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Chapter Six 

German Idealist Philosophy: the Dialectic Becomes Conscious of itself 

German history from Kant to Marx: feudal backwater to leading capitalist nation in 

potential 

Germaw had merely thought what other people had done, Karl Marx, paraphrased in Blackbourn 

(1997) page 40. 

Geman history is renownedfor its peculimines and paradoxes Yhe land of Luther, Bach wd 

Goethe is also the land OfHiller and the Holocaust. Fulbrook (1990) back cover notes. 

mcm ends by becoming a slave to the things he creates.... In short, many Germansfeel very little 

e&fied by the result which the greatprinciple of the substitution of quanfityfor quality has given 

with regard to the development of the race, Lichtenberger (1913) page 5 9. 

During thefirst ha#of the nineteenth century the strugglefor German unityformedporl of the 

fightforpolitical liberty, and was of a highly idealistic nature, Lichtenberger page 86. 

In 1797 the writers Goethe and Schillerposed afmnous question: 'Gennany? But where is it? I 

don't know how tofind such a counhy, Blackboum (1997) page xv. 

Our history of the dialectic now shifts from Britain in the early I 91h century to what is now called 

Germany, where 
, 
from 962 to 1806 the peoples of the area were, at least nominally, niled by the 

'Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation% "with all its attendant strengths, obligations, tensions 

and contradiction!? ', Fulbrook page 16. Relative to some European nation, like France and Britain, 

Germany was established only recently, i. e. the 1870s. The eventual unification of G-_-rmany was 

largely due to the rise of Prussia, with its capital in Berlin, and particularly its landed aristocracy 

known as Junker. Prussia eclipsed Austrian Habsburg influence, quickly bý,: ýame an important 

European state in its own right, and then unified Germany by excluding Austria. One fact which has 

occupied historians and others is that Germany is named after its language, rather than its territory 

or tribal origins. However, Germany's literary and philosophical language developed much later 
274 



than those of other European nations. In the eighteenth century the influence of the growing middle 

class of Protestant and Jewish intellectuals, bureaucrats and lawyers led to the replacement of Latin 

with a vernacular prose. There developed a growing reading public, a literature of high quality and 

the spread of critical thinking. Increasing numbers of people discussed such topics as political 

reform, justice, the economy, and other social issues, because 

there was a veritable explosion in the production of newgwers, magazines andperlodicals of all 

sorts Mmiy were specifically dfrected towards, or read hy, people previously excluded from 

literate &scussion: women and younger girls now found a developing literature, as &d the 

bourgeoisie more generally In, for exwnPle, novels about personal development. New 

organisations for &scussion were founded. scienfific societies, professional organisations, 

political societies, freemasons' lodges (starting in Hcunhurg in 1737), offered libraries and 

debating rooms, andpromoted the circulation of news and views. A number of new universities 

were founded... salons became popular, frequently run by women; many of them Jewish, Fulbrook 

page 91. 

Yet at the same time it was Still a country in which "wolves did frequent the forests-and women 

were executed for witchcraft into the 1780s. Life was, by our standards, short and 

precarious ... when times were especially hard, 'superfluous' children were the victims of 

infanticide ... 
Perhaps 80 per cent of Germans were engaged in agriculture ... smuggling - the black 

economy of the period - was so extensive', Blackbourn (1997) pages 2 and 12. Despite its slow 

start, by the end of the 18th century the various German states became known as the Land der 

Dicher und Denker, or land of poets and philosophers. It is necessary to explain, or at least note, 

the fact that the hundred or so years from Kant to Marx is without doubt the most important period 

in modem philosophy, which has influenced, if not dominated, every area of 20th century thought. 

The impact of Protestantism on German thought cannot be overstated. Luther's ideas were 

reactionary and inconsistent, but he paved the way for later Protestants, most notably 

Sch[eiermacher under the influence of Kant and Goethe, to develop a radical critique of 

Christianity. Protestantism finalised the split between faith and reason, the latter paving the way for 

the bourgeoisie to conquer the nahn-al world: "Let reason abstain from opening its mouth upon 

sacred subjects into which it could only bring obscurity and confusion. In return it would be lawful 

for it to explain natural phenomena in its own way, and with perfect freedom; faith had nothing to 

do with physics and cosmology", Lichtenberger page 254. The German Enlightenment 
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(AqjMd? vng) brought about a liberalisation of German Catholicism and was the final break with the 

middle ages. Anticipating the onset of capitalism, the Enlightenment encouraged a dynamic 

secularism and celebrated the idea of free will based on individual reason: men and women as their 

own autonomous law makers. Enlightenment ideas linked revolutionised, theory and practice, the 

emphasis on free thought corresponded to the need for capitalists to be able to hire or fire labour at 
a moments notice, thus transcending feudal obligations. Thaer summed up the new rationality, 

calculating "that two free labourers did as much work as three forced onee', Lichtenberger page 
35. William of Humboldt was applying the ideas of Adam Smith and the Scottish Enlightenment to 
Germany when he wrote his famous pamphlet entitled Limits of State Interference in 1795 

The German philosophers from Kant to Hegel constantly spoke of freedom, which represented a 
thinly veiled welcome for the French Revolution. Similarly, many intellectuals supported 
Napoleon's invasion, because it ended the feudal backwardness of the Catholic Habsburgs. It was 
hoped that the new regime, which abolished serfdom and the monopolistic trade guilds, would 

alleviate the poverty which was becoming so widespread, especially in rural areas where cheap 
labour from Poland and Russia was depressing wages. Shortly after the French Revolution there 

was unrest and insurrection in much of Germany over taxes and high prices, and "Jacobin7' clubs 

sprung up. The French occupation "broke with the old social and political order ... The French 

overthrew the existing secular and ecclesiastical princes, abolished the tithe, ended seigneurialism, 

eliminated guilds, overturned monopolies, nullified privileges, emancipated the Jews, introduced 

religious toleration, and secularized church lande', Blackbourn page 7 1. 

However, the reality of Napoleonic imperialism soon became clear, with "rape, looting, billeting, 

and casual destructiorL.. (French) deserters ... terrorized communities and swelled the ranks of bandit 

gange', Blackbourri page 64. Reforms brought little practical difference to the fives of most people, 

apart from the Junker nobles who benefited from land reform, and the attitude of the liberal 

intellectuals and the masses changed to one of outright hostility. However, after Napoleon's defeat 

and the 1814-15 Congress of Vienna, the German states continued to change. The Prussianisation 

process began, eventually leading to the unification of a Germany dominated by the industrial 

bourgeoisie. Lichtenberger (1913) explains that the rising bourgeoisie "persuaded the king to carry 

out from above the Revolution which the French people accomplished from beloW", page 6. 
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The period after 1815 was initially marked by Austrian conservative reaction against a perceived 

threat from liberal intellectuals, who were excited by recent events and called for a democratic 

republic. The repression included prohibition of political meetings, press censorship and educational 

supervision in the form of the Karlsbad Decrees, instituted under the pretext of a Political 

assassination by a theology student. During the 1820s, when Hegel was in his prime, universities 

were "monitored and professors dismissed, suspect organizations closed down, newspapers and 

books censored. Heine and many others emigrated... 'professors and whores can always be had for 

money"', Blackbourn pages 122 and 127. In the 1830s "Public life stormed and raged in the theatre 

and concert hall because there was nowhere else it was allowed storm and rage! ', quoted in 

Blackboum page 128. Yet the reformed education system was gradually producing the most 

educated middle class, and the most skilled workforce, in Europe. This coincided with rapid 

population growth, but the people became increasingly difficult to feed from home agriculture. 

once set in motion, the industrial revolution grew faster than elsewhere in Europe, but although 

there was increasing wealth and geographical and social mobility, there was also growing 

emigration and rioting due to rising pauperism. Such a complex reality generated economic 

contradictions, such as crises in agriculture and in the new manufacturing sector. Both these 

conditions, and the rich potentiality of this rapidly changing country, were described in the 

development of Geist in Hegel's philosophy, and in the writings of the next generation of thinkers, 

many of whom were deeply influenced by Hegel's system. 

Spealdng of the 1840s Blackboum states that: 

Germany in these years was a bundle of contradictions August Borsig built locomotives in his 

Berlin factory near the Oranienburg Gate, not far away from fields of beet growing in 
Luisenstade Improved transportation tied German towns and cities closer together, yet men and 

women still starved when the local harvest failed.. Yhe philosopher Hegel described the 

emergence of civil society, a sphere of economic and social activity separatefirom the state, and 

defined as a 'ýýem of wants'. -Many occupational groups - doctors, for exmnple - were onlyjust 

starting to see themselves as Professionals'. Yhere was a large penumbra of insecure officials, 

untenured academics, would-be professional men, and marginalfigures like journalists.. - Yheir 

position generatedfiuvration and resentment as much as a sense o bourgeois buoyancy 
.. The 

term proletariat in the 1840s meant something less clear-cut, It referred to the urban equivalent of 
the rural underclass, those gathered together in towns and cifies who lacked not only the means of 

production, but property, regular employment or security... Typically, more than hatr the 
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population livedat or below subsistence levels, mid increasing numbers dependedonpublic relief, 

chcuity or criminality to make ends meet, pages 118-20. 

Eventually these tensions, plus famine and finther economic slump caused by competition from 

cheap British goods, led to the Revolution of 1848. Intellectuals, artisans, rural poor and the 

growing urban working class, each with different and conflicting demands, joined a wave of revolt 

which swept across mainland Europe. The Revolution was defeated, and there ensued a 

strengthening of Prussian bourgeois power. Despite revolution, war and economic crises, German 

capitalism continued to develop with unprecedented speed. By the end of the 19th century the 

unified German state was second only to the United States in economic capacity. Such rapid 

transformation, bringing with it all the contradictions immanent in the capitalist mode of 

producfion, brought forth a reaction from intellectuals, especially those of rural origins, and 

expressed itself as either Romanticism or extreme nationalism. The bourgeois revolution also 

created the most confident and intellectually developed proletariat in the world. 

By the beginning of the 20th century Gemiany's economic development slowed down, as 

evidenced by falling growth rates, because, compared to its major European rivals, it had few 

colonies as sources of cheap raw materials and labour. Tlis situation culminated in the ultimate 

social contradiction of the horrors of World War 1. Martin Heidegger's Sein und Zeit, arguably the 

most influential philosophical work of the 20th century, is a book which, in a highly sublimated 

way, reveals the ideas abounding in a Germany devastated by military defeat, thwarted colonial 

ambitions, crippled by onerous war reparations and convulsed by a failed proletarian revolution. 

Heidegger, who became a Nazi sympathiser and refused to renounce his views during and after 

World War 2, was the last of the important thinkers influenced by Hegel and the German idealist 

philosophers. 

