allratdiie work of Badiou can be found in a perfectly
organized manner in: Hallward, "The Politics of $amgption."
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universal principle,” in Lukécsian terms a prescription is a concreigarsal. B. Politics
consists of following the consequences of the pigsen in public and social life. C. As
prescription divides, it follows the classical logD. it is oriented to the anticipatory
certitude of a future anterior. E. The effects gdrascription are relatively autonomous. F.
Prescription maintains its relative distance frdm laws of socioeconomic causality. G. In
becoming concrete it cannot rely on abstract idéassquires the close analysis of the
situation it intervenes. H. It nonetheless assurmeg its “conditions possibility” is
“unconditional, transhistorical, indifferent to qiens of context and pertinence.l.
Prescription belongs to the logic, it is indiffeteto “community, compromise and
consensus”, and thus is suspect of authoritariahi€me may add that the prescription
belongs to the order of reason and is strictly negdofrom the realm of the affectionate

engagement.
One can illustrate the prescription by the dedanadf independence:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that ahrare created equal, that
they are endowed by their Creator with certain ienable Rights, that
among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit obplaess.

The rights are declared to be “self-evident,” tispuld be called thus because it is
impossible to prove that the content of this stateims objectively correct. Probably the

objective truth, today as it was in"1@entury would be the opposite. The equality is an

Ybid., 771.
2 |bid., 783.
% |bid., 784.
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exception and freedom is only too fragile. One oaty declare equality and freedom as
truth. Whether some are excluded by the definibofihuman” in this definition, whether
these rights are not objectively “universal”’ is r@omatter; the subjective prescription is
local in its occurrence but nonetheless universékicontent. The universal emerges in the
political declarations to have been accomplisheftiare anterior- In other words, yes the
American Founding Fathers excluded slaves, womemkers and many others from the
definition of human, so did the authors of the deation of rights of man and of the
citizen; but because these declaration exists matlyose who were excluded then enjoy

them today.

Badiou’s understanding of axiomatic politics cansben also in his reaction to 9/11
attacks, in his verdict is that this attack is Insic: “sacralization of death,” “indifference
to victims” and “turning oneself and other into tmsnents,” attest to this fact. The
accompanied silence of al-gaeda and other orgamizatbehind the crime are also
frustrating. For Badiou, this is the opposite atis the French Resistance, for which the
point of any attack was to affirm the existenceR#sistance. Violence is undeniably a
political question and it would be naive to dengttthere can be a politics that can escape
violence in all its forms (physical, cultural, syalie, linguistic, interpretative, critical...
etc.). Yet there is a difference in uses of viokenwith “affirmative, liberating, non-

nihilistic political violence, responsibility is h@nly always claimed, but finds its essence

! The time of event is always future anterior in Bad , Badiou: A Subject to Truthl15.
Badiou writes: “A subject always declares meanimthe future anterior.” Badio®Being and Event00.
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in being claimed.” Following Badiou, and going beyond what he says can argue that a
violent act, just like any other political staterhé&nan act that speaks. For instance killing
people because of ethnic or religious identitiesush not only be judged with the act of

murder but also with the ineagalitarian and repvegsolitical statement it makes.

Another example would be his reaction to the stedahrab Spring. In an article
while the insurrections were going on in Tunisia &gypt,Badiou wrote passionately that
“the wind of the east was blowing the arrogancéhefWest.” He further called his readers
to not to be the know-all advisors of these movesibnt to be their students, to learn from
them about what can be done in France as wellth@$e talks about the possibility of
Islamic fundamentalism or anti-democratic turn lté tnovements did not worry Badiou a
single bit?> On the other hand, right from the first day of thbellion he did not sympathize
a bit with the Libyan rebellion. To the contrarg tvrote a reply against Jean-Luc Nancy
who had declared his support of Libyan insurrecteomd French government which
intervened® Badiou’s support to Egypt and Tunisia and absdhatility to the movement

in Libya were guided by two observations: firstHgypt and in Tunisia there were lots of

, Polemics 33.
, "Tunisie, Egypte: Quand Un Vent D'est Balhi@rogance De L'occidentl’e Monde 18
February 2011. The ongoing movement of the “indiggiain Spain precisely follows the lesson of theaé
Spring. The liberal democracy today seems to beuahnbetter way of coping with insurrections. The
journalists who report from the squares that th@oritg of the public is annoyed with what is going and
that the indignant rebels occupying the centrabsgare causing problems of public health, andudiig
city’s touristic appeal etc. are more effective p@as against the insurrection than the brutal cpdinat was
sent by the dictators of Tunisia and Egypt.

% Jean-Luc Nancy, "Ce Que Les Peuples Arabes Nigmsfisnt," Libération, 28 March 2011; Alain
Badiou, "An Open Letter from Alain Badiou to JeameLNancy," http://www.versobooks.com/blogs/463-
alain-badious-open-letter-to-jean-luc-nancy.

2
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women who participated to movement; there were ivastemonstrations, none of these
were visible in Libya. But more importantly, theldpards, banners, posters and flags” that
were everywhere in Egypt and Tunisia were nowherkilbya. For Badiou the content in
the declarations of these banners as well as thgarsé shouted by insurgents were
precisely the signals of the event. Not seeingehasLibya he had decided: there is no
event in Libya (he certainly wishes there was dné)a conspiracy by French and British
government who were long conspiring to replace @addgime with a friendlier one. One
does not to be in complete agreement with Badiae;h&so many activists criticized
Badiou for judging a movement on the basis of wieatsees on the TV. But the important
thing for the purposes of this dissertation is vehgadiou looks to decide on the nature of a

rebellion: its axioms as revealed in its slogans.

What is important here is to note that the dedlanatthat lead to the event do not
matter because of the subject that utters it, cabge it comes from the “objective” void of
the situation: the “singularity of subject” doest malidate what the subject declares. It is

rather what the subject declares “that founds thguarity of the subject”The subject is

, Saint Paul: The Foundation of Universalis&8.
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what carries Rousseau’s general will or what camde called the generic witlWhat is
General Will then? For an answer one may pay heddhtliou’s depiction of the Real as
that which can be *“encountered, manifested, or tcocted” but can never be
“represented.” General Will is the Real. This is 8ource of Badiou’s mistrust in electoral
politics, which is the calculus of different intste in a given society. With Rousseau
Badiou states that the individual will always ledaaward one’s interests, but the general

will always to equality. There is a particular et of the prescriptive equality:

It is very important to note that ‘equality’ doe®tnrefer to anything
objective. It is not a question of an equality tatgs, of income, of function,
and even less of the supposedly egalitarian dyrsaaficontracts or reforms.
Equality is subjective. It is equality with respéatpublic consciousness for
Saint-Just, or with respect to political mass moeetrfor Mao Tse-tung.
Such equality is in no way a social programme. Muee, it has nothing to
do with the social. It is a political maxim, a peaption. , Political equality
is not what we want or plan, it is what we declanéer the fire of the event,
here and now, as what is, and not as what shoulthitbe same way, for
philosophy, justice cannot be a State programmaestiGe’ is the
qualification of an egalitarian political orientai in act’

This is why equality cannot be that of “social s&gtincome, function... contract”

or a result of a reform program. If one looks foe tequality as something objective that

! In Being and EventBadiou argues that Rousseau’s notion of Generdl i¥at cannot be
represented is the very idea of genericity whiterle would use the word generic will to distirgfuit from
the general will. Being and Event347; , "Politics: A Non-Expressive Dialectitslt is also
claimed that Badiou’s reading of Rousseau, espgéiahis reading of genericity is a very generaume that
comes at the expense of ignoring some of the aspédRousseau that is not very egalitarian or blétéor
emancipatory politics. Nina Power, "Towards an Aapology of Infinitude: Badiou and the Poalitical
Subject,” inThe Praxis of Alain Badiqued. Paul Ashton, A. J. Bartlett, and Justin ClesnéMelbourne,
Australia: re.press, 2006), 318. On Badiou’s intetgtion of Rousseau: Simon Critchley, "Why Badis a
Rousseauist and Why We Should Be Td@gdrdozo Law Revie®9, no. 5 (2008). Peter Hallward carries the
idea of generic will forward: Peter Hallward, "Th#ill of the People: Notes toward a Dialectical
Voluntarism,"Radical Philosophyno. 155 (2009).

2 Badiou,Infinite Thought 54.
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empirically exists in the social world one wouldlbeking in vain. Subjective equality is a
political maxim, a prescription, a declaratib©ne can only declare it and follow the
consequences of this declaration in concrete situst Otherwise equality or justice will
turn into a program, something to be achieved m fiiture. What follows this is that
equality and justice cannot be defined as objeatimecepts. Any attempt to define them
leads immediately to transform them into a dimemsb state action and this lose their

subjective and axiomatic aspetts.
The Event: Destruction and Choice

The event in its simplest definition comes with egieee of violence. It is not a
becoming, an ordinary occurrence but a “cut” indremg. It an atemporal instant that
disjoins the state; it is a “separating evanesceériceuspends the law even “mathematical
laws of being and logical laws of appearirigthe early work of Badiou posits violence as
the only way through which something radically neam emerge. This earlier commitment
that he kept throughout 1970s is probably the chegison of his much-criticized and

mistaken support for the Khmer Roubalthough he never explicitly made a self-criticism

, Metapolitics 98.

, Infinite Thought 55.

, Logics of Worlds384.

, "Théorie De La Contradiction," (1975). As wi® custom, this pamphlet was originally
signed by Union des Communistes de France Markisteniste, but was well-known that the author was
Badiou.

1
2
3

4
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concerning this suppottit can be argued that the theoretical transfomnatif Badiou after
the 1980s is due to the fact that his previouscgtamas incapable of distinguishing blind
violence from revolutionary action. His emphasissoitraction; on politics without party
and at a distance from state as well as his idedseoconditions of philosophy (against the
political suture) thus needs to be thought as a way of his earlier emphasis on

destructiorf.