Kant's ambivalence towards the dialectic 

M5t wOM-47ut ratiOnali47n graduallY died beneath the ScOffing of cultured Germany, a new ad 

impressive attempt at reconciling science andfafth was made through the instrumentality ofKant 

and of German idealism, Lichtenberger page 283. 
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there is, properly speaking, no knowledge outside the bounds of experience, and that consequently 

W scientific assertion ispossible about things in thenuelves or on an . ýIhing transcendental. It thus 

rigorously proscribes all meVhysics, ad tends to assign to philosophy, as its essential task, the 

criticism of knowledge and the determination of thefirstprinciples andpostulates upon which the 

ex, act sciences arefoundeg Lichtenberger page 325, summarising Kant's philosophy. 

Mere mcmifOldnesswlthOul un'tY cmInOt satisfy us, Kant (1988) page 44. 

Ailstotle had omitledno moment of the understwang, Kant (1988) page 23. 

Anowledge alone will never make the philosopher, unless there is added a purposefuljoining of all 

cognitions and skills into a unity, and an insight into their agreement with the highest ends of 

human reason, Kant (1988) page 29. 

Kant was born in K6nigsberg East Prussia in 1724, the son of a harness-maker. After obtaining his 

degree and working as a private tutor, he became an "instructoe' and later a professor at 

K6nigsberg university, a major achievement given his modest artisan beginnings. Kant's pietism 

was an important influence on his idealism, a philosophy which was, according to Lichtenberger, to 

become the progressive "religion of the cultured minority ... 
(which) never penetrated into the lowest 

strata of the nation", pages 287-8. The term Macht und Geist, or power and spirit, dating back to 

Lutheran theology, described the separate spheres of the rapidly developing late 18th century 

bourgeois revolution on the one hand, and the world of religion on the other. Pietists wanted to 

break out of this duality and extend the Enlightenment into the sphere of religion, and so were seen 

as a threat in parts of the Empire. They were welcome in Prussia, however, because they challenged 

Lutheran orthodoxy, being allowed to build universities in Halle, where Wolff later worked, and 

K6nigsberg, where Kant taught. 

originally pietism was a revival of Christian mysticism and neo-Platonism, it "Was at once a 

reactionary and a progressive movement - reactionary because it tried to revive the old Christian 

and Protestant asceticism in all its rigour, and because it voluntarily associated itself with orthodox 

tendencies in matters of dogma; progressive, inasmuch as it developed religious subjectivism and 

was inclined to regard faith, not as the assent of a body of men to certain objective truths, but as the 

entirely personal experience of certain subjective emotions and the creation of the individual 
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conscience! ', Lichtenberger page 261. However, Lichtenberger sums up Kant's own brand of 
pietism, which rejected mysticism and its dialectical method: 'Mystic enthusiasm slowly died out 
and resolved itself into moral preaching and sentimental piety. It thus gradually lost its essential 
characteristics and became one of the elements of which the culture based on rationalism prevalent 
during the era of enlightenment was formed", page 262. Although Kant, with his "practical 

reasod', makes clear his hostility to mysticism and its dialectical method, his work, under the 
influence of Rousseau and Smith reveals the idealised contradictions of his society in some of its 

formulations. However, Kant believed that these contradictions, or antinomies, were more apparent 
thm real and could be resolved by the use of appropriate logical techniques. 

Hegel was deeply influenced by Kant's work, and the following quote demonstrates an approach 

to history which probably influenced the former's dialectical view. Celebrating the triumph of the 

Prussian state Kant says that the "history of the human race as a whole can be regarded as the 

realisation of a hidden plan of nature to bring about an internally - and for this purpose also 

externally - perfect political constitution as the only possible state within which all natural capacities 

of mankind can be developed completely. ", Kant (1991) page 50. We are reminded of Jesus's 

"render unto Caesae' paradox concerning the relationship between the Hebrew faith and the 

Roman occupiers, when Kant explains the contradictory reality of his class in I Sth century Prussia: 

"The citizen cannot refuse to pay the taxes imposed upon him; presumptuous criticisms of such 

taxes, where someone is called upon to pay them, may be punished as an outrage which could lead 

to general insubordination. Nonetheless, the same citizen does not contravene his civil obligations 
it as a learned individual, he publicly voices his thoughts on the impropriety or even injustice of 

such fiscal measures ... 
A high degree of civil freedom seems advantageous to a people's intellectual 

freedorn, yet it also sets up insuperable barriers to it. Conversely, a lesser degree of civil freedom 

gives intellectual freedom enough room to expand to its Mest extenf ', pages 56 and 59. 

Although he was similarly ambivalent about revolution, Kant has been called the philosopher of the 
French Revolution because he articulated the right to individual freedom in the face of Political and 

religious authority. In the tradition of Hobbes and Locke, Kant's political philosophy asserts the 

right of the new bourgeoisie to own private property. Sinfilarly his, by then hackneyed, description 

of the "state of nature", is a sublimation of the contradictions of gradually developing German 

capitalist competition. In a famous analogy he compares capitalist competition to trees in a forest 

striving to grow straight in order to obtain more sunlight. T'his "state of nature' is contrasted with 
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"civil society" in which "every action which by itself or by its maxim enables the freedom of each 
individual's will to coe)dst with the freedom of everyone else in accordance vith a universal law is 

right', Kant (1991) page 133. However, Kant also says that the state guarantee of civil society 
must not be "self-contradictory", and concedes that it might be "painý', pages 80-1. 

Kant is no doubt asserting his class interests when he contrasts the "common mob" and "people of 

refined educatioe', Kant (1988), page 85. However, the paradoxes of Prussian capitalism were not 

as developed as those of Britain, and this, and awareness of the watchful eye of the Prussian state, 

means Kant lacks the boldness of Mandeville and Smith, often attributing the antagonisms of his 

society to natural causes. Yet he discusses Prussian capitalist social relations in an idealised form 

when he speaks of. "the realization of the unintended but once present never f0ing good from the 

constantly and internally discordant evir', quoted in Colletti (1974) page 206. He is more concrete 

when be acknowledges the fact that the new mode of production keeps "the masses in a state of 

oppression, with hard work and little enjoyment". again quoted on page 206. Kant says: 
By antagonism, I mean in this context the unsociable sociability of men; that is, their tendency to 

come together in society, coupled, however, with a continual resistance which constantly threatens 

to break this society up .. It is this very resistance which awakens all man's powers wd induces 

him to overcome his tendency to laziness. Yhrough the desire for honour, power or wealih, it 

&Ives him to seek status among his fellows, whom he cannot bear yet cannot bear to 

leave-Nature should he thankedforfostering social incompatihility, envious competitive vanity, 

wd unsatiable desiresforpossession, or evenpower, Kant (199 1) pages 44-5. 

Hellenomania was dominant amongst the intelligentsia in Prussia and the other German states in 

the 18th century, and the study of Greek philosophy was obligatory for would-be German 

philosophers. Kant reveals his ignorance of the Greek debt to Egypt when he compares Greek 

philosophy to Egyptian wisdom, calling the latter "mere child's play", Kant (1988) page 3 1. He 

also denigrates the Sophists at every opportunity, thereby revealing his lack of awareness of the 

social struggle between the aristocratic philosophers and their market oriented opponents, 
discussed in chapter 3. As Kant believed the Platonic dialectic was the first use of the mode of 
inking, his general understanding of the dialectic is not well developed, and he has difficulty in 

understanding the mistence of real contradictions. 
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Kant's Critique of Pure Reason is renowned for its difficulty, which in part results from the 

attempt to conceal his views due to his lack of self-confidence and fear of discipline by the 

university authorities. He called the work: "dry, obscure, opposed to all ordinary notions, and 
moreover long-winded", Kant (1950) page 9. Therefore, when he felt more secure, he later wrote a 
Prolegomena, or Introduction, and agreed to the publication of some of his lecture notes with the 
title of the Logic, in order to make his ideas more accessible. In the Logic, Kant (1988), he 

distinguishes between sense perception, with its intuitions, and the understan&ng, based on 

concepts: "sensibility gives the mere material to thinking, the understanding, on the other hand, 

disposes of this material and brings it under rules and concepte', page 40. Kant believes that 
intuitions and the understanding come into sharp contradiction with each other, explaining that like 

"all our powers, the understan&ng in particular is bound in its acts to rules we can 
investigate ... Now this science of the necessary laws of the understanding and reason in general, or - 
what is the same - of the mere form of thinking, we call logic", pages 13 and 15. He adds that logic 

is concerned not with contingent but with necessary rules or "the right use of the understandin& i. e. 

the one that agrees with itself', page 16. By this he means that logic cannot deal with what he 

variously calls naturaL concrete, practical, empirical or material problems, i. e. problems of content; 
but only problems of form. However, paradoxically he points out that pure form is the content of 
logic, or how the understanding cognizes itself 

Though his philosophical language was derived from Woa and his logic owed much to the 

Leibniz-Wolff orthodoxy, Kant's philosophical terms were to form the basis of Hegel's system, 

with its oppositions of quantity/quality and abstract/concrete, and the use of terms such as totality 

and negation. Like Hegel, Kant studied the Greek dialectic, and adapted it to the transcendental 
&alectic in order to try to solve the antinomies of the Critique, in effect using Plato's negative 
dialectic. In the Critique, he drew attention to the importance of contradictions, which he also 

refers to as antinornies or paralogisms, on the path to true knowledge. In the text Kant implicitly 

develops the famous triad, thesis, antithesis and synthesis, though it was not presented as a set 
formula. However, unlike Hegel, Kant largely rejects the idea that a contradiction can be real, they 

are the result of misunderstandings, "dialectical illusiorf', so they can be overcome, with the 

apparent contradiction being reconciled. 

Kant uses the Platonic method of division in separating logic into analytic and dialectic. The former 
"contains the necessary rules of all (fonnal) truth ... It 

is therefore nothing but a canon of 
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adjudication (of the formal rightness of our cognitiony', Logic pages 18-19. Dialectic in contrast, 

says Kant on page 19, is a practical art "which springs from a mere abuse of the analytic, inasmuch 

as the semblance of a true cognition, whose characteristics must be taken from agreement with 

objects and therefore from content, is contrived after the mere logical form". Although he 

attributes the dialectic to the Sophists, who he despises, Kant is ambivalent about the method 

calling it "a cathartic of the understanding! ', page 19. However, Kant occasionally uses the dialectic 

in a way which is both reminiscent of the mystics, though he attacks them at every opportunity, 

thus anticipating Hegel. 

Beck, in lis introduction to Kant (1950), defines antinomies as "contradictory propositions each of 

wlich can be 'proved' to be true of reality if we suppose our intellectual concepts to apply to reality 

at W, page x As an example of a contradiction Kant gives the relationslip between the 

understanding and sensibility: 
ne undersfan&ng wants to be instructed, sensibility wants to be animated, the first desires 

, pprehension.. Ae originating ground of all error must therefore be insight, the second ease of a 

sought solely in the unnoticed influence of sensibility upon the understanifing, or, more exactly, 

uponjudgment. 7his influence, namely, causes us to take merely subjective grounds injudgingfor 

objective growzds and consequently to mistake the mere semblance of truth for truth itsey", 

Logic pages 42 and 59. 

Yet on the next page Kant tells us that 'Every error, however, into which the 1human 

understanding may fall is onlyparlial, and in every erring judgment there must always lie something 

true. For a-total error would be a complete conflict with the laws of the understanding and of 

reason. As such, how could it come in any way from the understanding and, so far as it is yet a 
judgment, be heI4 to be a product of the understanding? ... A cognition is exact when it is adequate 

to its object, or when in regard to its object not the slightest error takes place; it is rough when 

there may be errors in it without impeding its purpose, " Logic page 60. This is an important 

dialectical insight which was to influence Hegel. However, Kant. normally maintains an absolute 

distinction between truth and falsehood so that a solution to the problem ot for example, ideology 

eludes him. %ilst praising his realisation of the inevitability of contradiction, Hegel generaUy 

attacked Kanfs views on the dialectic, especially the dualist separation of reason and experience. 
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Kant usually argues that contradiction is synonymous with error or "darkness! ', although this error 

often cannot be rectified because we are unable to detect it. For Kant, as a subjective idealist, 

dialectical erTor is inevitable due to our propensity to act upon our own natural tendency towards 

overambitious metaphysical speculation and reasoning. As Howard Willianis, point out, 

metaphysical speculation is prone to paralogism, or logical error, because it "wants to impute to the 

world we experience the finality and completeness that reason as a faculty demands. In doing so 

our reason overlooks the fact that the ordinary world is already partially a product of the mind, and 

thus whatever patterns and regularities it may evince may already have upon them the imprint of 

our understanding. Thus reason overreaches itself by conceiving of the exTefienced world as an 

ultimate reality to which its own ideas of finality and totality apply. ", Williams (1989) pages 334. 

When speaking of the dialectic Kant often uses the term transcendental, meaning beyond the 

bounds of sense experience, as opposed to immanent or based on exTerience. In the Prolegomena 

he claims that the understanding orders, and is therefore always linked to, experience, but that the 

pure concepts of reason, or the Platonic Ideas, are transcendent. The transcendental dialectic, 

which seems to lose its pejorative connotations and refers to abstract thought, is the method best 

suited to pure reason, with its lack of any empirical object. It is to the subject of metaphysical or 

religious speculation, i. e. alleged proofs of Gods existence and theories about the beghiing of the 

world, that Kant turns for his examples of "antinornies, or dialectical illusions, of pure reas&'. He 

notes the thesis: Yhe world has, as to time aW space, a beginning (Rmit); and the corresponding 

antithesis: 7he world is, as to time and space, infinite, page 87. Although medieval metaphysics 

produced 'proofs' of both these propositions, Kant provides arguments of his own for both views, 

pointing out that neither thesis nor antithesis can be verified by sense perception. He cites the 

distinction between appearance, or knowledge gained by sense perception aided by the categories 

of the understanding, and the thing-in-itselý of which we can have no knowledge, and states: 

Now ifl inquire into the magnitude of the wor14 as to space and time, it is equally impossible, as 

regards all my concepts, to declare it infinite or to declare itfinife. For neither assertion can be 

contained in experience, because experience either of an infinite space or of an infinite elapsed 

time, or again, of the boundwy of the world by a void space or by an antecedent void fime, is 

impossible; these are mere Ideas. Yhe magnitude of the world, decided either way, would 

therefore have to exist in the world itsey' apart ftom all experience. But this contradicts the 

concept of a world of sense, which is merely a complex of the appearances whose existence and 

connections occur only in our represenMons, this is, in experience; since this latter is not an 
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object in itsep'hut a mere mode of representation Hence it follows that, as the concept of an 

absolutely existing world of sense is se#! confta&ctory, the solution of the problem concerning its 

magnitude, whether attempted affirmatively or negatively, is ahvaysfalse. Kant (195 0), pages 89- 

90. 

Kant explains that this, and he cites three other similar examples, is what results when the natural 
human propensity for metaphysical speculation becomes too ambitious, there results an 

unresolvable self-contradiction. However, the contradiction may be more apparent than real; it 

could be the result of a misunderstanding because both the thesis and the antithesis may be true, 

even though the truth of either is not discoverable. This is possible because the two theses may not 
be homogeneous, i. e. one may refer to the world of appearances and the other to things-in- 

themselves. Therefore, in Kant's example of the finitude of the world, the cycle of cause and effect 

relationships may be finite in the world of appearances, but infinite in the noumenal world, so that 

there is no contradiction. Or it may be that effects may be part of the phenomenal or subjective 

world, whereas the causes of these effects are part of the noumenal or objective world and 

therefore not in time and space. They may, according to Kant have a moral cause in the world of 
Ideas, so again there is no contradiction. We seek, but may not find, cause and effect relationships 
in the phenomenal world which may contrast sharply with the cause and effect, or other theoretical 

relationships, in the world of Ideas or theory. Consequently there are perfect circles in the world of 
Ideas but none in the empirical world, and there is no antinomy since a synthesis is perfectly 

possible: "Hence we can easily expose the dialectical illusion which arises from our making the 

subjective conditions of our thinking objective conditions of objects themselves, and from maldng 

an hypothesis necessary for the satisfaction of our reason into a dogma7, Logic page 96. 

Kant's extensive use of the method of division can be traced to Platonic-Cartesian dualism. In 

particular, Kant is unable to overcome the absolute distinction between thought and being. It is 

possible to suggest links between Kant's dualist philosophy and his fife and times, and Reiss, in his 

Introduction to Kant (199 1), unwittingly captures the necessary intellectual dualism of Kant's own 

social class when he says: "In Kant's view, man was to become his own master. In his special 

function as officer, clergyman, civil-servant etc., he should not reason, but obey the powers that be, 

but as a man, citizen and scholar, he should have 'the courage to use his own intelligence. ", page 5. 

Reiss notes that Kant, Eke all German intellectuals of the late 18th century had no opportunity to 
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engage in political activity, but was compelled to limit the use of his "intelligence7' to the critique of 
religion. 

Abstraction is an important aspect of dialectics, and Kant was aware of this important capacity of 

the understanding: "abstraction from what does not belong to our purpose in the cognition of a 

matter is useful and commendable! ', Logic page 50. A good example of Kant's thinking on both 

abstraction and Aristotle's law of contradiction, to which he constantly refers, concerns the subject 

of universal truth. He says that whilst universal formal truth is possible, universal material truth is 

not, because: 

it would have to abstractfirom all differences of objects, andyet at the same time, as a material 

criterion, have to pertain to these &fferences in order to be able to determine whether a cognition 

agrees with the very object to which it is referreg and not merely with some object in general-ft 

is therefore absurd to demand a universal, material criterion of truth, which should at once 

abstract andagain not abstractfirom all differences of o1jects, Kant (1988) page 56. 

Kant (1934) anticipated the 20th century debate on real and logical contradictions. He stated 

the problem as a duality between "real oppositions", which he accepted as part of the 

antagonisms of nature, but involving no contradiction; and "logical contradictione', by which 

he means contradictory propositions, and these, following Aristotle, he does not accept. In a 
lengthy but important passage Kant says : 
'Realities (as simple affirmations) never logically contradict each other, is a proposition 

perfectly true respecting the relation of conceptions, hut, whether as regards nature, or 

things in themselves (of which we have not the slightest conception), is without the least 

meaning, For real opposition, in which. A-B is =0, exists everywhere, an opposition, that is, 

in which one reality united with another in the same subject annihilates the effects of the 

other -a fact which is constantly brought before our eyes by the dfferent antagonistic 

actions and operations in nature, which, nevertheless, as depending on realforces, must be 

called realitates phaenomena General mechanics can even present us with the empirical 

conditions of this opposition in an a priori rule, as it directs its attention to the opposition in 

the direction offorces -a conditions of which the transcendental conception of reality can 
fell us nothing..... 4ccording to (Leibnitzs) principle, for example, all evils are hut 

consequences of the limited nature of created beings, that is, negations, because these are the 
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only opposite of reality. an the mere conception of a thing in general this is really the case, 
but not in things asphenomena. ) In like manner, the upholders of this system deem it not only 

possible, hut natural also, to connect and unite all reality in one being, because they 

acknowledge no other sort of opposition than that of contradiction (by which the conception 

ifseý' of a thing is annihilated), and find themselves unable to conceive an opposition of 

reciprocal destruction, so to speak, in which one real cause destroys the effects of another, 

and the conditions of whose representation we meet with only in sensibility, pages 197-8. 

I conclude this section by noting that Kant's followers, or neo-Kantians, embraced their master's 

rejection of the naive forms of both empiricism and rationalism However, they rejected Kant's 

view that perception was passive and possible only by reference to Platonic universal categories. As 

we shall see in the next chapter, some neo-Kantians rejected his preoccupation with the 

unknowable thing-in-itself and a pfiori categories, claiming instead that perception was mediated 

by practical needs and social imperatives. 

Fichte's contribution to dialectics 

something stable, at rest, and dead can by no means enter the domain of what I call philosophy, 

within which all is act, movement, and life, Fichte (1994) page 16 1. 

(Knowledge) Js. a heingfor iise#and in itse#-, ' Fichte quoted in Copleston (1965) page I 10. 

a science and the critique of that science reciprocally support and explain each other, Fichte 

(1994) page md. 

For Hegel as for Fichte, philosophy is the systematic development of thought from its most 

abstract moment to thefullnessandwealth of real existence, Adamson (1901) page 153. 

Yhe object is indeed the original synthesis of all of these concepts. Form ad content are not two 

separate elements. Form in its entirety is the content, and it is only by means of analysis that we 
first obtain in&vidualfonns, Fichte (1994) page 28. 
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Fichte's fife coincided with the French Revolution and the partial intellectual freedom of the 
German Enlightenment. His modest class origins meant Fichte had to struggle to be educated and, 
Eke Kariý his career began with private tutorships to the sons and daughters of the rich. An 

accident led to him obtaining a post as extraordinary Professor of Philosophy at Jena: the printers 
of an essay, which Kant helped him to publish, omitted Fichte's name, and the intellectual 

community believed that the essay was an important new anonymous work actually written by Kant 

himself. When the truth eventually emerged, Fichte's reputation was assured and his lectures were 
ffill. However, the r6gime kept a careful eye on Fichte, who though famous continued to speak 
favourably of the French Revolution and the right to break contracts. He was eventually accused of 
being an atheist and democrat and sacked from his post, but soon obtained a post in the more 
liberal atmosphere of Berlin University in Prussia. From the only slightly safer vantage point of 
Berlin he gave his thinly veiled attack on the French army of occupation in his famous AcUresses to 

the Gennan Nation, which implicitly called for unification and democracy for a people who had 

much to contribute to humanity. 