In his more recent work, even in the instances ®&adteeps the word destruction,

its meaning is radically different:

Commune-event, begun on 18 March 1871, definitelyndt have as one of

its consequences the destruction of the dominasipgand its politicians;

but it destroyed something more important: thetjpali subordination of the

workers and the people. What was destroyed wakeobtder of subjective

incapacity’

Here what Badiou denotes with destruction is véoge to Kant who had said that
the real event is not the revolution. What Kant haitten was that the sign of progress in
history is not the revolution itself, because ceurgvolutions are always possible. The
progress rather takes place around the revoluthon:just in the minds of those who

participate but also in the minds of people likenKhimself, in the minds of the distant

observers. Whatever happens to the revolutiorf,itded revolution of minds will be there;

! Recently he wrote that Khmer Rouge used Young bagsgirls as commandos who then acted out
of revenge and blind hatred. Even in this shyasith of Khmer Rouge, Badiou did not mention why \las
incapable of seeing what was happening 35 yearswdgm he supported them. ——Fhe Communist
Hypothesis18.

2 Hallward,Badiou: A Subject to Truft29.

3 Badiou,Logics of Worlds379.
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those who are captivated by the revolution will ribat the history is their own makifg.
But how to keep the revolution of minds going? Hmwmake it endure and make sure that
the vanished event becomes the sign of irreversildenge. Badiou answers this question

with his theory of points:

He writes that an event is followed by the subjpotnt by point. A point is
“ultimately a topological operator—a corporeal lization with regard to the
transcendental— which simultaneously spaces outcamjbins the subjective (a truth-
procedure) and the objective (the multiplicitieattappear in a worldf"Zizek’s statement
that Lukacs’ “Augenblick” is similar to Badiou’s noept of event was already mentioned
in the previous chapters. He had seen the sinyilamitthe fact that both include the
elements leading up to it plus itself. This viewsha be corrected: Lukacs’ concept is
rather similar to Badiou’s notion of “point:” Theojmt is a decision, a very simple one, a
yes or a no but what is at stake in it is nothgslthan the “the totality of the worldIh a
way with theory of points, Badiou also returns t@rt8 with a twist and underlines the

importance of the choice that creates a dualiatiitypout of infinite complexity: Points

! Kant, "The Contest of Faculties." For an excelleninmentary on Kant's text: Michel Foucault,
"The Art of Telling the Truth,” inCritique and Power: Recasting the Foucault/Habernizebate ed.
Michael Kelly (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1994).

2 Badiou,Logics of Worlds399.

% Ibid., 400. Lukécs writes: “What is a moment? Auation whose duration may be longer or
shorter, but which is distinguished from the practsat leads up to it in that it forces together éssential
tendencies of the process, and demands tHatigionbe taken over th&uture direction of the procesé...)
That is to say the tendencies reach a sort offzamt depending on how the situation concernedrslled,
the process takes on a different direction after‘thoment™ LukacsA Defencebb. It should be noted that
both accounts of choice are heavily influence leydlotestant theology about decision and conversion

* Badiou,Logics of Worlds404.
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are guided by classical logic: A point reduces ‘ififinite multiplicity to the Two.* Here
we encounter one of the key aspects of Badiou’'sghb the relevance of classical logic.
For the argument of this dissertation it is pogsiiol say that the point is precisely where
the unbound flux o historical totality is framedartotality]. But how is a point possible,

does our world allow point§?

In a very brief yet powerful article, Badiou tal&bout the conception of negation
from the perspective of different definitions ofjlo. Here, Badiou starts by reminding the
Aristotelian principles of negation: principle ofdentity (a=a), non-contradiction
(proposition P and non-P cannot be true at the $em& and excluded middle (either P or
non-P is true but nothing in between). Badiou glyickxcludes the principle of identity
from the discussion, and depicts different logicgghwegards to their uses of the two other
principles. For instance, itlassical logicthe negation has to obey to both of the principles
That is to say that it is a logic that paints therlel in black and white, there can be no grey
and one must choose between the black and whits.iFkwhy in classical logic negation
of negation is affirmation; it thus depicts a noegelian world® In the second case we

have thantuitionistic logig where the negation obeys the principle of comttamh but not

" Ibid., 401.

2 Although | am focusing here on the political agpesf Badiou’s thoughts, it should be underlined
that the ideas discussed here especially aboutcehand points are not exclusive to politics. Badiou
repeatedly shows that they are relevant for theettather conditions of philosophy: for sciences amd
especially for love. In other words, points are ooty exclusive to those who are involved in poéti
struggles: everyone comes to points where choiddsne return are made.

3 Alain Badiou, "The Three Negations;ardozo Law Revie®9, no. 5 (2008).

4 , Logics of Worlds183.
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the excluded middle. One can say that while thesatal logic dictates that one must
choose between capitalism and communism, the iomistic logic will bring social
democracy. And finally Da Costa Schogbiaraconsistent logiobeys the excluded middle
but not the principle of contradiction. Badiou makeo remarks about these options; first
the fourth option that obeys neither the excludaddie nor the contradiction does not
exist. A negation cannot disobey both, for thisl wi the dissolution of all negativity.
Secondly, the “potency of negation,” its destruetpower goes weaker from first to the
last. Classical logic states that the negation ek&udes not only P but also anything in
between P and non-P. The intuitionistic logic eselsi P but not other possibilities between
P and non-P. And finally paraconsistent logic edekithe middling possibilities but P is

not excluded by its negatioh.

The reason Badiou underlines these three logissniple: his theory of points, thus
his notion of event can only work in the contextloé classical logic. In classical logic, the
worker who was nothing before the event is the leérthe politics. In intuitionistic logic
the worker appears but not as the hero. In par&tenslogic, it is undecidable between an
event and a non-event, so even if the worker aggagyolitical field the figure is no more
than a workef. In this rather abstract article Badiou does needlly talk about the logic
that dominates our world today but in his concloghe gives something like the stages of

development for the strengthening of negation. tdees first that in a world governed by

! , "The Three Negations," 1878-80.
? |bid., 1882-83.
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the intuitionistic logic, the change is classicatlasimulacrum paraconsistent. It should be
underlined that classical logic can never govewodd; it can only be the logic appropriate
to the radicalism of the event. A world will nevae able to function with such powerful
negativity. One problem here is that Badiou focusely to the moment of choice, when
the choice is made everything is settled, and vileviothrough the consequences. But is
our world intuitionistic? Badiou is pessimist abdutve are rather moving in the direction
of paraconsistent logic which will allow no evesth maybe the fight of today is for
intuitionistic logic against paraconsisténtMaybe world was always governed by
intuitionistic and paraconsistent logics: we condjamake choices and when life altering
decisions present themselves sometimes they aisingiiishable from any other ordinary
decision. It is always possible that even aftes¢héecisions we continue to make choices
without realizing the importance of what we did.eTladical decision can only be
established retrospectively. To Badiou’s defenséiis politics he is not interested in these
everyday choices. He is talking about choices caricg an event, and for him an event is

only possible through the classical logic.

For Badiou, the current distancing from the claaslogic brings us farthest away
from the radicalism of the earlier 2@entury politics, which is the best example of the

classical world, and in a way his theory of poimtings us back to 1920’s and to Lukacs:

In the twentieth century, the shared law of theldvas neither the One nor
the Multiple: it is the Two. It is not the One, laese there is no harmony, no

! Ibid., 1883. This can be seen as Badiou’s waydbesing social democracy.
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hegemony of the simple, no unified power of Godislnhot the Multiple,

because it is not a question of obtaining a balah@®wers or a harmony of
faculties. It is the Two, and the world represenbgdthe modality of the
Two excludes the possibility of both unanimous sigsion and

combinatory equilibrium. One simply must decfde.

Badiou is not naive; he knows that the purity afich is a fiction and his construct
works in the context of a world guided by classikajic. He also explicitly talks about
“atonic worlds,” worlds whose transcendental isadwf points; the world of “democratic
materialism” is such a world. These worlds lack anment of radical decisiochOn the
opposite side there are “tensed worlds” which atedf points, and choices are among a
multitude of alternative$.Our world is certainly moving between these twteralatives
and classical logic seems like an impossibilityl. Badiou is trying to do is to convince his
readers that there is still the possibility of acid®n. This decision should not only
announce the end of the unjust world of the presahshould be the construction of a new
world to come: A new world is subjectively created, point by pdifithat is to say that the

separating singularity of the event slowly build®#er world.
Fail Better!

The new world that is born after the event is fatags a conscious doing of the
event. The event must fail! The law must resumee Pblitical truth by definition is a

“concrete, time-specific sequence in which a negught and a new practice of collective

! , The Century37.

2 , Logics of Worlds420.
% Ibid., 422-23.

* |bid., 84.
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emancipation arise, exist, and eventually disappeand leave its trace. Historically
speaking, Badiou talks about three different maxfdailure of emancipatory politics. First
form of defeat can be exemplified by the Paris Came) basically losing the war against
the enemy. Second type of failure is that of Ma8;, ‘8ot seizing the power and the eventual
dissolution of the movement. And the last formaifure belongs to the attempts o building
socialist states; it is the failure to transforne tharty-state to the free association of all;

failure to cope with the resistance of State.

But the real failure is none of these, a “failuseailesson which, ultimately, can be
incorporated into the positive universality of #@nstruction of a truth®In fact, Badiou’s
great lesson is this: we will not succeed! In thi&y or another, all attempts fail. There will
be no everlasting peace after the revolution. Butetheless we must fight as if the eternal
justice is right around the corner, and declareprinciples and maxims as timeless ones.
This means that all of these failures leave trédcascan, must and will be recovered by the
future sequences of emancipatory politics and thién resurrect. Emancipatory politics

follow Beckett: “Ever tried. Ever failed. No mattdiry again. Fail again. Fail bettet.”

The real failure thus can only be something tha&vents the emergence of an
evanescent event; and we know that the event datedepend on the external conditions

but a on the power of its egalitarian maxim. Thisams that just like the prescriptive truth,

1

, The Communist Hypothes31.

% |bid., 33-35.

® Ibid., 39.

* Samuel BecketiWorstward Ho(London: John Calder, 1983).
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the emancipatory politics cannot be judged by gatexternal to the movement. The power
relations, the enemy, the interests, the struatfitbe realpolitik do not matter to judge a
political sequence worthy of the name. Since losiregwar and repression is not the worst
thing that can happen; the enemy of poitics nosidatbut inside: “It is the interiority of

nihilism, and the unbounded cruelty that can coriik its emptiness®

This is why Badiou has only one ethical motto: ‘kegoing.” Here Badiou is
thinking specifically about those who betrayed @88e The problem with this betrayal is not
so much that of the reactionaries like Sarkozy wéyat a long lasting disdain against the 68
generatior?. Badiou says that even his most abstract worksoaléng for the answer to a
very concrete question: how so many people who wece the militants of May 68 could
so easily turn their back against the eveHe remembers two distinct answers from those
who left the activism abruptly: Gérard Miller hadid that he had realized that they
wouldn’t be able to “take power.” And his brothercques-Alain Miller had said that the
“country was quiet.” With these two answers Badiealizes the first obstacle on the road:
to confuse politics with an “avenue towards powe®s a result Badiou thinks of a

political process that takes place “at a distarfcein power. Secondly, even if it is not

! Badiou,The Communist HypothesB2.

2 , Ethics 40-57.

% It is known that even at the age of 13 Sarkozytegio join a right wing counter march against the
workers and students, however he never could bechigsmother had restrained him. He kept this Hatre
until today: during his campaign for presidenti&¢otions of 2007 he spoke of liquidating the imnhora
heritage of 1968.

* Nina Power and Alberto Toscano, "The PhilosophfRestoration: Alain Badiou and the Enemies
of May," Boundary 236, no. 1 (2009): 34.

® Alain Badiou, "Roads to Renegacy, Interview bycBrazan,"New Left Reviewno. 53 (2008):
125-26.
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explicitly mentioned by him, one can say that herde about not caring about what the
majority thinks through these experiences. If oares about what the country thinks about
the action in a given moment, one will never corpewith a revolutionary insurrection.

Given the fact that in the end a revolution is saggal to happen for the benefit of the
country one can say that this is at least an unodaifle thought. On the one hand, it
invokes Rousseau’s difference between the gendliadivd the will of all; in this sense it is

correct that that the general will does not alwesgde with the momentary thoughts and
feelings of the society. Had the few resistancéntégs cared about what the country
thought, there would be no resistance against #EsNOn the other hand, the problem
with the truth as its own measure returns back:hiis idea can be served to justify
anyone to act in what they perceive as generic ®dldiou’s defense against this criticism
would partly be his definition of truth that juséi$ the action and partly be his definition of

the subject to this truth.
. Being a Subject

In Badiou’s analysis a human being is not alwagsilgiect; he rather becomes one
by continuing to follow the event, by producingtitsth. Without the subject, the event is a
mere happening, it may remain just another thirag #ppears and vanishes. The subject

that comes after the event and who carries it gresithe truth of the event and thus

1

, "The Saturated Generic Identity of the Wotki@lass, an Interview by Nicolas Veroli and
Diana George ". . Of course this is not the onlgezience Badiou had, for instance he explicitlyrokathat
he first learned from the struggle against the mialooccupation of Algeria that “political convioti is not a
qguestion of numbers.”
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inscribes the event into presence. In Badiou’s Uagg this process is called fideltty.
Unlike the commonly understood notion of fidelityhich is basically a restriction —for
instance: if you are in love, do not cheat, Badididelity is about production. In politics,
this production is the collective construction ofuwersal truth, point by point. In his recent
work, Badiou talks about the “physics of subjetabie bodies” as the agents of a possible
truth thus underlines that fidelity is no mere attonsciousnessAccordingly the reason
he is talking about the body of the subject isvoi@ reducing the decision to a mere act of
consciousness. The subject also has a sequens@ryhiwhich has “continuities and
discontinuities, openings and points.” The sequenck subjects can resurrect after

centuries’
Fidelity is what stands against the state, butange thing occurs in this fight:

It is at this point, moreover, that one can againk fidelity as a counter-
state: what it does is organize, within the situatianother legitimacy of
inclusions. It builds, according to the infinite doening of the finite and
provisional results, a kind of other situation,abed by the division in two
of the primitive situatior.

That is to say through the process of the fideliyg event organized around the
void of the present situation turns into the foumaaof a new situation that is bound to
contain a void. The fidelity itself is a counteatst;, that means that while it fights against

the state of the given situation it also has soingtlike state in its constitution. By

1For an analysis of fidelity: ———Being and Even33-40.
, Logics of Worlds451-503. a body is that which subordinatesfitkethe event; to the
nothing that becomes everything.

% Ibid., 83, 65. Italics removed.

4 , Being and Event
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constructing the truth of the event, fidelity saties it. Thus it becomes the basis of the new

law of the world.

The subject in fidelity is “what has no place to”behe “transcendental law” does
not allow it to exist in the world; but also wheretsubject acts, it acts in order to subtract
itself from the world: Thus the subject, just like Lukacs’ proletariatidris militant has no
place in the new world created. It is in this setis# Badiou useénabasis the story of
10,000 Greek mercenaries told by Xenophon, as alogy for the political militant. The
Anabasis is the name of the movement of “lost noeih,of place and outside the law,” it is
a “wandering thawill have beera return.? It is a homeward movement, it is the movement
of homeless men, yet the path that they threadtbagk home did not exist prior to them
walking. The theme of the “lost men” that Badioypldgs can be thought further here: It is
important to note that Badiou chooses Anabasisnbtithe much better known Odyssey.
Homeric epic, also tells the story of a homecomamgl the story of a lost man in the
marvels of the sea. Odysseus is not simply goirgd bame, he rather has to re-discover,
re-conquer, re-claim and in a way re-create his éhoBut this dimension is not very
explicit in the Odyssey: When Odysseus beginsdumgey he has a home, he is the king of
Ithaca, and thus his journey has a final destinataven if all these would soon be put in
jeopardy. When he arrives back, Ithaca is no lomgehome and looks like anything but a

home; and when he comes he is not Odysseus €litherder to be who he is, Odysseus

, Logics of Worlds45.
2 , The Century83. What Badiou does here is to take the thenteiofg “lost” in its sense of
antiquity and use it with a very modern sense.
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must make the city his home. But all these als@lavelement of the restoration of a lost
order: an order that once existed, now lost andidaging for a hero to bring back the
vanished past. Moreover the Odyssey is the storgnef man, the crew of Odysseus is

irrelevant and do not survive the journey back home

The Anabasis on the other hand is not the stopnefman, one hero, one leader but
the story of the ten thousand who have lost theiy9euses and who are obliged to create
their own leaders from within and self-impose tigcighline required to follow them in the
commonly agreed task. Moreover Anabasis is a mtramger depiction of that which is
implicit in the Odyssey: unlike the King of Ithadhese men have no home to start with.
Anabasis is the story of mercenaries collected fadinaround the ancient world, and it is
very clear that they can have no illusions of & lasme in the sense that Odysseus had it.
Their voyage back home is not toward a home thatexk once and was then lost but
toward creating that home in the very journey. Moes, they do not return home as the
hero who came up with the cunning plan that lethéodecisive victory of Trojan War but
as the survivors of a defeated army. They wer&dddnto a war that was both noble and
foolish; when they had understood what was goingloey had followed Cyrus to the end
out of loyalty and honor. As defeated men of theaes who have nothing left but inner
discipline and the will to “keep going,” they cae Been as a parable for the left (and

especially the French left) who stands at the dntieocentury tired and defeated of wars.

405



This is why as the story of lost men in their jaeyrback home; Anabasis is much more

appealing for Badiou's philosophy than Odysseus.

The idea of “lost men” does not solely belong teiant Greece. Romanticism has
also described man as a lost being. The ultimatetih@t romanticism was talking about is
not alien to this thesis: it was the loss of thinprdial unity of the world. The unity was
lost thus man was also, but without being awaré.ofhis is why Novalis had declared
philosophy as “homesickness” and an “urge to beysweere at home®In the case of the
fragment by Novalis there is still an uncertainthese there was ever a home that one
misses and whether that home exists only in owntation toward it. Here, the distance
between the “lost” of Anabasis and the “lost” of y@sley is minimal. On the other hand,
Holderlin's “Preface to the Penultimate Draft ofgddyion” is clear the lost home is the
organic unity that is gone: “The blessed unity,rgein the only sense of the word, is lost to
us [,] and we had to lose it, if we were to strfeeit, to gain it back? It is not only the
organic whole that is gone, we are also lost tagettith this world. Maybe Hdlderlin is
also thinking about ancient Greece and the starfigbeir lost heroes, because in a poem
titted mnemosyndgas the embodiment of memory in Greek mytholodne s one of the

Titans) he wrote: “We are a sign that is not redéde feel no pain, We almost have / Lost

! Novalis, Philosophical Writings135.

2 Quoted in: Manfred FranRhe Philosophical Foundations of Early German Roticism (Albany:
State University of New York Press, 2004), 116. fother information on Romanticism and the therfie o
lost unity and losing oneself, a starting point daet J. M. BernsteinClassic and Romantic German
Aesthetics Cambridge Texts in the History of Philosophy (@aitige: Cambridge University Press, 2003);
Ernst BehlerGerman Romantic Literary Theo(€ambridge; New York: Cambridge University Pre393).
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our language in foreign landsFor romantics the task was to resurrect and rétits the
lost language, the lost unity of life. But how wduthis be possible? For romantic
imagination the only way was to turn the unconsgitmst to a conscious one: this is why
romantics have seen heroism in the act of losireself, for this was the only way to find
the unity that was lost. This theme was skillfydigked up by Nietzsche, who had claimed
in Gay Sciencehat losing oneself is the only way to become ntben a herd animal,
losing oneself is the way to find knowledge. Aredé themes familiar to Badiou, one can
only guess; with his usual style Badiou interprAtgbasis in the usual way he reads
ancient texts: as contemporary ones and as if mpthad happened between the time they

are written and today.

Other than the theme of being lost, there is oneeraspect of this story that Badiou
underlines with a discussion of Paul Celan’s poéett‘Anabasis.? According to Badiou,
this poem “breaks the theme of empty and self-sieffit wandering: something must be
encountered.” Together with the theme of encour@@etan introduces elements of sea to
the story which, according to Badiou “function aslices of alterity.® With Celan, the

LT

“we” that is constructed in the face of the streg@lhich was Lukacs’ “we” as well) is no

! “Ein Zeichen sind wir, deutungslos / Schmerzlasdsivir und haben fast / Die Sprache in der
Fremde verloren.” This is a line that also deepbpired Heidegger, | used the translation in HajgeyVhat
Is Called Thinking 10. A different translation can be found in Frield Holderlin, Hyperion and Selected
Poems The German Library (New York: Continuum, 1990§2273.

2 paul CelanPoems of Paul Celared. Michael Hamburger, trans. Michael Hamburd&w York:
Persea Books, 2002), 176-77.