Fichte found it safest to present his work as a refinement and completion of Kant's views. 
However, in reality he went beyond the latter, rejecting the innate aspects of the understanding and 

the various fixed dualities which Kant had derived by use of the method of division. Fichte 

attempted to produce a synthesis of the one-sided empirical view, or the unavoidable commonsense 

world view, and idealism, the philosophical view. In the synthesis he made some progress in 

developing Kant's ideas on abstraction: 
Idealism demonstrates that what is purely ad simply postulated is not possible except on the 

condition of something else, which in turn is impossible without some third something, etc. Yhus 

none of the indivi&tal things it postulates is possible on its own; each is possible only in 

combination with all of the others .. (the idealist) is capable of abstraction, i. e., by engaging in an 

act of free thinking he is indeed able to grasp the elements of this whole indtvidually and alone, 
Fichte (1994), page 33. 

Fichte's early system used a methodology for the establishment of knowledge which remained 

within a subjective idealist perspective, but his later system adopted a proto-Hegelian absolute 
idealism. The key concept in Fichte's early system is the Ich, which is best translated as simply the 
1, rather than the ego, which serves as the starting point for the method, by being independent of 
any presuppositions. When a person asserts the identity 'I am I' he or she freely asserts I, to him- 
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or her-self, with this assertion they grasp themselves for the first time and bring their real T into 

existence. Although Fichte has the same views on cont-adiction, and dialectics generally, as Kant, 
he goes beyond the latter when he claims that asserting the I is simultaneously to assert the 

existence of the not-1, which through the capacity of abstraction remain separate spheres for most 
ofus. Commenting on Fichte's implicit dialectical unification of the two, Bubner explains: 
Negation is added to identity in one ad the same act. By wnlue of this negation, all rea1hy in the 

course of its g? zdual development beyond the absolute primordial act can he explained with 

reference to precisely this act. A whole world is created, so to speak hy increasingly relativizing 

pnmor&al unq In this way, consciousness of the world has to he zranscendentalýv 

constructed ... the act of the sej( is both action and knowledge at the same time. From the very 
beginning, it encompassed the theoretical ard the practical aspect ofphilosophy. Yhere was no 
longer any needfor that complicated transition which Kant still had to deal with in order to 

me&ate the two sides. Roughly speaking, the theoretical part describes the effect of that which is 

not the set(on the sej( , ie, the determination of the sep'by what is opposite it, while the practical 

part treats the effect that the seff has on that which is not the seff, Bubner (1997), page 73. 

As is the case with a number of commentators, whilst spealdng of the I and the non-I Adamson, 

despite giving a fair account of Fichte's synthesis, explains himself in language which owes more to 

Hegel's dialectics than it does to Fichte himself 

Whatever is affinned regardfng the one must be explicitly denied of the other. But, if we consider 

our two propositions, we shall find not only that they contradict one another, but that each 

proposition, taken in respect of the other, contradicts itse#' For if the not-I is posileg the I is 

negated, but the I is absolute reality, and consequently the not-I is only posited through the L Yhe 

I, therefore, both posits and negates hseý' It is in itseý'a contrad7clior; or unites contradictions in 

itsey, page 16 1, Qny substitution of T for Adamson's 'Ego'- S. S. ). - 

Fichte builds his system from the I, and goes on to include will and desire, which link the I with 

nature and society. Because the assertion of identity assumes in the not-I the existence of things and 

other Is, only through the recognition of you by others, and your recognition of them, can one truly 

achieve seffhood. As Fichte develops his system, he claims that society acknowledges the existence 

of Rechts, a term with more meanings than the English rights. He embraces the idea of the 

existence of certain moral forces which are underpinned by reason, and the reason of the scholar is 

crucial in helping society to go through the moments, or stages, of history and attain its historic 
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goal, which isfreedom, a key term in Fichte's philosophy and German idealism in general, which is 
linked to the achievements of the French Revolution. However, when the Revolution tamed into 

the Terror, he used "freedorif' to advocate the rights of both the new German bourgeoisie and 
those of his own class, the intelligentsia; his views on the monarchy being less clear. 

Fichte establishes his sublation of Kant's system when he says: 
Mine is the first system of fivedom Just as France has fteed manfirom extemal shackles, so my 
system ftees him firom the fetters of things in themselves, which is to say, ftoin those external 

m, fluences with which all previous systems - inclu&ng the Kandan - have more or less fettered 

man, Fichte (1994) page vii. 

He was perhaps the first philosopher to explicitly link the Kantian terms thesis, antithesis and 

synthesis together in the famous triad in his Basis of the Entire Yheory of Science. The triad had 

become common currency amongst German philosophers of the period; for example, Grohmann 

says: "Who can fail to recognize the empty circulaIty contained in the syntheses and antitheses that 

make up the WissenshaftslehreT, quoted in Fichte (1994) page 130. Kant himself had not 

specifically used the term synthesis to describe his resolution of the contradiction between the thesis 

and the antithesis. For Fichte the I and the non-I are respectively the thesis and antithesis, and these 

two are limited by each other to form the synthesis of consciousness. Like Kant, Fichte does not 

accept the existence of real contradictions, they are, as Copleston (1965) explains, only apparent 

and can be made mutually compatible by the clarification of their respective meanings. Fichte 

himself says: "All contradictions are reconciled by determining more closely the contradictory 

propositions ... were (the I) posited as both infinite and finite in one and the same sense, the 

contradictions could not be resolved", quoted in Copleston page 67. Fichte also states "one can 

certainly, through one's power of imagination, hold together contradictory attributes and can try to 

unite them in one's understanding as well; and thus, though one cannot actually think a 

contradiction, one can certainly imagine one7, Fichte (1994) page 13 6. When it comes to applying 
dialectical theory, such as that on contradictions, Fichte reveals how inferior he is to Mandeville 

when he says: "good can never come from evil", page 150. 

Nonetheless, Fichte used dialectical prose which influenced both Schelling and Hegel: - "he must 

show that this being of the I for itself would not be possible unless a being outside of the I also 

arose for the I at the same time", Fichte (1994) page 41; "It first becomes an act of comprehension 
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only when it is opposed to a Not-I and only insofar as the I itself is determined within this 

opposition! ', page 42. Fichte also says: "every person will become aware that, insofar as he is 

summoned to think of himselfý he is summoned to engage in a type of inner acfing that depends 

upon his own self-activity and will realise that, in accomplishing what is thus requested of him, he 

actually affects himself through his own self-activity, i. e., he ac&' page 45; "Consciousness is a 

complete whole only in this state in which the manifold in question is unified", page 47; "This is the 

point where my philosophy becomes entirely independent of all arbitrary choice and becomes a 

product of iron necessity - to the extent that is, that free reason can be sub ect to necessity, i. e., it 

becomes a product ofpractical necessity", page 50; "If philosophy begins with a facý then it places 
itself in the midst of a world of being and finitude, and it will be difficult indeed for it to discover 

any path leading from this world to an infinite and supersensible one. X however, philosophy 
begins with an Act, then it finds itself at the precise point where these two worlds are connected 

with each other and from which they can both be surveyed in a single glance', page 5 1. 

Fichte continues: "I am originally neither the reflecting subject not the object of reflection, and 

neither of these is determined by the other. Instead I am both ofthese in their unity with each other, 

though I am admittedly unable to think of this unity, because whenever I think, I must distinguish 

the object of reflection from the reflecting subjecf', page 74; "Mechanism cannot grasp itselý 

precisely because it is mechanism. Only a free consciousness is able to grasp itself', page 95. "One 

cannot become conscious of a state of repose unless one posits an activity .. no matter what is being 

determined, all determination occurs by means of oppositioif', page 117. 

There is in Fichte's early writings no place for God in his system, and this factý coupled with 

publication of his On the Basis of Our Belief in a Divine Govemzwce of the Universe essay, led to 
him being charged with atheism and his eventual dismissal from Jena university After his 

appointment at Berlin Fichte's philosophical views changed. Though he continued by and large to 

reject mystical dialectics and retained his belief in Aristotelian logic, he prudently and gradually 

gave God, or absolute being, the central role in his system. Showing the influence of Kant, he 

claimed that the material world was the vehicle for the acting out of each individual's duty, but this 
duty is based on the moral order which is the "divine7, or "pure activity". Each individual is then a 
means for the fulfilment of absolute being, an idea which, as we shall see, is similar to that of 
Hegel's systern. However, Copleston notes that Fichte's later philosophy is an uneasy compromise 
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between Hegel's absolute idealism, in which being comes to know itself through human endeavour, 

and Plato's forms, which forever elude human being. 

The Romantic movement 

In the late 18th and early 19th century a number of poets, playwrights, novelists and philosophers 

were to play a part in the development of dialectical thought. Impatient with the conservative logic, 

or "mediomity", of the German Enlightenment used by the nobles, clerics, officers and the middle 

class intelligentsia, they employed mystical dialectical ideas in their works. Yet paradmically these 

same men were also responsible for promoting the love of all things Greek. Amongst these 

Romantics were Schiffer, Novalis, the Schlegels, H61derlin, Heine and most notably Goethe. From 

its beginnings in the Stu? m und Drang, or storm and stress, movement, the Romantic movement 

influenced Schelling, Hegel and Schleiermacher by transmitting neo-Platonism and mystical 

dialectics to them. Friedrich Schlegel, for example, wrote the following: "Truth arises when 

opposed errors neutralise each other. Absolute truth cannot be admitted; and this is the testimony 

for the freedom of thought and of spirit. If absolute truth were found, then the business of spirit 

would be completed, and it would have to cease to be, since it only exists in activity", quoted in 

Schelling (1994) page 12. 

Goethe's occult dialectics 

With careless hwd when round her spindle, Nature 

Winds the interminable thread of life; 

"en 'mid the clash of Being every creature 
Mingles in harsh inextricable strife; 
Goethe (1994) page 7. 

In the eyes of hoth Goethe and Schiller moral superiority consisted in the hco7nonious 

development of all the energies which the human microcosm contained, Lichtenberger page 3 57. 

As a leading aristocrat and one of Germany's greatest poets, Johann von Goethe was an influential 

thinker of the late 18th and early 19th century. Goethe was a Freemason and had links with 
Rosicrucianism at a time when these organizations encouraged an interest in the occult. In his youth 
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he became interested in alchemy, read the Renaissance humanists including Paracelsus and 
Boehme, and wrote of Sturm undDrang.. His most famous work, Faustpx-t one, Goethe (1994), 

is based on a Gnostic legend, which in the tradition of Zoroastrianism develops the struggle 
between good, or "purer spheres! ' and evil with its "obstinate desire': "Two souls, alas! are lod'g 

within my breast; which struggle there for undivided reigrf', page 35.1ý the text Goethe may have 

been referring to Bruno when speaking of men of knowledge who "Have died on crosses, or in 

flames been throwrf', page 21. The work is not only replete with references to magic and the 

various occult traditions, but also contains much social comment. It is also notable for its dialectical 

references such as "earthly strife! ', "Paradwe', and "Spirit of contradiction! Lead! I'll follow 

straight! "', page 121. The dialectical relationship between the macrocosm and the microcosm is also 

referred to: 

FA UST Yhou nam'st kseý'apart, andyet a whole I see. 
A, EPH. Yhe modest truth I speak to thee. 