® This is a strange claim, because in Anabasisstioet “the sea, the sea” declares that they are on
the familiar ground; that their home is near.
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longer enough. The theme of “alterity” replacesatérnity.” The “we” can no longer
belong to the epic. The new question is: “How aretw make alterity ours?” Us can no
longer act as One as if in a warlike situation.dds neither “internalize” nor “appropriate”
the difference that is heard. The call of the dédfee “must be made our own, simply
because we have encountered it.” Badiou says tbatulject can no longer be One. Celan
announces a new form of a “we” that does not havas its ideal. Celan’s “tent-word,”

“together!” includes the difference as an “almaapérceptible call®

Badiou’s attempt is

in a way to think Celan’s poetry in politics. Altihgh Badiou does not explicitly mention it
the last word of Celan’s poem “together” is the keyhis respect. Celan does not use the
German wordzusammen which means together but he rather invents a ned:
mitsammenwithgether. In forcing the language with this awekd word, Celan states that

“together” cannot have unity and fusion as its gaajether (withgether) must be the being

together that has a room for an irreducible diffierss

As mentioned before, the subject is the becominthefsubject, it doesn’t always
exist. It emerges after the event, through a padsfidelity. In the politics as a truth
procedure, one becomes a subject by becoming apartollective subject (for instance
“class-subject” or sometimes Party) which excedds militant-subject. For Badiou,

paradoxically the individual-subject becomes soingtimore than human, an immortal by

! Badiou,The Century95-96.

2 The word is composed @u (to) and sammen. The second part comes from thi-&ermanic
sammnan, and Germarsammelnwhich mean “to collect and gather.” The word iscatelated to the Old
Englishsamnianwhich meant to collect, gather, assemble, uniie, . etc.
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this becoming part of something supefiofhe anti-Heideggerian attitude of Badiou
reaches its climax in his conception of the subjsathing illustrates this point better than
a recent debate with Simon Critchley whdsénitely Demandingdefends a Heidegger—
inspired ethical anarchism. Against Critchley'siidhat we often have difficulty in facing
our finitude, Badiou’'s immediate reaction is to sdmat the difficulty is not in only
accepting the finitude of human animal, but whanfite in human naturé.To think the
subject at a distance from the mortality means thatthought has to also distance both
from the “phenomenological constitution of expedeh and from the “Nietzschean

nomination of being as life?”

How does the immortal subject act? Here Badiourdife committed action that is
very similar to what was demanded by Lukacs: Whatkes politics a “universal
possibility” is to “to attach so little importand® oneself even though an undeniable
historic cause demands our devotion.” What maitersot the subject but the call of the
event that asks one to join, i.e. the absolute cibmmemt. Failure to answer this call is to
“sacrifice” more than one’s “dignity;” it is to bety to “all ethics and, ultimately, all logic

and therefore all thought.”

! Bad|ou [Ethics 43.
———, "On Simon Critchley’s Infinitely Demanding: tliics of Commitment, Politics of
ReS|stance Critical Horizons: A Journal of Philosophy and SaicTheory10, no. 2 (2009): 156.
"Existence and DeathDiscourse24, no. 1 (2002): 66. “Consequently, it is vain to
meditate upon death for as Spinoza also declateftee man thinks of nothing less than of death &is
wisdom is a meditation on life, not on death’.” —+egics of Worlds270.
4 , Pocket PantheqriL2.
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It thus takes courage to be the subject of thd tout not heroism. Badiou defines
hero as a hero of the moment: s/he is the one wouaters the impossible but for a
moment. Courage is the virtue of enduring in theassible, to keep going while
everything else fails. Courage is the courage foewa beginning, there is no courage of
reconstructing what used to be. The courage iswtent new truth, not to preserve the

defeated attempt of the past. And finally couragmiact together, in an organized way.

The subject to truth is an apostle. Just like SwlRvho had never seen Jesus
himself, an apostle does not necessarily havesthéind experience of the event. Moreover,
s/he is a heretic: challenges the claims of theafgntors of truth.” S/he is the one who
wouldn’t let the event remain as a local occurreneghin the confines of a given
community; thus declares what is universal in thené It can be said that without the
subject, the event is a mere happening; the suisjéicé one turning this occurrence into an
event with universal consequences. This is why &adirites his book on St. Paul, not on

Jesus.

But his depiction of the subject remains ratherdaalized version of what happens
in everyday existence. Inogics of Worldshe depicts three types of subjetiirst is the
faithful subject, the one who exists in a relationfidelity to the vanished event. The

second one, the reactive subject, denies the taurtt;the last one, the obscure subject,

! , The Meaning of Sarkozy2-73.

2 For an analysis of wrong subjectivities from thergpective of Badiou: Alberto Toscano, "The
Bourgeois and the Islamist, or, the Other SubjeftPolitics," in The Praxis of Alain Badiqued. Paul
Ashton, A. J. Bartlett, and Justin Clemens (MellmeyrAustralia: re.press, 2006).
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hides the trutH.It is important to note that these figures are‘ieal types” that can help
measure different subjective dispositions in thpmoximity to different modes of
subjectivities. To the contrary, these are absotatiegories: in the face of a vanishing
event, the faithful subject emerges first and thbers follow in a reactionary or
obscurantist attitude. Badiou does not consideradngr disposition toward the event at all;
maybe these dispositions do not deserve the narpgecsun Badiou's language, but
nonetheless it is impossible to understand conteanp@olitics or its lack without resort to
these figures. For instance what about the ignooae®? Most of us would fall into this
category: when an “event” happens, for Badioudiates with pure presence, he thinks that
it is obvious to everyone who lives in the worlchédhas to decide: to join or not. But in
reality, only a few will know the event qua evenipst of the people will not know it
happened or will know it through its distorted ireaiprough the media... etc. Secondly,
one can talk about the undecided ones. For instaimee can think about the situation of
Turkish leftists who believe in the principles @hancipatory and egalitarian politics (while
most of self declared in Turkey left lack thesetdeas, there is indeed an increasing
number of this type). When they face the Kurdishvement they stay at odds, the
egalitarian and emancipatory potential of the maosetrof Kurds is obvious, they feel
compelled to embrace it. But then reality kicks hmow can one wholly embrace a
movement that is submissive to blind violence, éspive, male dominant, getting revenues

from drug and human trafficking... etc? Is an evalkirtg place in the south-east of

! Badiou,Logics of Worlds47-63.
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Turkey? When an event happens in Badiou, it ha® mfrthese practical features which
prevent its access to the would-be-subjects oétleat, but this depiction simply is missing
one of the key reasons blocking potentials subjeictauth. And finally there is the longing
one; the one who is searching for an event of imoe but is incapable of wholeheartedly
giving her/himself to oné None of these ones are subjects in Badiou’s séesause they
are not involved on truth procedures. But in soemess, they are the ones who can become
subjects. The actual practice of politics musthieking how to recruit these subjects, how
to address to them, how to transform itself to ble & speak and listen to them. On the
other hand, Badiou’s politics is so interestedtgnown revolutionary romance that it fails

to understand why so many people fail to join tbkective production of a truth.
Excursus 1: An Assassination and its Aftermath

Badiou’s ideas about the particular identity arelwhiversal can be thought through
a case. On January"18f 2007, the Turkish-Armenian journalist Hrant Biwas murdered
in front of his office. The horrible murder, of aamwho worked for peace; of a socialist
Armenian who was fighting against the hatred inhbside caused an irreplaceable loss.
Yet, in the midst of all the evil that came to swd with the murderthe dim light of a

trace of good also appeared: Within hours thousahg@gople gathered in the street where

! What | am thinking here is what is depicted ingBiied Kracauer, "Those Who Wait," the Mass
Ornament: Weimar Essaysd. Thomas Y. Levin (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvardvelsity Press, 1995).

2 The murder did not create the evil; it was metbly culmination of a series of events that made
Dink live in fear of being killed for more than &ar. This fear was a personal and intense martifastaf
what his community felt for more than a century.
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Hrant Dink was murdered and they started shoutpogneously: “We are all Armenians!
We are all Hrant Dink!” How this slogan was inveshie not clear, maybe some knew “We
are all German Jews” slogan of May 68, maybe teayembered movies where the crowd

stood up to protect the hero, but it came to being.

The slogan “we are all Armenians” caused a readtiothe media and in public
discussion that almost overshadowed the horribledewuitself. Certainly some public
figures were thinking that shouting this slogan &hsost bad if not worse than the murder
itself. The eminent columnists of the media stattedbig noise: why were these people not
shouting “we are all humans!” weren’'t the humanhtggof Hrant Dink violated by a
deluded psychopath? Why these people were decldrgmgselves Armenians; aren’t we
all “human” in the end? A very famous columnistydge Turgut, with an impeccable sense
of irony was asking: what these protesters willlgho case somebody kills a son of a
prostitute tomorrow? The point was obvious: whaytkouldn’'t accept was how a part of
Turkish youth could declare themselves Armeniarpiieshe century long anti-Armenian
propaganda; despite the seeds of hate that theys#dtees had planted. In a way in their
language the “human rights” had turned into a &sdiscourse: don’t say that the one

whose rights are violated is an Armenian.

But the protesters knew what is “universal” in Humgghts much more than these
public figures: The universal is not the abstragittrthat we all have, it is the concrete right

that a particular lacks. In other words if beingn&nian in Turkey means being the center
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of public lynch campaign, if it means court casaiagt something that you have written
(and taken out of context to mean the oppositeladtwou wrote), if it means not enjoying
the same rights with everyone else due to the laglue to its discrimination in application,
then the universal human rights are the rights hef Armenians in Turkey. Ranicere
explains it perfectly well when he writes that threversal rights are the rights of those who
do not have the rights that we have; and the rightthose who do have the rights we
don’'t! In this sense the universal first does not belanghe general, but always to a
particular. Yet it does not denote a positive featof existence, as Laclau understands it
but a lack. And it is precisely through this ladlat it is universal: Kurds, Alevites, girls
who are not allowed to universities with their heaatf, gays, workers, and in a way
everybody can connect what they lack to what Armesilack. The lack and the demand
for universal rights is the basis of solidarity ahe universalization of rights is an open
ended process. Of course it is not an easy proardst does not always happen but when

it happens it changes the totality of the society.