777oughfolly's microcosm, mcm, it seems, 
Himseolto be aperfect whole esteems: 
Pm-1 of thepa7t wn 1, which at thefirst was afl, page 42. 

The following extract reveals Goethe's understanding of the interpenetration of opposites: 

How all things live and work, and ever blending, 

Weave one vast wholefirom Being's ample range! 
How powers celestial, rising wd descen&ng, 

Yheir golden buckets ceaseless interchange! page 17. 

Goethe is aware of the paradox which reminds us of MandeviHe: 

Part of thatpower which slill 
Produceth good, whiLyt ever scheming ill, page 4 1. 

Goethe shows his aware of alchemic moments, each one of which must be gone through, when he 

says: 
In truth the subtle web of thought 
Is like the weaver'sfabric wrought: 
One treadle moves a thousand lines, 

Swift dzi the shuttles to andfro, 
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Unseen the threads togetherflow, 
A thousand knots one stroke combines. 
Yhenforwa, d steps your sage to show, 
Andprove to you, it must be so, 
Yhefirst being so, and so the secong 
Yhe third ondfourth deducd we see; 
And if there were nofirSt ad second, 
Nor third norfourth would ever be. 

Yhisprocess, chemists name, m letrned thesis, 
Mocking themselves, Naturae encheiresis, pages 56-7. 

Schelling's leap forward 

So you must acbmt that neither forces without matter not matter without forces can be 

conceived. As physical ground of explanation, however, the force of attraction is nothing more 

caid nothing less than an occult quality, S chelfing in Ideas for a Philosophy of Nature-Preface to 

the First E5fition, in Bubner editor (1997) pages 180-1 

hoth succession andphenomena are in mutual relation, hoth are mutually necessmy in regard to 

each other, quoted in Bubner 187. 

We consider the system of our ideas, not in its being, but in its becoining, quoted on page 195. 

form and matter are inseparahle; this paracular matter could only arise and come to he along 

with thispar6cularform, and vice versa, page 196. 

the philosophy of mere reflection, which sets out only to separate, can never develop, page 202. 

nere we think offorce (as in matter), therefore, we must also presume a force opposed to it. 
Between opposingforces, however, we can only conceive a double relationship. Either they are in 

relative equilibrium (in absolute equilibrium they would both be completely eliminated); then they 
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are thought of as at res4 as in matter which is therefore said to he inert. Or one thinks of them as 
inperpetual, never-settled conflict, where each in tumprevails andsuhmits, page 204. 

At the age of 15 Schelling (1775-1854) entered Tdbingen university, where he joined the older 
Hegel and H61derlin. His early philosophy was Fichtean, but soon rejecting this and the Kantian 

view, turned to Spinoza. In 1796 he wrote a work jointly with Hegel, and in the following year 

published the highly dialectical Ideas for a Philosophy of Nature, which won him instant 

recognition. Schelling obtained the Jena post, vacated by Fichte, at the age of 23, and continued his 

contact with the then unknown Hegel. He also collaborated with the Romantics, from whom he 

learned of the dialectical thought of the Kabbala, Bruno, Boehme and other mystics. His thought 

then began to stagnate, being eclipsed by Hegel in 1807 when the latter published his 

Phenomenology of Spirit. Although his academic career developed, Schelling published little of 

note subsequently, the most important being some of his lectures, published only after his death. 

Among the students attending his Berlin lectures were Kierkegaard, Bakunin and Engels. Schelling 

outlived Hegel by almost 24 years. 

Schelling, in contrast to Kant and Fichte, was a monist in the tradition of Spinoza: "Nature should 
be the Mind made visible, Mind the invisible Nature", quoted in Bubner (1997) page 166. He cast 

aside Kant's preoccupations when he said: 'Vhosoever is absorbed in research into Nature, and in 

the sheer enjoyment of her abundance, does not ask whether Nature and experience be possible. It 

is enough that she is there for him-, he has made her real by his very act, and the question of what is 

possible is raised only by one who believes that he does not hold the reality in his hand, quoted in 

Bubner page 171. Schelling believed that every entity must be an original unity before it is divided 

into its moments of determination, such as freedom-necessity and subject-object. His idea of an 

original or primordial unity was taken from the One, or the ffifinite, of neo-Platonist mysticism; its 

ecstacy was prior to the reified I and not-I, subject and object, which Fichte took as primary. 
Schelling's critique of what he called Hegel's "negative philosophy" was similar, in that Hegel's 

Absolute was only derived at the end of the journey of spirit, whereas in Schelling's "positive 

philosophy" there had to be an original Absolute, which was Nature or contingent being, before the 
journey begins. Thus, whereas Hegel begins with thought Schelling begins with being. Bowie 

explains that "one cannot articulate the identity of thought and being within thoughf', Schelfing 
(1994) page 32. This is, as we shall see, similar to Manes critique of Hegel. 

295 



How superior Schelling is compared to Kant and Fichte, and how he anticipates Marx in his 
defbition of the human essence, is clear in the following: 

As soon as man sets himsel(in opposition to the external world-thefirst step ofphilosophy has 

been taken With that separation, reflectionfirst begins; he separatesftom now on -what Nature 

had always uniteg separates the objectftom the intuition, the conceptftom the image, finally (in 

that he becomes his own object) himsel(from himsep' But this separation is only nwans, not end 
For the essence of man is action. But the less he reflects on himseg the more active he is. His 

noblest activity is that which is not aware of itseff, Bubner page 172. 

When we ask ourselves the question, says Schelling: "How does it come about that I have 

ideas? ... Through this question itself I become an entity which, independent of external things, has 

being in itself', page 175. On the next page of the text he goes further, anticipating Roger 

Penrose's argument on why computers cannot think: "suppose I am myself a mere piece of 

mechanism But what is caught up in mere mechanism cannot step out of the mechanism and ask: 
How has all this become possible? ". Schelling explains the function of mind in unifying an 

organism, in his typically dialectical way, in the following passages: 
For that there is absolute individuality in an orgwusm, that Usparts are possible only through the 

whole, and the whole is possible, not through assembling, but through interaction, of the Pons, is 

ajudgentent and cannot bejudged at all save only by a mind, which relates whole andpart, form 

and matter, reciprocally one to another, and only through and in this relation does all 

purposiveness and attunement to the whole arise and come to be in the first place. What indeed 

have these parts, which are but matter, in common with an Idea, which is originally alien to 

matter, and to which they are nevertheless attuned? .. For only in a mind able to create can 

concept wd actuality, idea and real, so interpenetrate and unite that no separation is possible 
between them, pages 197 and 201. 

In his On the Nature of Philosophy as Science Schelling begins with the nature of contradiction 

and how to treat it. He speaks of "inner conflicý' or "disunity", and notes that this cannot be 

resolved by positing "mere unitV'; the resolution must involve a "unity of unity and opposition, i. e. 
the one that shows how unity can coe)dst with opposition and opposition with unity, and how the 

one is indeed necessary for the benefit of the other", Bubner page 210. He continues by pointing 
out that "conflict has an objective basis ... it is in the nature of the matter itselý namely in the primary 
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roots of all e3dstence7, it is not "incidentar' or "subjective! ' or the result of "mere logical 
fabrications", pages 2 10-11. There must be no "one-sided subjugation of one by the other" or a 
"unity in which they all cainihilate on another", they must rather "truly coexist-and ... produce a 

perspective that goes beyond the individual systems! ', page 213-14. He continues: 
the best pro , paedeutic is the one which follows the necessmy contradictions in which the 

awakening consciousness, or the awakening rej7ection, gets enldngleg and the one whichfollows 
it firom its przmwy roots, through all its branches, towards the desperation whick so to speak 
forces man to form the idea of a superior whole In this superior whole, by coexisting, the 

conflicting systems create a higher consciousness thatftees nuinfirom all systems again, that takes 

him beyond all systems. Yhis is actually the purpose of mere dialectics, and although dialectics is 
by no means the science itse#, ý it is nevertheless the preparalionfor it, pages 214-5. 

Although this passage demonstrates Schelling's limitations, for example his discussion of abstract 

"marf'. it is a major step forward in German idealist dialectics. He notes the importance of 

movement in particular progression into and out of contradictions within a systern, in which a 

subject is "proceeding through everything and not being anythine', page 215. However, he reveals 

that he has not entirely gone beyond Kant's view that contradiction is apparent but not real, so that 

it can be resolved by appropriate articulation: 

For it is certainly impossible that conflicting assertions could be true, as one would commonly 

say, at the same time, - namely at one and the same evolutionary moment It is quite possible, 

though, that at a certain point in the evolution, the statement 'A is B" is true, while at another 'A 

is not B is true " Here the movement keeps conflicting statements separate, page 215. 

He says rather opaquely in another text: "the properly understood law of contradiction really only 

says that the same cannot be at the same something and also the opposite thereot but this does not 

prevent the same, which is A, being able, as an other, to be not N', Schelling (1994) page 21. 

Commenting on this passage in his introduction to the text Bowie says "For something to be 'as' 

something, it must both 'be' in the positive sense in which everything else is, which makes it 

indeterminately positive, and it must have a negative relation to what it is not if it is to be 

determinate. Without the ground of identity, differentiation is not possible. After the One has come 
into contradiction with itselý the two forces constantly vie with each other. Dfferences must, 

though, as we have seen, be grounded in unity, since otherwise they could not be manifest at all as 
differencee', page 22. 
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Schelling's text contains passages which show how far he has surpassed Fichte in the stages which 
occur in the development of the dialectical relationship between the subject-object polarity. He 

provides the dialectical method for Hegel's Phenomenology and anticipates that work's discussion 

of desire, or that which links the subject and the object: "The concepts of ability and will are united 
in the word 'to desire'... Etemal freedom is eternal desire! ', page 222. Schelling links desire to magic 

and to knowledge, or Socratic "knowing ignorance7, and still on the theme of desire he says: 
"Here, then, emerges the contradiction of man destroying what he wants by wanting it. From this 

contradiction arises that dffdng movement because that which the searcher searches for escapes 
bim, so to speak, in constant ffighf', page 233. He hints at Marx's view of knowledge, saying "Tbat 

which is the absolute beginning cannot know itself In its transition to knowledge it ceases to be the 

beginning and it therefore has to proceed until it rediscovers itself as the beginning. The beginning, 

restored as a beginning that knows itselý is the end of all knowledge-Wisdom is more than 
knowledge, it is active knowledge, the knowledge belonging to fife and action, and thus it is also 

practicar', page 222. Speaking of the unconscious Schelling says: "Even if the tension accompanied 
by inner activity does not appear as such, it is still present in its result, the unconsciousness. And if 

we do not perceive this tension in most people any more, it is only because they do not even reach 

the point of inner tension, but are lulled, prematurely distracted and removed from their inwardness, 

into an agreeable daze ... All errors are only the products of those inner spiritual forces that are 
locked in violent combat ... For even errors have something honourable, they always contain a grain 

of trutb! % pages 23 8-9. 