What happens when the particular is not that of [#ok but of something that
exists? The small community of leftist Turkish sats and activists residing in New York
saw the answer when they went to protest the murd&ont of their embassy, because
their state was not able to protect, if not complic the murder of a man who was

threatened for such a long time. Just like the KuAtabs, Armenians and Turks who had

! RanciérelLa Haine De La Démocratjés.
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gathered a day ago in Istanbul, they were shoutirggare all Armenians” but there was
something that was not right. They were outhumbérngdhe members of the Armenian
Diaspora, with whom the slogan meant a completdtgrothing. These people who hated
Dink two days ago for his criticism of Armenian ioaalism were now praising him. The
people who accused him for betraying the cause fpossible future chair in the Turkish
parliament were now declaring him a martyr of themuse. In a nutshell, “we are all
Armenians” with them meant that despite their défe politics, as a consequence of their

ethnic identity, they were the same. A socialistlddhus become an “Armenian” in death.

The same identity, the same declaration may stsegtjaence where a new universal
is born, it might thus speak to all other particldad local existences without becoming
hegemonic; it might as well be the opposite, thielration of a positive feature in this
local identity. How this happens is precisely wigahat stake in the art of politics which
cannot be based on a ready-made formula, but vdaichot either exist without the proper

analysis of the totality of the situation in whitte event is to take place.

Excursus 2: Human Rights

While Badiou explicitly associates himself with theti-humanist tradition, it can
also be observed that his work is rooted in palitikumanism in a much stronger way,

especially in his attempt to define the subject sasnething beyond an ideological
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interpellation* Recently his rhetorical attack on humanism eveifteshthe course. He
wrote that the “friendship” as a category refers “teeakened forms of traditional
humanism.? Did this mean a call for a new humanism definesuad the category of
friendship and equality with foreign born workeB&&diou did not say much, however there
is certainly a move toward that direction. He alsalled Marx an enlightenment
philosopher and “great humanist thinker.” Togethaih the approving quotation of the
definition of communism fron1844 ManuscriptsBadiou is surely getting farthest away

from the Althusserian reading of Marx and the &ntinanist traditior.

But even in his work where he explicitly attackeahtan rights one could see a
search for a new foundation for it. He defines lthenan rights of today as based on a
depiction of man who is a victim, a suffering, efaged, and dying body, as an anirh#le

continues:

1. We posit a general human subject, such thatevbatevil befalls him is
universally identifiable (...)

2. Politics is subordinated to ethics, (...)
3. Evil is that from which the Good is derived, tlo¢ other way round.

4. 'Human rights' are rights to non-Evil: rightstno be offended or
mistreated with respect to one's life (the hormfrgnurder and execution),

! Power, "Towards an Anthropology of Infinitude: Bauland the Political Subject.”
2 Badiou,Logics of Worlds66.

3 , The Meaning of Sarkoz91, 98.

4 , Ethics 11.
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one's body (the horrors of torture, cruelty and ife)) or one's cultural
identity (the horrors of the humiliation of womesf,minorities, etc.)

It is on the basis of this criticism that Badioukaga a call to find a depiction of man
other than being-toward-death; a human subject feismagined as immortal. Badiou’s
fundamental question for the human rights is thisat are the rights of the immortal, how
to define the right to the universal and infinftéRere Badiou is both against Heidegger and
with Heidegger. He is with Heidegger because hievid the “Letter on Humanism” in its
critique that the human of humanism is not geneenmugh to depict what human being
can become. He is against Heidegger because faoBaauman being understood in his
finitude is the very core of humanist doctrine other words, Badiou depicts Heidegger as
the archetypical humanist and fights against thelétgerian humanism. Indeed Badiou
takes Heidegger's claim that a mortal human, aefibieing cannot access the universal
truth; this is precisely why he says that the huip@ing can become immortal. Heidegger's
posthumously publisheDer Spiegelinterview had famously claimed that “only a Goah ca
save us!” Badiou’s answer is that us, we are all$Gor that a God resides in each of us.

Unlike Heidegger's muted God, this immortal canoalpeak in the process of the

! |bid., 9. Actually, Badiou’s entire polemic againsumanism has to do with theouveaux
philosopheswho used human rights as a tool for attack agaitesixism. They were basically arguing that
fascism and communism were the same in that thééydesired a radical change and the Good and beta w
involved in mass murders. Thus they concluded,afwant to respect human rights and avoid murdegs, w
should forget about the radical change, Good, Idesc.. Badiou obviously feels nothing but contengat f
figures like Glucksmann, Finkielkraut, Bernard-Heloévy, Jambet and Lardreau some of whom usedto b
leading Maoists before their transition.

2 |bid., 12. This passage is not explicitly mentianHeidegger, rather the reference is to Being-for-
death. Badiou’s translator either did not payraite to the reference to Heidegger and direcéystated
French “étre-pour-la-mort” to English or decideduse a the older translation of Heidegger's conclpt
either case | did use being-toward-death for reasdrcontinuity between the Chapter on Heideggertae
present one.
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collective creation of the truth. Yet it should rederlined that the immortal is not simply
given: it emerges in singular, concrete situatibBsint Paul had taught precisely this: the
event is not Jesus but the resurrection; aboutwhath cannot be proven but what can be

declared: The event is about the “possible victorgr death.?

How can one become immortal? Badiou says: “We genao the infinity of
worlds. To live is possible.” For Badiou, this meato live for an idea. Here we find
Badiou’s version of “live dangerously:” “live fomaldea,” or “live heroically!® On the
other hand, this call to become more than a hunrags ralarm bells for anybody who
remembers the totalitarianisms of"20entury. Besides, Badiou's record as well as his
writings about violence is sufficient to make himsaspect on this issue. As noted by
Critchley Badiou’s thought sometimes suffers from “misguided nostalgia for
revolutionary violence,” this “deluded romance” daad to an “apology for dictatorship.”
Badiou himself writes that 30century’s desire to create a “new man” was so pfulvthat
neither fascist nor communist projects paid attentio the singularity of human lives
destroyed in the proce3$or Badiou, one can argue that the problem wasnrtbe idea of

a “new man” as such but in the idea of the diateofi destruction and creation that was

! Ibid.
2 , Saint Paul: The Foundation of Universalisd®.

, Logics of Worlds514. Based on the previous distinction betweemage and heroism he
should have said: “live courageously!”

* Critchley, "Why Badiou Is a Rousseauist and Why $feuld Be Too," 1933. For a study of the
theme of violence in Badiou: Joseph Jenkins, "\fiokein Badiou's Recent WorkZardozo Law Revie®9,
no. 5 (2008).

® On the other hand, this very idea of “new man” wees very foundation of “scientific, artistic and
sexual ruptures” that left a glorious mark in ti9¥' 2entury. BadiouThe Centurys8.

3

418



seen as the path to it. So how to act in fidelitytite century but without falling into the

same traps that it fell?
This question becomes more urgent because Baditeswr

If you think the world can and must change absttutbat there is neither a
nature of things to be respected nor pre-formegestdto be maintained,
you thereby admit that the individual may be s@malfle. Meaning that the
individual is not independently endowed with antyiimsic nature that would
deserve our striving to perpetuate it.

This rather disturbing thought of Badiou is paradaky a consequence for his
affirmation of a Sartrean humanism. Together wisiti®, Badiou renounces a project-less
humanism. The project for “integral equality,” ijmmunism is what makes us humans.
Without the project, human is no different than amymal, and indeed in the human animal
of the present society is also being domesticatstlike any othef.So here is the impasse:
we can accept the terms of the dominant humanighmowi a project and we subscribe to
the terms of our nihilistic world. This means adosp the degradation of human to an
animal species. Alternative to the submission ® ¢khics of our age is to build a new
humanism around the project of communism. Yet arpjept worth pursuing is to be
accepted above the individual and may call foraifsee. This is not a difficult choice for

Badiou who promotes the second choice passionately.

Y bid., 99.
2 |bid., 175.
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lll.a. Political Party

What does Badiou’s understanding of the subjectadrtie human signify when it
comes to the organized politics? The early undedstg of Badiou, his interpretation of
Maoist politics during the 1970s is strangely clasewhat this study described as the
mistakes of Lukacs. He also defends a notion oflemoat achieved through a
“purification” of working class. Although the Madighetoric is always about the praise of
the creative powers of the masses, Badiou nonsthessigns the party a privileged
position: “Masses make history, but as vanishingmtemeral, the party makes this very
vanishingconsistand endure® Just like Lukacs, he also maintains that bothptiotetariat

and the party work toward their own dissolutfon.

The earlier work of Badiou is thus guided by theadf “purification,” it maintains
that the purifying force of destruction appearinghe “out-of-place” is the only way that
the radical new can emergen his later work, Badiou sees the problem witfs,tithe
“passion for the real” and its accompanying ideartfication” are best manifested in the
“public purges.* Thus he admits that the Stalinist purges are dirensequences of the
idea of purification he had once defended. The tddand the real in its pure form; to find
the revolutionary essence means getting rid ahgdurities. One can disagree with all the

actions of Stalin but if one maintains the purifica as a model for the real, a form of

! Hallward,Badiou: A Subject to Trut86.

? |bid., 38.

% Power, "Towards an Anthropology of Infinitude: Baul and the Political Subject,” 325.
* Badiou,The Century53.
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public purge is the inevitable outcome that mudiove Badiou makes it explicit that his
“idea of subtractive thinking of negativity” is thght as a way out of the imperatives of
purification and destructiohThis is why after the publication @heory of Subjednh 1982,
his emphasis on violence declirfeBut abandoning the idea of purification, he noaktss
maintains its core principle: “A minimal and puedi political heterogeneity is a hundred

times more combative than a parliamentary armadaps&sented struggles.”

The question today is how to organize this mininhaterogeneity? Badiou
explicitly declares that the communist party wageat way of organizing mass revolt yet
it was not the best device for a state of the paaien dictatorship. It managed to secure a
nationwide victorious revolution but failed to kiiid state as Marx had envisaged: a state
organized as a “transition toward non-state, a p@f@on-power.” Party state was unable
to wither away" Having renounced the relevance of the revolutipparty for our present,

Badiou does not hide his disdain for the electpaditics either. For him:

the electoraldispositif is not just, or even primarily, a representative
dispositif it is also adispositifthat represses movements, anything that is
new, and anything that tries to break away fromn it.

! Ibid., 55.

Zit is curious to note that this decline goes paralith a gradual abandonment of the categories of
history and the deployment of Marxist analysis. EgWTowards an Anthropology of Infinitude: Badiend
the Palitical Subject," 330.

3 Alain Badiou,Theory of the Subjedrans. Bruno Bosteels (London; New York: Contimy2009),
44,

, The Meaning of Sarkoz$09.
, The Communist HypothesEb.
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He does not mean that elections do not matter, apwtl what he insists is that the
change that matters, an event will never come tiircan electiort. Aside from this, in
contemporary France, (or Europe) the important geamabout dismantling the welfare
state, public services etc. were made through téeempsion of obeying the directives of the
European Union and were never asked to the Europiaaens. The same thing goes for
the wars that the countries chose to participateotrnobody asks the citizens about what
they think about a subject that concerns life aedithl situations. Moreover, what governs
almost the entire “western world” is an electorahgensus where the parties agree upon
everything except little detaifsAs these decisions are never asked, the realiclesisf
emancipatory politics also escape the vote. Thee vstrather the undoing of these

decisions: “Against revolution nothing beats arcts.”

Another aspect of electoral democracy that Badisapproves is the concept of
majority. On this issue, Badiou on the one handdwithe familiar theme of the genius vs.
crowd to show how the few are right against theamiisj in the times of change. But more
importantly he puts forward a difference betweectit@ number” and “passive number.”

Electoral politics are the triumph of the passivenbers, but real political action is always

1

, Polemics 80.

2 n issues like budget cuts where there appeabs tiig disagreements often it turns out that centra
left parties also believe that the cuts are thdtritning to do. What makes them different from thei
conservative counterparts is that they have badaience about doing. Even if the empirical evidgmoees
that in the European Union high tax / high pubpersding countries of Scandinavia were the onesvikat
least affected by the ongoing economic crisis artkevthe ones where the recovery was the fastestethter
left will not take this advice and truly believeaththe public spending is the right thing to do tlee entire
economy.

® Badiou,Polemics 90-91, 259.
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accomplished by the active number in strikes, destmations and especially in
insurrections. For the emancipatory politics whatirds is then the “active disciplined
numbers.* Just like in the Anabasis, the political actiomes from the organized few who
rely in themselves and in their inner disciplin@diu, just like 1920’s Lukacs, underlines
the importance of discipline: “those who have noghihave only their discipline.” He also
admits the limits of the military model of discipd and underlines the necessity of
inventing a non-military model of discipline. Howervgives no clue of how that discipline

might be working at the organizational leel.

For Badiou it can be said that the question ofyadano longer the relation between
the movement and the state but to invent a new fafrorganization that will come after
the party. His proposed model is tl¥ganisation Politiquethat he co-founded. The
guestion is why is this not a political party? Symadiou has read his Gramsci to know
enough that any organized action with implicit gpkgit political goal has to be defined as
a party. But he does not make it very clear v@rganisation Politiques not a party, he
only says that it is not. In a very limited numlndrplaces he says that it “intervenes only
on particular questions, raised by specific cortiibans or events, always guided by the
strict, axiomatic assertion of subjective equalityBo while a political party is a prisoner of

actuality and has to act on everything that happ#resOrganisation Politiquechooses

1 .
Ibid., 93.
2 , "“We Need a Popular Discipline”: Contempordtglitics and the Crisis of the Negative,
Interview by Filippo Del Lucchese and Jason Smi@b0.
% Hallward,Badiou: A Subject to Truft227.
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what matters, what does not. Then the currentipslihay easily label it as an interest
group pursuing issue advocacy. One can say that Bdiou intends to say by declaring
his organization a non-party is to state first thabesn’t seek electoral victory and second
that it is not the party of the party-state. Othseathis organization may fit in perfectly

well within the different forms of the political gs.

This attitude also owes to his recollection of Mi8; When Badiou establishes his
current political commitments as a fidelity to 68g example that he cites is about the
destruction of the union and party dispositifs. Kigorite example is an aleatory fusion of
young people and workers on strike: an encountdtypdue to a will but partly due to a
chance that shatters the party and union orgaoimtihat kept the youth and workers
apart. For Badiou the entire May '68 can be summedriin this singular, momentary
instance showing how the youth and workers cartljomake meetings; discuss; come to
resolutions; act together without needing a cemirghnization telling them what to do. The
participants in this experience, he says were @diivt also spectators of what they were
doing; the consequences of the collective actiorevigcalculable. This is what 68 is to
Badiou: the singular, local creation of the uniagrs creation that does not need the party

and takes place at a distance from the State.

! Badiou, The Communist Hypothesi§8-60. For him, this is also the first lessonMéoism:
“necessity of direct relations between intellecsuahd workers.” , "The Saturated Generic |dgruit
the Working Class, an Interview by Nicolas VeragidaDiana George ".
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One can say that the mistakes of French Commuuaidy luring the May 68 as
well as his own mistakes during the 1970s led Badioodrop the notion of the party in its
entirety. One can say that the dialectic “clasdyphistory” that is mentioned about Lukacs
and ended up in Stalin sounded like an unavoidadmsequence of resorting to the party as
a mediating agent. So Badiou opted for a solutiena “non-expressive” dialectics; a
dialectics of separation; a dialectics that dogsneed the mediation of the political party.
This is another reason that Badiou is interested&tinPaul: the “Jesus event” and its
“immediateness:” Jesus is not that which mediatds/den God and humans. There is no
mediation, no dialectics heteThere is no mediation between the whole and itspi is
the emergence of a singularity whose truth is ad€k sui.” But what Badiou fails to note
is that the party is not built by Jesus but byF&tul, who certainly mediates between the
faithful subjects and the Jesus event through ttisofadeclaration in what is universal in
this event. The point is not to denounce all méaliatone cannot eliminate the category
from thought and hope that it will disappear fromiseence. The elimination of the
category will only result in one’s failure to graspw mediations occur in real life. So the
task is to think “how” of the mediations and Badioas a clear answer for this: without

having the state as a goal.

So whatever name one can give to the collectivarorgtion, one thing is certain: it

must keep its political distance, its distance fritva state. Badiou underlines that th&' 20

, Saint Paul: The Foundation of Universalis48.
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century revolutionary understanding of State oweethe ambiguity of Marx’s reading of
the Paris Commune. For Badiou this ambiguity is posed on one side by his praise of the
dissolution of State and on the other by his gsiticof “statist incapacities,” of the actions
that could have been easier if the Commune hadvedointo a state. Despite Marx’s
conclusion was that the “state machine must ndtaben’ or ‘occupied’, but broken;” the
lesson of his criticisms led the t?(a;entury to the opposite direction. The revolutigna
party of the 28 century with its particular discipline, centralizen, organization is
designed for taking state poweAt the dawn of the Zicentury, it is clear that this model

no longer works.

Here Zizek contends that the idea of politics cateld at a “distance” from the
state is abandoning a very important field to theney? Badiou’s politics that excludes the
state is often open to misinterpretations suchhas The reason is not that other people
misinterpret but that Badiou does not soften hilcad tone and make his point clear. With
his idea of “politics at a distance from the statke first thing to remember is the rarity
and sequential character of politics. The idea xafligling the state is something that
belongs only to the brief sequences of emancipapatitics, to the political events. It
would be the most stupid thing to ignore the stae just in the developing world as Zizek
mentions but in the advanced countries where nfateosocial functions of state is under

the attack. One should indeed fight for the welfstage, what Badiou says is simply that

1o , Polemics 262-64.
2 Zizek, "On Alain Badiou and Logiques Des Mondes."
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such a defensive position will not lead to a newrgv A new regime of citizenship, of
rights, of existence, of a distribution of wealtilwot come with the modifications of the
existing welfare state. Moreover, being on the deifee, the welfare state and its protective
screen will not last very long against the contimiattacks of neo-liberal economics that
present themselves as novelty and progress. Onbvant or the possibility of a coming
event can carry it further and make it more generand more inclusive Paradoxically,
the best way to fight for the site of state isbamdon it! We should not always abandon it,
the rights should be fought for, but we should &sow that the radical change, the new

universal truth of politics will not come from thiefensé.
IV. A New Fiction for our Times: Communism

What is the place of “narrative totality” in thigsy? Badiou does not talk so much
about the narration and its relation to truth. Hesdnot mention at all how the people
whose existence lacks recognition will start actimgw they will recognize the totality and
fight against it. Via Lukacs, this thesis arguedttivhat the “excluded” of our present
needed was a “narration” of the totality and thasration was only possible with a vision of
what is beyond the totality of the given world.there a space for “narration” in Badiou?

At one particular instance he quotes Deleuze whalksng about narration as a “flexible

1 On how the working class activism preceded thdamelstate: Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri,
Labor of Dionysus: A Critique of the State-Fogiinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1994)

2 For example before the referendum on Europeantitatitn he declared his support for the idea
for “social Europe” and called for a Franco-Gernadliance (rather than the European Union) to move
toward that direction. Alain Badiou, "The Européamnstitution,” http://www.lacan.com/badeu.htm.
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and paradoxical vector of truth,” as a way to fglaind to make it undecidable between the
truth and the false. Badiou adds to this that is tinderstanding, the post-evental
production of truth includes narration simultandgpuwsith the mathematical formalization

and formulizatior.

Probably because the narration is a word that lapdost-modern tone on it about
the undecidability of the truth, Badiou prefers therd “fiction” in its stead. At the end of
his talk about the possibility of non-expressivaleitics, he cites the poem of Wallace

Stevens: “the final belief must be in a fiction.&Kurther adds that today:

The most important political problem is the problefma new fiction. We
have to distinguish between fiction and ideologyec&8use generally
speaking ideology is something which isn’t coup¥eith science, or with
truth or with real, reality. But as we know fromdaa and from before, the
truth itself is in a structure of fiction. The pess of truth is also the process
of a new fiction. And so to find the new great ifict is the possibility to
have a final belief, political beli€f.

The lack of fiction is the problem, for examplethe 2005 riots in the Paris where
there were thousands of angry youth but did notecanth a declaration as to the world
they want to live in. What can be the new narrafiveour age? During this talk Badiou
names communism a great fiction yet that which doms masses to proper narhéfter

this talk something happens; Badiou starts belgetirat the fiction that will not resort to

1

, Deleuze: The Clamor of Being7-59. He states here that the “power of theefals
indiscernible from “the power of truth” but furthadds that “power of false” is the Nietzsche-insginame
that Deleuze gives to truth.