It is usefid to note that despite the overwhelming influence of Hellonomania in Germany in the 

period, Schelling acknowledges the link between Euclidean geometry "beyond him to Thales and to 

the Egyptian pries&'. This is an implicit recognition of the Hermetic knowledge which Schelling 

gained both from the Romantic movement and from the "splendid mystics of early times7, who 

speak of "the incoercible, the ungraspable, the truly infinite', page 217. Towards the end of the 

work Schelling says: "That wonderfid connection of freedom and necessity in man does not tell 

them anything. The two are infinitely far away from each other, and infinitely close. Freedom 

estranged from itself is nature, nature withdrawn back into itself is freedo&', page 240. 

Unfortunately, by comparison with these dialectical heights, Schelling's later anti-Hegelian polemics 

were politically reactionary and philosophically pedestrian and, as we shall see in Chapter Eight 

attracted the critical attention of the young Engels. 
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Schleiermacher's theological dialectic 

7here is in religion such capacityfor unlimited many-sidechiess mjudgment wid contemplation as 
is ncwhere else to befound, ScWeienmcher (1987) page 13 1. 

Dialectics relies on hermeneutics and rhetoric because the development of all knowledge depends 

on both speaking and understaz&ng, page 15 8. 

One neglected figure in German idealism is the Protestant theologian, and translator of Plato, 

Friedrich Schleiermacher. He was a contemporary, and in Berlin a philosophical and academic 

opponent of Hegel, whose system Schleiermacher believed to be "presumptuoue' because it 

claimed too much for the capacity of the human mind. The reason for Schleiermacher's neglect in 

philosophical histories is some dismissive remarks by Hegel, and his preoccupation with religious 

themes. His philosophy rejects the Kantian and Fichtian link with morals, and takes up the monism 

of Spinoza, but substitutes the latter's Substance with what he calls infinite Life: "No God without 
the world, and no world without God", quoted in Copleston (1965) page 188. Like Schelling, 

Schleiermacher studied the mystics, and was keen to exTlain the relationship between thought and 
being: "Thought which aims at knowledge relates itself to a being which it presupposes; the 

thought which lies at the root of our actions relates itself to a being which is to come about through 

u!? ', quoted in Copleston page 185. Schleiermacher is attacking Hegel when he says that the 

opposition between thought and being cannot be overcome by conceptual thought which knows 

only distinctions and oppositions, but solely byfeeling, the key part of his system, which is equated 

with Fichtian self-consciousness. 

In Schleiermacher, who developed hermeneutics, religious themes predominate; he defines religion 

as a "sense and taste for the hifinite' or more dialectically as "a mixture of elements that oppose and 

neutralise each other", Schleiermacher (1987) pages 36 and 78. But religion is always historically 

and socially conditioned, so the interpretation of a religious text, for example, informs us about the 

social totality of the original community and the community in which the interpreter is situated. For 
Schleiermacher the hermeneutical circle is a dialectic of the whole and its parts, objective and 
subjective history, the outside and inside of events, the macrocosm and the microcosm. 
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Much of his prose is singularly undialectical, yet in his most important work Yhe Christian Faith 
Schleiermacher displays his dialectical style and makes some important philosophical points: 
we are never simply conscious of our selves in their unchmVing identify, but are always at the 

same time conscious of a cholging determination of them .. In se&onsciousness there are only 
two elements. the one expresses the existence of the subjectfor itse#, ' the other its co-exisfence 
with an other-Let us now think of thefeeling of dependence and thefeeling of freedom as one, in 

the sense that not only the subject but the corresponding other is the same for both.. then the 

corresponding other is also to be supposed as a totality or as one, and then that term ýreciprocjty' 

is the fight one for our se&onsciousness in general, inasmuch as it expresses our connection 

with ever)ihing which either appeals to our receptivity or is subjected to our activity... even in the 

most absolute autocracy the ruler is not without some slightfeeling of dependence. It is the same 
in the case of nature: towards all the forces of nature - even, we may say, towards the heavenly 

bodies - we ourselves do, in the same sense in which they influence us, exercise a counter- 
Jifluence, however minute .. But without wWfeefing offireedom afeeling of absolute dependence 

wouldnot bepazible, Schleiermacher pages 99-103. 

Hegel 

Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel was bom in 1770, the son of a Swabian minor civil servant. 
During his student days at TObingen, where he was training to become a pastor, he became very 

enthusiastic about the French Revolution. Hegel joined the Political Club, in order to be among 

students of similar views, which in 1791 planted a liberty tree and attracted the attention of the 

authorities. Although Hegel was revolted by the Jacobin Terror, he continued to celebrate Bastille 

Day for the rest of his life, striving to create a society based on external freedom. He believed such 
a state of freedom had been created in France by the Revolution, which he opposed to German 
inner fireedorn, that only existed in the realm of thought. However, Hegel went beyond his 

philosophical rivals, who merely condemned it in claiming that the Terror was the result of 
asserting freedom in an abstract way, that is severed from the totality of its social context. His early 
themeposilMty was helpful in developing such a view, it referred in part to institutions which were 
initially progressive, but later became spiritless. It inspired him to polemicise against the stultifying 
effect of the numerous states which his country contained, in an early work written jointly with 
Schelling. 
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Hegel excelled in Greek and Latin, and soon became a Hellenomaniac. He came to believe that the 

greatest achievements of humanity were those of the Greek polis and the Roman republics. His 

Geist, or world spirit, Which has become externalised into nature and society, came of age when 

objectified in these classical societies. Later the objectification of Geist was to become Napoleon, 

who Hegel believed would create external freedom in Germany, such an objectification of Geist 

explains the tendency to call Hegel's philosophy objective, or absolute, idealism. 

During his student days Hegel read as widely as possible, becoming interested in the natural 

sciences, an interest he maintained for the rest of his life. His best friend was the poet H61derlin, 

with whom he shared a room at TUbingen. From H61derlin he learned of the German Romantics 

and their use of neo-Platonist dialectics. The work of Goethe in particular attracted Hegel, and he 

visited and corresponded with him for the rest of his life. Hegel's earliest influence in social theory 

seems to have been Rousseau, who as we have seen, put dialectics to work in the study of society, 

rather than nature. He went on to read Sir James Steuart, Adam Ferguson and Adam Smith, and 

political economy was to influence his later work, in particular his preoccupation with labour in the 
PhenomenoloSy. 

Unlike Schelling, Hegel experienced difficulty in obtaining an academic post, having to resort to 

private tutoring, which he hated. He had earlier written to Schelling saying that he was "only an 

apprentice ... my own work isn't worth talldng abouf', quoted in Spencer and Krauze (1996). 

Amongst the German idealists Kant was unsurprisingly the most important early influence, and his 

first work, the Life of Jesus, was an idealisation of the theism of Kant. Hegel, like most of the 

philosophers of his day, began his academic fife with the formal study of religion, and his early work 

was mostly concerned with religious themes. His political views, however, were considered 
dangerous by the authorities, so noting the experience of Fichte, Hegel developed a totalising 

synthesis of his religious and socio-political views, which proved more or less acceptable to the 

state. 

The Difference Between Fichte's and Schelfing's System of Philosophy 

Mrough the vanety of what he has, the individual tries to procure the illusion of being what he is 

not, Hegel, quoted in Bubner page 258, anticipating the dialectic of being and having. 
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Information is concerned with alien ohjects. In the philosophical knowledge that is only erudition, 

the inward totality does not bestir itseý, ' and neutrality retains its perfect freedom (from 

commitment) ... every part is at the same time the whole; for its stwi&ng is its connection with the 

Absolute .. single concepts by themselves and singular cognitions must not be called knowledge, 

pages 259 and 271. 

Life elenzallyforms itseý'by setfing up opposifions, page 264. 

the opposites are united in a contrachction, Hegel spealdng of Spinoza's concept of substance, 

page 276. 

Hegel's 77? e Difference Between Fichte's and Schelfing's System of Philosophy, in Bubner (1997), 

written in 1801, begins with a dialectical critique of Kant's thing-in-itself. He points out that Kant 

has adopted the dualist separation, or opposition, of thought and being, subject and objecý giving 

the latter term in each of these dualities an absolute status: 

The things in themselves - which are nothing but an objective expression of the empty form of 

opposition - had been hypostatized anew by Kant, and posited as absolute objectivity like the 

things of the ckgmatic philosophers. On the one hcvg he made the categories into static, dead 

pigeonholes of the intellect; and on the other hand he made them into the supreme principles 

capable of nullifying the language that expresses the Absolute itsep- eg, 'substance'in Spinoza, 

pages 254-5. 

Hegel proceeds by subjecting Fichte to similar criticism through noting that the latter's subject- 

object relationship is too one-sided in its emphasis on the subject: "The principle, the Subject- 

Object, turns out to be a subjective Subject-Object. What is deduced from it thereby gets the form 

of a conditioning of pure consciousness, of the Ego=Ego", page 256. In contrast Schelling, with 

whom Hegel was then on good terms, "sets the objective Subject-Object beside the subjective 

Subject-Object and presents both as united in something higher than the subject", page 257. Hegel 

wants to "set Reason in harmony with nature, not by having Reason renounce itself or become an 

insipid imitator of nature, but by Reason recasting itself into nature out of its own inner 

strength ... The urge towards totality continues to exTress itself', pages 257-8. 
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As the text develops Hegel distinguishes between formal thinking and Reason, which is both the 
appearance of the Absolute, or the One, and the name he uses for dialectical logic which suspends 
"rigid antitheses! '. In explaining the relationship between the Absolute and philosophy, Hegel shows 
how he has surpassed all the German idealist philosophers, including Schelling. Comfortable with 
the existence of real contradictions, and in the knowledge that an entity can be in contradiction with 
itself at one and the same time, Hegel says: "The task of philosophy is to construct the Absolute for 

consciousness-the Absolute that is both conscious and non-conscious at the same fime", (my 

italics), page 267. Similarly, speaking of "the limited" Hegel says: "it is free and necessary at the 

same time", page 269. Again, challenging Kant's system, he says: "the fundamental proposition 

also contains both form and matter as inequality, so that it is analytic and synthetic simultaneously", 

page 276. 

It is useful to compare this with view of the 20th century formal logician Luce (195 8): "A sentence 
is a proposition for Logic it and only it it is capable of being true or false. The one sentence cannot 
be true wd false at the same time; but to take its place in Logic and to rank as a proposition, it 

must be of such a character that we can say of it "that is true" or "that is false ...... pages 36-37. 

Although beset by the idea that formal logic is "natural" and based on "native faculty", and seduced 
by the successes of the use of logic and formal symbols in the domain of quantity, Luce is superior 

to most of his colleagues in implicitly acknowledging Hegelian criticisms: "We can separate cream 
from milk; we cannot separate theform of discourse from its content", page 4. Despite this, Luce, 

like almost all formal logicians, cannot contemplate the implications of accepting the sterility of 

much of formal logic in the qualitative domain. Form, or concept, is needed to give order to, and 
therefore understand, the overwhelming amount of empirical data which we constantly receive as 

social beings interacting with each other and nature. In formal logic nature and society are in an 

unchanging state, it is blind to Hegel's fundamental process of becoming. 

Hegel challenges Kant and Fichte's "synthetic approacIP, or their acceptance of Aristotle's "laws 

of thought", i. e. the law of identity (A=A), the law of the excluded middle (either A or not-A) and 
the law of non-contradiction (not [A and not-A]), to which, following Leibniz, they added the 
principle of sufficient reason, or the idea that everything must have a reason or "ground". Hegel 

says: "Once antinomy is acknowledged as the exTEcit formula of truth, Reason has brought the 
formal essence of reflection under its contror, page 279. Speaking of the empty subjecfive identity, 
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A=A, or "the repetition of A ad infinitum" which knows only form and knows nothing of 
determinate content Hegel says: 
But even for this repetition the idenfity needs some B, C, etc in which the repeated A can be 

posited In orderfor. 4 to be repeatable, B, C, D etc have to be a manifold, in which each is 

opposed to the other. Each of them has particular determinations not posited by 
-4.7hat is to say, 

there exists an absolutely manifold stuff. Its B, C, D, etc must fit in with A, as best it can. Yhis 

fiffing in without rhyme or reason takes the place of an original identity. Yhe basic fault ccm be 

presented asfollows. 7here is no reflection, in respect to form, on the imfinomy of the A =A wid 
A=B 7his whole wwlyfic approach lacks the basic consciousness that the purely formal 

appearance of the Absolute is contradiction Such consciousness can only come into being where 

speculation takes its point of departure in Reason and in the A =A as absolute identity of subject 

and object... 7he rational must be deduced in its determinate content, that is, it must be deduced 

stwtngfrom the contradiction of determinate opposites, the rational being their synthesis... Yhe 

true ananomy which posits both the limited and unlimited, notJust side by side but together as 

identical, must ipso facto s-uspend the opposition. -Reason then unites this objective totality with 

the opposite subjective totality to form the infinite world-intuition, whose expwnion has at the 

same time contracted into the richest andsimplest identity, pages 280,282 and 285. 

The PhenomenolqXy ofMind 

Reason JsPurpOsive activity, Hegel (1977) page 12, confounding his materialist critics. 

For it is the nature Of humanity to press onward to agreement with others, human nature only 

really exists in an achieved community of minds, page 43. 

"The subject, thought of more specificaUy, is Mind (or Spirit). It is phenomenal (erscheinend) 

when essentially relating to an eidstent object: i. e. in so far as it is Consciousness. The Science of 
Consciousness is, therefore, caUed The Phenomenology of Mind (or Spirity', page 56 of Hegel 

(1986). 

Yhe realizedpurpose, or the existent actuality, is movement and unfolded hecoming, hut it isjust 

this unrest that is the se#-,, and the sej( is like that imme&acy and simplicity of the heginning 
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because it is the result, that which has returned into itseýy, the latter being similarlyjust the set(, 
page 12. 

The Phenomenology ofSpirit, Hegel (1977), was first published in 1807, and is arguably the most 

ambitious and dMicult philosophical work ever written. It has been said that the text is the acting 

out in philosophy of Napoleonýs overthrow of the Holy Roman Empire. There are a number of 
important themes in the book including the historical journey of Geist to attain the Absolute, the 

active nature of cognition and Hegel's critique of formal logic. There is also the idea that humanity 

"created" nature through work, which was Hegel's interpretation of the political economy of the 

Scottish enlightenment thinkers Adam Ferguson and Adam Smith. Revealing a 'materialist' starting 

point, as opposed to his more usual 'idealist' one, Hegel shows how labour overcomes the dualist 

separation between a passive thinking subject and an alien or absolute nature: "That relation to 

actuality is the changing of it or working on it". page 133 of Hegel (1977). 

Another important and related theme in the Phenomenology is the dialectical development of the 

relationship between the lord and the bondsman. Here it is clear that Hegel is not just concerned 

with production in general, but with the specific social relationships involved in a particular mode of 

production, in this case feudalism which was still important in Germany in the early 19th century. 
The satisfaction of the desire of the lord is used as the basis for the relationship between society and 

nature: the lord has the power of fife and death over the bondman, and the latter therefore 

experiences fear when transforming nature through his labour. The determinate labour of the 
bondsman is carried out against his own free-; will, because it does not relate to the satisfaction of 
his own needs, but only to those of the master. Hegel claims that his fear leads to a heightening of 
the se&onsciousness of the bondsman a term he uses to mean intensity or authenticity of life. As 

their dialectical relationship develops, it becomes clear that because the bondsman actually directly 

performs labour, this makes him the more historically significant of the interrially related opposites 
in this feudal relationship. 

The master slave dialectic is summarised in the Propaedeutic in a way which shows that 
Hegel's application of dialectical thought to social relationships has taken him way beyond 

any of his predecessors: 
Ais beholding of onesetf in another is the abstract moment of setr-sameness. But each has 

also the determination of appearing to the other as an external ohject ang in so far, as an 
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immediate, sensuous and concrete existence. Each exists absolutelyfor-itselfas an individual 

opposed to the other and demands to be regarded and treated as such by the other and to 

behold in the other its own fteedom as an independent being or to be acknowledged by 

it.. that one enters into a condition of Slavery who prefers life to freedom and thereby shows 

that he is incapable of making abstraction from his sensuous existence by his own efforts in 

order to achieve his independence ... Yhe one who serves lacks a sey' and has another setf in 

place of his own; so that in the Master he has alienated and annulled himseý' as an 

individual Ego and now views another as his essential sey .. labourfor the service of another 

is an alienation of its own will, partly in principle, partly at the same time, with the negation 

of its own desire, the positive transformation of external things through labour; since through 

Jabour the sey makes its own determinations into the forms of things and in its work views 

itselfas an objective self, Hegel (1986), pages 60-62. 

Though Marx hardly explicitly mentions the master-bondsman dialectic, which depicts real 

sensuous human fife: "as a particular individual who approaches the actual world in the forms of 

desire and work" Phenomenology page 130, Hegel's ideas on work, nature, desire and, crucially, 

alienation or the "unhappy consciousness", were to be the basis of Marx's Pwis Mwmscripts. In 

the Phenomenology the work theme is finther developed by relating it to the satisfaction of desire 

and enjoyment a process by which a person becomes truly self-conscious. Hegel points out how 

superior this self-consciousness is compared to mere thought especially thought about, or faith in, 

God. After explaining how "otherness contradicts its identity with itself', Hegel takes up the 

theme of the negation involved in satisfying desire from the Phenomenology and summarises it 

in the Propaedeutic: desire "overcomes the otherness of the object and its subsistence and 

unites it with the subject, whereupon the Desire is satisfied. This is accordingly conditioned, 

(a) by an object existing externally or indifferent to it, or through Consciousness; and (b) by its 

activity producing the gratification only through overcoming the object. Self-Consciousness 

comes therefore only to its feeling of Self', page 60. That Hegel had r6ected orthodox religion 

by the time he wrote the Phenomenology is clear when he cites belief in God as an example of 

alienation. Following the British political economists Hegel unites the social relations of production 

and alienation. 

Crucial to the study of Hegel's dialectical method is the famous Preface to the Phenomenolqy, 

which he added as an introduction to both the text and to his system as a whole. The Preface is 
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packed with summaries of Hegel's dialectical treatment of different themes, and, unlike his later 

works, makes occasional references to magic and the esoteric. Hegel takes the example of the 

duality truth and falsehood to explain his dialectic: 

777e more conventional opinion getsfixated on the antithesis of truth andfalsity, the more it tends 

to expect a given philosophical system to be either accepted or contra&cted, and hence it finds 

only accepiance or rejection. It does not comprehend the d7versity ofphilosophical systems as the 

progressive unfol&ng of truth, but rather sees in it simple 67sagreements. Yhe bud aUsappea's in 

the bursting-forth of the blossom, and one might say that the former is refuted by the latter; 

similarly, when the fiwit appears, the blossom is shown up in its turn as a false manifestation of 

the plant, and the fiwit now emerges as the truth of it instead Yhese forms are not just 

&svnguishedfirom one another, they also supplant one another as mutually incompatible. Yet at 

the same time theirfluid nature makes them moments of an organic unity in which they not only 

do not conj7ict, but in which each is as necessmy as the other; and its mutual necessity alone 

constitutes the life of the whole .. he who grasps the contra&cfion between them .. -does not, as *a 

general rule, know how to 
-free 

it from its one-sidedness, or maintain it in its fireedom by 

recognizing the reciprocally necessmy moments that take shape as a conflict and seeming 

incompatibility, page 2. 

Further explaffiffig his dialectical method he says: 
For the real issue is not exhausted by stating it as an aim, but by cw7ying it out, nor is the result 

the actual whole, but rather the result together with the process through which it come about Ae 

aim by itsetr is a lifeless universal, just as the guiding tendency is a mere &ive that as yet lacks an 

actual existence; and the bare result is the corpse which has left the gui&ng tendency behind it. 
Similarly, the specific difference of a thing is rather its limit, it is where the thing stops, or what 

the thing is not, pages 2-3.7he goal is Spirit's insight into what knowing is. Impatience demands 

the impossible, to wit, the attainment of the end without the means. But the length of this path has 

to be endured, because, for one thing, each moment is necessa7y, andfurther, each moment has to 

be lingered over, because each is itse#ý a complete individual shape, and one is only wewed In 

absolute perspective when its determinateness is regarded as a concrete whole, or the whole is 

regarded as uniquely qualified by that determination. Since the Substance of the in&vidual, the 
World-Spirit itsey, ' has had the patience to pass through these shapes over the long passage of 
time, and to take upon itse#' the enormous labour of world-history, in which it embodied in each 
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shape as much of its entire content as that shape was capable of hoUng, and since it could not 
have attained consciousness of itseý'hy any lesser effort, the individual certainly cannot hy the 

nature of the case comprehend his own substance more easily, page 17. 

These are monumental passages in the history of philosophy, and Hegel introduces them by 

exTlaining the need for a negative dialectic: "This Substance is, as Subject, pure, simple negativity, 

and is for this very reason the bifurcation of the simple; it is the doubling which sets up opposition, 

and then again the negation of this indifferent diversity and of its antithesis (the immediate 

simplicity). Only this self-restoring sameness, or this reflection in otherness within itself - not an 

original or imme&ate unity as such is the True7, page 10. However, he says of a philosophical 

proposition: "The refutation would, therefore, properly consist in the finther development of the 

principle, and in thus remedying the defectiveness, if it did not mistakenly pay attention solely to its 

negative action, without awareness of its progress and result on their positive side too - The 

genuinely positive exposition of the beginning is thus also, conversely, just as much a negative 

attitude towards it, viz towards its initially one-sided form of being imme&ate orpurpose", page 

13. Without perhaps realising the Egyptian origin of the void, Hegel also says "some of the ancients 

conceived of the void as the principle of motion, for they rightly saw the moving principle as the 

negative, though they did not as yet grasp that the negative is the self Now, although this negative 

appears at first as a disparity between the T and its object, it is just as much the disparity of the 

substance with itself Thus what seems to happen outside of it, to be an activity directed against it, 

is really its own doing, and Substance shows itself to be essentially Subject", page 21'. 