5 , "Politics: A Non-Expressive Dialectics."

% Ibid.
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proper names can indeed be constructed under tireebaf communist hypothesis, and

this his recent work is on its possibility.

The question is how to start the narrative of t@d&low to begin the fiction of
communism in our present? It is already mentiorteat Badiou’s refusal of Otherness
allows him to develop a much radicalized versiora dfieorem of differences: | am not the
same with myself! So this leads him to found a ewtof truth that is indifferent to
differences- This in turn allows to the first statement of thessible politics of today:
“there is only one world.” How this one world 3 be imagined? Does Badiou talk about
the globalization? Not at all. The present “glolvakld” represents the “bad universal,” it is
a generalization of a particular; a universal tatludes great portion of humanity. The
world as it exists at a pure descriptive levehighe end two separate worlds: the world of
those who have and the world of the excluti€he can even go further than Badiou: there
are an uncountable number of worlds co-existingunpresent reality. “Only one world” is
the very opposite of this, it is the undoing of theong totality; as such it is the true
universal. Yet this true universal cannot be eghbd at the factual level, facts belong to
the State of the situation; the truth of only onerlel belongs to the event to come. Thus
one cannot start with an “analytical agreementthef existence of a world and “normative
action about its characteristics.” “One world” isl@cision, a declaration; it is a prescriptive

statement. Workers of foreign origin, homosexuaismen, students, peasants, blue collar

, Ethics 27.
, Logics of Worlds54-55.
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and white-collar workers, the homeless can agredisagree with each other because they
exist like one another. We are obviously differenterms of dresses we wear, food we eat,
the music we listen, education, sexual preferermeek so on, yet we exist in the same
world, thus we can talkAs Heidegger said, world-to-world communicationnigpossible;

but we exist in the same world.

What about the differences? The one world, do@sake everyone the same? To
the contrary, world is the unity, “a series of itdges and differences.” “The world is
transcendentally the same because the beingssimthid are different® But doesn’t the
transcendental reduce differences to the identiyfely what the current world imposes
under the name “integration” is a call to wipe ailtthe differences. Badiou’s one world,
on the other hand is gathered around the Nietzechexim: “become what you are.” It is
neither ‘let's keep our differences’ nor ‘let’s lige same.” A worker of Moroccan origin
living in Paris must neither be forced to be a $tan nor remain a Moroccan, the becoming
of his identity is what he is: “a Moroccan worker Paris.” Thus an identity is always “a

dialectical play of a movement of creation and avemoent of purification.” While keeping

1

, "The Communist HypothesisNew Left Reviewno. 49 (2008): 39. He wrote that his is
why it is possible to communicate with “the peopfeforeign origin who live amongst us.” One can be
critical of this statement because its definitidrius” already excludes the worker of foreign origif there is
one world “us” should include her/him as well. Ore tother hand a generous reading can suggesththat t
readership of the book unfortunately does not ielthe foreign worker and Badiou is trying to comé the
“white” French readers to the idea of a dialoguéghwier/him. In either case, this is not the bestesee
Badiou wrote. Logics of Worlds60-61.

, Logics of Worlds62-63.
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different identities, the assertion of “one worldllows politics, or the “operator for the

consolidation of what is universal in identities.”

If communism in the first place is about being tbge, its imagination today must
also admit one thing: “There is no longer a ‘where hasn’t been for a long timeSo the
task is first to create the “we,” to create Celdittgether.” There is something rather odd
about this communism in the first place: it is aipeatic communisni.This communism
owes more to young Marx than to the mature onis.iit the spirit of the young, rather than
the mature Marx that Badiou declares that “comntusiate” is an oxymoron and that
communism is an idea about the destiny of humarciepe Badiou further posits
communism as an idea in Kantian sense: a regulfitivetion, not a programnieHere one
should go together with Zizek beyond Badiou andtKtsward Hegel: communism is an
idea which is a force “in the process of its owtuatization.” In Badiou’s language this
means that communism is a truth, not an objectiveet achieved. In a recent newspaper
article Badiou puts forward the three axioms of @amist hypothesis: First, it is the

egalitarian idea; it is the realization of the prdy of the immanent equality of human

" Ibid., 65-66.

2 , Infinite Thought 95.

3t is argued that Badiou defends a communism selgngithout Marxism and even more strangely
without a proper class analysis. See: Bruno Bosté&he Speculative Left,South Atlantic Quarterly104,
no. 4 (2005).

* Badiou,The Meaning of Sarkoz98-99.

® “This Kantian mode of reference effectively allous to characterize Badiou’s deployment of the
‘communist hypothesis’ askxitik der reinen Kommunismu#és such, it invites us to repeat the passage from
Kant to Hegel—to re-conceive the Idea of commun&sran Idea in the Hegelian sense, that is, asem Id
which is in the process of its own actualizatioheTidea that ‘makes itself what it is’ is thus moder a
concept opposed to reality as its lifeless shadaw,one which gives reality and existence to its&favoj
Zizek, Living in the End Timef_ondon; New York: Verso, 2010), 473-74.
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nature. Second, it conceives today that the ematwsip politics can be pursued outside the
State. Finally, it declares that the organizatidnlakor does not imply its division,
specialization of tasks especially the oppressagagation of intellectual and manual labor.

Communism is the affirmation of the polymorphousnian labor:

Communist hypothesis is a timeless idea that carnalsed back to various events in
the human history. But Badiou’s sequential histoages today’s possibility to two events.
The first sequence of communist hypothesis wasRags Commune. It was the first
attempt in working-class leadership and armed nestion. It showed the triumph of the
exercise of a new type of power, and the strenfitheinternational solidarity, but it also
showed its limits by not being able to extend te ttational scope. This limit was the
central thought of the second sequence: the quesfticenduring victorious revolution.
How to protect the new power in the form of a stegainst the attack of its enemies? The
ideas about the party and its iron discipline wpreduced in this context. Yet this
obsession led to the internal corruption of the emgnt, while trying to protect the
communist state the communists forgot why they e@r@ommunism in the first plaée.

Badiou, the admirer of $0century claims: the century was great but it isrov

This is why we need to return to Marx, to theory dhis is a good thing. We are

not close to Lenin: there is no victory in sight lalso this gives a chance to think about

! Alain Badiou, "Le Courage Du Préseritg Monde 13 February 2010. Incidentally, these lines are
almost the only ones Badiou specifically addressdise issues concerning labour.
2 , The Meaning of Sarkoz§06-08.
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why do we want and what do we want from communigifek, in reference to the last line
of Theory of Novelstates that when the voyage of a particular semuef communism is
over, the travel begins. The travel does not &tam where the previous effort had stopped

it always starts from the beginning.

So the question is how to build the narrative omomnism today? The present
situation’s problem is neither a popular movementarry the new hypothesis, nor the
victory. While it cannot be adequately describet] yas possible to say that, “it involves a
new relationship between the real political movemand ideology;” it requires a
“revolutionizing of minds.® This revolution can neither be carried by the tfitess, or
multi-form, popular movement inspired by the ingghce of the multitude—as Negri and
the alter-globalists believe—nor the renewed andabzatized mass communist party, as

some of the Trotskyists and Maoists hope.”

After the declaration in I century and the attempts of realization in th&',20
Badiou claims, this is the beginning of the third ef the communist hypothesis. It begins
by “combining intellectual constructs, which areways global and universal, with

experiments of fragments of truths, which are loead singular, yet universally

! Zizek, "How to Begin from the Beginning."” While &au who admits that there can be no
absolutely new beginning is not as radical as Zitekcertainly follows the re-commencement ideairAl
Badiou, "Beyond Formalisation: An Interview by BauBosteels,’Angelaki8, no. 2 (2003): 117.

2 , The Meaning of Sarkoz§13.

, "The Communist Hypothesis," 37.
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transmittable.” The task of the present is thusn&cribe the ldea of communism, in

individual consciousnesses: communism is possibés it must:

Badiou writes that 2Dcentury acted to fulfill the promises of the™ & knew that
the history was not to be trusted to bring progrédsad to master it politically. What the
19" century “announced, dreamed and promised® @thtury wanted to make it “here and
now.” This “passion for the real,” the obsessiothwiictory paradoxically turned the 20
century into the opposite of the™,% century of barbarisfiOne can say that the relation
of 20" and 18' centuries is summarized but by the title of Goylamous etchingthe
dream of reason creates monste@ne can further add to Badiou’s analysis thatfithe
decades of the 30century became so afraid of monsters that it fotgodream. What

Badiou and this thesis say has to be understoactal: let’s re-start dreaming!

, The Communist Hypothes260.
, The Century15, 19, 32, 38.
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Chapter Seven: Afterword — Instead of Conclusion

As the last lines are written on this dissertatioa world is being shaken up in its
foundations. The revolutions that have changedatesof the Arab world are continuing,
but the events took a sharp turn where stategnatienal diplomacy and war are slowly
replacing the insurrectional mood. The events oomtiin Europe as well, the mass
demonstrations appear almost in every country, ieeGe and in Spain the movement of
the “indignants” is occupying city centers and s&iag for changé.The streets of London
are on fire with the outrage of the dispossessefeless and excluded youth. And lastly
the occupiers made their appearance in the Unita@ss starting with the Wall Street. So

is a revolution making itself heard? The answemi®rtunately no.

While the 18 and 19" century ideals were enough against the dictatbtiseoArab
countries, the regimes of the democratic west ptovee much more resistant against the
rebels. The Spanish politicians can easily callitliggnants to stop protesting in the name
of the democracy: these occupants must learn peceshe Spanish majority that elected a
government, who are they to question holy “capHudwliamentarism!” The media can

report on what is happening, or report that theeiis are angry against these people

! The movements are named after Hessel's bestg@iéimphletindignez-vousThe word indignant
also calls for “dignity” in it, so what is at stakethe book and in the movement is not just a noeiteage as
its English translation suggests but it is an @eragainst the daily violation of human digniti€séphane
Hessel,Time for Outrage!trans. Damion Searls and Alba Arrikha (Londona@et Books, 2011).
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invading the public squares causing issues of healtl making life difficult for them; the

news can thus be pushed to the back pages antt betlee oblivion.

Is it because the democratic governments are toogthat these movements are
failing to create a radical event? Together withdiBa, this thesis has argued that
movements do not fail because of their enemy, baabse of their intellectual limits. And
yes, we have intellectual limits, our age is yettmme with a narrative of its own and it
thus failed to create the dream of a future woddcdme. Take the indignants in Spain,
what the movement wants is clear: the entirety had political system is corrupt, a
wholesale cleansing is necessary. There is nothirang with this demand; especially
given the political elite of the present, one cahdgree with it. On the other hand, will the
indignants agree on the cuts in public spendirigafpoliticians also cut their high salaries?
Will the demolition of welfare state be more acedyie if the “political class” gives up its
easy and greasy retirement plan? But there is nootkat: one can remember that Nazis
had also made the corruption of the political Systes a centerpiece of their propaganda.
This doesn’'t mean to say that Nazis and the yoebgls are equivalents but to underline
one thing: without a positive vision of a future e protest and resistance are not values
in themselves. The same, even worse can be said @id@o"riots” in England that started in
August 6, 2011. One can say that these eventeaotions against the rampant racism in
Europe; one can talk about the budget cuts andthew affect the youth in poverty; one

can talk about the demolition of welfare state @&sdsocial consequences; one can talk
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about the educational system which is failing tits Krom poor neighborhoods... one can
talk and talk. But there is one thing that is dertl these explanations come from outside
of the streets, from the distant observers whaecefbn what is happening. The British
youth rebelling is as silent as the Frebeimlieusduring the 2005 events. In both cases, we
have people whose lives have pushed them so mutie fomit that they are falling victim
to blind violence and end up burning their own heyhood. But there is no word for the
anger of these guys, they do not say and they tseem to know what they want; forget
about a vision for the world to come, they do na¢remake a simple basic demand for
themselves. A similar thing can also be said abloeitOccupy Wall Street protesters in the
United States. All the protesters around the gkdethe same thing: we are outraged! But

not a single word more.

Here | am not defending the same thing with fortde®. President Bill Clinton
who argued that the protesters must make spea@fcanids that can be solved within the
political system. Against this claim, ZiZek is rigl protest against this easy translation of
the energy of the movement to pragmatic demandshand right to point out to the fact
that these protests do not stem from grievancestabgpecific policy that can be solved by
the specialists and experts but do bring the @ptoethe system into the question. On the
other hand he falls into the revolutionary romastitin his praise about the silence of the

crowds. He easily equates silence with the rejaabiba dialogue and the proof for more
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radical demands for changeHere he sounds strangely close to Hardt and Nebd
celebrate these global protests as the actionsiokitude form,” although otherwise he is
a strong critique of Hardt and Negri’'s concept. Btiter than the concrete demands from
the politicians, there is one thing that the preessare silent about: their demand for
radical change. How can one know that what theegtets want is about the entirety of the
system; and what do we mean by the system in titiotoday? Do Zizek or others
ascribe what they want to see to the protest, weati&know. What we know is that we can
only agree the basic thing that angers us; onelstgpnd it is the silence. We can agree
about how unchecked financial corporations arestlisas for the 99% of the people but
the explanations of what causes the disaster waryhe one hand, one can merely blame
the ethical failures of those who run these corpoma and on the other one can argue that
the crisis is a mere manifestation of what is iehein capitalism and the particular type of

parliamentary democracy that accompanies it; oraamechoose a position in between.

There is a moment where the variation among thaeiaps and positions is great;
unfortunately that moment is not today: the vaomatin these positions and the demands
associated with these positions is not a sourcgrehgth but a source of weakness. One
does not need to be a great genius to know thaettrebellions” with no demands will be

easily suppressed. But in the end, even the maskessful rebellions can be suppressed,

! Slavoj Zizek, "Occupy First. Demands Come Lat&€he Guardian26 October 2011.

2 Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, "The Fight foe® Democracy' at the Heart of Occupy Wall
Street: The Encampment in Lower Manhattan Speaksailure of Representation "
http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/136399/miefdardt-and-antonio-negri/the-fight-for-real-demezy-
at-the-heart-of-occupy-wall-street?page=show.
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what distinguishes a successful rebellion from wisdpens today is that when an “event”
happens, the world cannot continue in its usuatsmurhe rebellions of today are causing
merely a minute disturbance in the course of thelilmeral politics because they are
incapable of imagining a world that is outside lil@ts of the present. We lack a narrative
for our present: today, more than ever! How cas tlairrative be formed? This thesis stated
the urgency of this need, but did not merely himivht can be constructed as a subjective

account with objective consequences.

How this narrative can be thought requires furtiscussions, further studies, and
further collective work. However one thing can ladsabout this narrative: What post-
modernism gave us, even in its most radicalizedioer with Hardt and Negri, is a
celebration of the multiplicities and differencétowever, with Badiou we have seen that
multiplicity and difference are in fact basic compats of the status quo in our societies.
Even when these differences and identities rebainagthe unjust order; without turning

n “us” and calling upon others to the collectiveniation of a new story, they will fail in
changing the order in its entirety. They may furttheir interest within it, but they will not
be able to redefine the terms of the order of ba&intdpe world. The narrative of our time
must turn the undifferentiated multiplicity of ondiry times into a “we.” While previous
ages could refer to the “One” as their organiziagadigm and as the ideal of togetherness,
our age cannot opt for a “we” that has “I” as it®dal unless | is redefined as “two

thousand men.” In other words, “we” of our age adrive thought as a consistent subject, it
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cannot be hostile to differences, cannot aim ur@gmmunism of today cannot be the
comme-une (as-one) unless the “one” is redefinéée must find a narrative where the
difference is not suppressed within the collectixt, without turning it to a hodge-podge of

identities, languages, bodies and ideas.

Here | would like to repeat, albeit in a brief fashacademic contributions | have
aimed to offer with this dissertation. First, | iohed that the two visions of totality,
mediated-expressive totality and the unbounded &vkbbuld not be considered as binary
opposites but as determinate negations. | calladrative totality” the process in which the
subjectless, goalless flux of the unbounded whaleemframed by the revolutionary
moment. Narration thus allows the emergence ofestbjand provides goals to be ascribed
to history: it is the ground of a new definitiomet ground of creation of what is to be

understood by freedom, by equality, by rights, Bpather universal values.

To this effect, | juxtaposed two periods of Luk@&assexamples of two dialectically
related visions of totality and deployed his coricepnarrative as a link between these
periods. The contrast between periods also allowedo rethink his writings on political
party, classes, state, law... etc. In this way,ddrio rethink Lukacs’ political mistakes but
more importantly | tried to emphasize passagesishwork which constitute a very
different Lukacs. | tried to learn from this newKacs, about the idea of political projects

that may emanate from the vision of narrative ttytaFor me, the most important lesson
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was on what | called polymorphic party as an expenit in the recognition, creation and

teaching of the unexpected “new” of history.

The two intermediate sections of this dissertati@re about the idea of finitude
and its consequences. | did show how the clainngtitle, if accepted, makes it impossible
for humans to access to universals; how it prahithe formation of a point of totality. |
did argue that this vision, which became dominamard the end of the $0century
(although in a form that Heidegger who introducdeid vision would find deplorable) can
only imagine worlds of existence stuck in theirtatally determined finitude; worlds that

cannot relate to each other in a collective pdalltproject.

For me the problem with this vision is not thadivides the totality of life into
realms of existence that do not combine into ditgt& he problem here is that it doesn’t
divide it enough. For instance Althusser denies the Whole has its distinct temporality;
there is rather a distinct temporality of art, atidict temporality of science... etc. But take
the temporality of art; in a close analysis ond gegk that different art forms have their own
temporalities. But why stay at this level? Indivadlworks of art have their own distinct
temporalities as well. Even individual art worksncareate spaces for different
temporalities to coexist. This is what Lukacs meahén he was talking about complexes
as composed of complexes. These complexes do videdintil One is found, they divide
endlessly. However, on the basis of this infinfegimentation, we can find the temporality

of a given work of art; of a given form of art; aft; of science; of production; of the social
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whole in a given moment; of social whole in itstbi&c movement. Of course this

reconstitution on the basis of infinite fragmerdatidenotes only dialectical tendencies; it
does not provide the formula for history. Moreoves method cannot be that of peeling off
the “inessential” until one discovers the kernather the method should be narration. But

from whose perspective that the narration is told?

The answer to this question brought me to Badioo miade explicit what was the
implicit assumption of Lukacs’s revolutionary sutijesubject is the one that has no place
to be. The revolutionary subject cannot appearssniee rules of the world are redefined.
Its emergence turns the impossible into a concpetssibility: it does not realize a
possibility, it creates it. The creation of poskiigis takes place in the narration. Although
Badiou would agree with the idea of fiction, | main a distance from him because |
believe that this narrative is only possible witle €mergence of the standpoint of totality.
Based on this disagreement one can ask a finatiqneBow to define the narrative totality

to come?

This question cannot be completely answered at rttument: the narrative is a
collective creation, and will reveal itself to tleosking part in its creation. At this point |
can only end by reciting three elements that thesis has asserted as its contribution for
the narrative of totality: This narrative must mesitself as the answer to the riddle of
history. We know today that whatever comes next mit be the Answer, there is no

Answer. We even know that the event where thisatigg will come alive will be
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ephemeral. It will either be suppressed or willd&#s own Thermidor. But nonetheless we
must strive toward it for it is this event that Mgive the momentum for the history to move
further. Secondly, the point of view of totality ¢ne truth of the void is not always
available. During the reign of status quo wheraitjgsl is nothing but power brokerage
among recognized subjects, it is not even desirdblean rather be detrimental for the
coalitions among the oppressed because it tenohidromluce a division within the various
groups that might be fighting for similar causesviig said this, we can come to the third
point: when a new social subject comes alive insttene of the history, when the existing
balance is to be broken to make room for the newthe unexpected; for that which is not
counted among the existents; this is when we datglgmeed the point of view of totality.
Without it, the new will be unrecognizable as thewn the universal declared by this
subject will not be heard as a universal trutls firecisely the point of view of totality that
will allow this truth to appear as universal: ittiwdeclare that a new concrete -impossible
way of being together is indeed possible. Critiqoésuniversalism may be right; the
universal may be very well an illusion that hidée tparticular. But this criticism is
shortsighted because it fails to see that eaclcpkat has also the universal in it. What is
thus needed for our time is not an equivalencepofions, it is not a renewed realpolitik , it
is not a new strategy for hegemony, not at all ganfelanguage; what we need to work

toward is to bring the universal to life: the uns@ that resides in our particular existence.
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