On the complex relation between the inner and outer, essence and appearance, Hegel says that -the 

external necessity, so far as it is grasped in a general way, setting aside accidental matters of person 

and motivation, is the same as the inner, or in other words it fies in the shape in which time sets 

forth the sequential existence of its moments! ', page 3. Hegel develops this point finther, saying: 

The inner coming-to-be or genesis ofsubstance is an unbroken trainition into outer existence, into 

being-for-another, mid conversely, the genesis of existence is how existence is by itself taken hack 

into essence. Ae movement is the twofoldprocess and the genesis of the whole, in such wise that 

each side simultaneously posits the other, and each therefore has both perspectives within itse1r, 

together they constitute the whole by &ssolving themselves, and by making themselves Into its 

moments, pages 24-5. 
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By the timehe wrote this Preface, Hegel had become estranged from Schelling, and the following 

is an attack on the latter's view on the primacy of the Absolute, and the need to use it as starting 

point: "To pit this single insight that in the Absolute eveqthing is the same, against the fiffl body of 

articulated cognition, which at least seeks and demands such fiffilment, to palm off its Absolute as 

the night in which, as the saying goes, all cows are black - this is cognition naively reduced to 

vacuity", page 9. Driving the point home, Hegel speaks of abstract universality and adds "the True 

is the whole. But the whole is nothing other than the essence consummating itself through its 

development. Of the Absolute it must be said that it is essentially a result, that only in the end is it 

what it truly is; and that precisely in this consists its nature, viz to be actual, subject, the 

spontaneous becoming of itself-The beginning, the principle, or the Absolute, as at first 

immediately enunciated, is only the universal. Just as when I say 'all animals', this expression 

cannot pass for a zoology, so it is equally plain that the words, 'the Divine', 'the Absolute', the 

Eternal' etc, do not express what is contained in them! ', page 11. 

On the acquisition of facts, and education generally, Hegel's view is similarly dialectical: "In this 

respect formative education, regarded from the side of individual, consists in his acquiring what 

thus lies at hand, devouring his inorganic nature, and taking possession of it for himself. But, 

regarded from the side of universal Spirit as substance, this is nothing but its own acquisition of 

self-consciousness, the bringing-about of its own becoming and reflection into itself', pages 16-17. 

On truth and falsehood Hegel states in a famous passage: 

'True ' and false' belong among those determinate notions which are held to be inert and wholly 

separate essences, one here and one there, each standingfixed and isolatedfirom the other, with 

which it has nothing in common. Against this view it must be maintained that truth is not a minted 

coin that can be given andpocketed ready-made .. Yhe false... would be the other, the negative of 

the substance, which as the content of knowledge is the True. But the substance is itseýl essentially 

the negative, partly as a distinction and determination of the content, and parrly as sinTle 
distinguishing, i. e. as sey and knowledge in general. To say that in every falsehood there is a 

grain of truth is to treat the two like oil and water, which cannot be mixed and are only externally 

combined It is precisely on account of the importance of designating the moment of complete 

otherness that the terms 'true'andfalse'must no longer be used where such otherness has been 

annulled.. in their unity they are not meant to be what their expression says they are, just so the 
false is no longer quafalse, a moment of truth, pages 22-3. 
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Hegel reveals his polymath status when he makes his dialectical criticism of mathematics clear in 

the following: 

For what is lifeless, since it does not move of itsep, ' does not get as far as the &, stinctions of 

essence, asfar as essential opposition or inequality, and therefore does not make the transition of 

one opposite into its opposite, does not attain to qualitative, immanent motion or seyý-movement. 
For it is only magnitude, the unessential distinction, that mathematics deals with It abstractsfrom 

the fact that it is the Notion which &vides space into its &mensions and determines the 

connections between and within them. It does not, for example, consider the relationship of line to 

sur . 
face; and, when it compares the &wneter of a circle with its circumference, it runs up against 

their incommensurability, i. e. a relationship of the Notion, something infinite that eludes 

mathematical determination- the principle of equality, of abstract lifeless unity, cannot cope with 

that sheer unrest of life and its absolute dfstinction, pages 26-7. 

Given that contemporary mathematicians are challenging its routine use in their subject, it is useful 

to note that Hegel compares the reductio ad absurdum used in mathematics, or the science of the 

"lifeless numerical unif', with its use in logic when he says: 

But it is not difficult to see that the way of asserting a proposition, adducing reasonsfor it, and in 

the same way refuting its opposite by reasons, is not theform in which truth can appear. Truth is it 

awn se#ý-movement, whereas the methodjust described is the mode of cognition that remains 

external to its material. Hence it is peculiar to mathematics, and must be le 
. 
ft to that science, page 

28. 

In ending this section it is worth noting that in the Introduction to the PhenomenoloSy, speaking 

of the journey to true knowledge, Hegel discusses the important dialectical theme of nothingness. 
He speaks of scepticism which sees only "pure nothingness in its results and abstracts from the fact 

that this nothingness is specifically the nothingness of thatftom which it results. For it is only when 
it is taken as the result of that from which it emerges, that it is, in fact, the true result; in that case it 

is itself a determinate nothingness, one which has a content. The scepticism that ends up with the 
bare abstraction of nothingness or emptiness cannot get any fluther from there, but must wait to see 

whether something new comes along and what it is, in order to throw it too into the same empty 

abyss. But when, on the other hand, the result is conceived as it is in truth, namely, as a determinate 
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negation, a new form has thereby immediately arisen, and in the negation the transition is made 

through which the progress through the complete series of forms come about of itself ', page 5 1. 

The Philosophical Propaedeudc 

v 

, Contra&ctory' does not mean merely opposed as such, like positive and negative, but that a 

content, an imme&acy, is, at the same time, posittve andnegative, Hegel (1986) page 99. 

Aefuture sleeps in the actualpresent, Hegel (1986) page 154. 

Yhere are no two things which are perfectly alike, Hegel (1986) page 82. 

Yhe Concept... grasps together within itsepl the different determinations of an object as a unity, 

Hegel (1986) page 105. 

Spirit is the return of the essence into itsep'ftom its extemalization, Hegel (1986) page 125. 

Wit links ideas which looked at superficially, are alien to one another butftom another aspect 

present an unexpected similevity, Hegel (1986) page 159. 

Logic abstractsftom all empirical content and considers only that content which is posited by the 

fonn of the relation ifseý', Hegel (1986) page 68. 

A &stinction must, of course, be made between pure 7hought and Reality, but 7hought too has 

reality in so far. as genuine actuality is understood by this term. In so for, however, as only 

sensuous external existence is meant by Reality, thought has even ajhr higher reality. Ainking 

has therefore through its autonomy a content, namely useýV Yhrough the sh* of Logic we also 

learn to think more correctly; for, since we think the thinking of Thinking, Hegel (1986) page 

74. 

The text, written between 1808 and 1811, is a set of notes used by Hegel as the basis for his 

lectures to the boys of the Nuremberg Gymnasium. His post covered Hegel's fiving costs whilst he 
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worked on his Science ofLogic. Commenting on Hegel's approach to teaching, the editors George 

and Vincent, in the Introduction to Hegel (1986), say: 

It is common, Hegel maintained, to think that one can separate philosophical thought from the 

content about which one philosophizes. Hegel believed that the two cannot be separated so easily. 

it is in reviewing the content that one learm to philosophize .. Philosophy devoid of both a content 

and a systematic structure is haphazarg empty andfragmenimy. Grasping the content of the 

sciences is grasping the essence ofphilosophy, To think through detailed material in class and in 

homework is to re-enact the principle of thought ftseý( Yhe mathematicalproblem and its solution, 

the proof about the existence of God and its critique, the theory about the nature of light, all, 

when thought through, become part of my thought process. A teacher must possess the knowledge 

himseff to think it through infront of the children. 7he pupil must then take on the hard 'labour of 

the Notion', L e. think through the problem himsep'and possess' it .. Yhe development of the child 

from a natural and instinctive will to a rational willing is the Bildung of that individual child 

Hegel employs the idea to explain the development ofMind or Spirit in the individual, in cultures 

and in world history, pages )dx--xx 

The editors' Introduction also makes a general point about Hegel's ontology, especially the 

concrete universal: 

for Hegel there can he no epistemological divide between the world and human 

understanding and knowledge. Yhe schema of universal Concepts which mankind employs to 

understand the world are 'concrete universals' which are in the stuff of the world and are 

there to be distilledftom it. Mankind and the natural worldpartake of the same fundamental 

'ground'and the same 'Reason'governs both. As such the Logic is the rational exposition of 

the underlying Reason of existence, a Reason which for Hegel is everywhere manifest and 

present, page xxiv. 

The editors note Hegel's approach to political economy, saying: 

if I engage in social intercourse with someone I am in a state of 'immediate relation' for 

Hegel, If however I sell something to someone else I cannot be said then to stand in such an 

immediate relation; rather my relationship to another is 'mediated' because a Contract is 

something which not merely involves two parties but also entails law, the agencies of 

enforcement, etc, page xxv. 
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Hegel himself adds the following point, which echoes his early more revolutionary ideas: "I 

can Dispose of my Property, of what is in fact Property, i. e. what partly is mine, partly has 

within itself the moment of externality. What is inalienable from me is my reason, my freedom, 

my personality and altogether what essentially contains within it my entire freedom7', page 
163. 

In these notes for the boys Hegel is clearly being cautious, and at times is an apologist for the 

rapidly developing bourgeois social relations. However, there are a number of important 

dialectical ideas captured in the pithy numbered paragraphs which form the basis of Hegel's 

class discussion. Speaking of the process of abstraction, or the "negative side of thinking", 

page 75, Hegel says: "If one, in his conception of it, takes away the determinations of an 

object, this process is called Abstraction. There remains after the process a less determined 

object: ie an Abstract Object. If, however, I conceive of only one of these determinations, 

this is called an Abstract Representation (or Abstract Idea). The object left in its 

completeness of determination is called a Concrete Object. When I abstract all the 

determinations I have left only the conception of the absolutely Abstract Object. When one 

says 'Thing', though he may mean something quite definite, he says only something quite 
indefinite since our thought reduces an actual something to this abstraction of mere 'Thing"', 

page 4. However, Hegel later explains that "Reason annuls that indeterminateness which feels 

pleasure in mere objects, purifies the content of our propensities from what is subjective and 

contingent, and teaches how to recognize what is universal and essentially the solely desirable 

and rather inculcates the disposition to do worthy actionsfor their own sake", page 39. 

Hegel indulges his Hellenic view that "originally", i. e. before "the beautiful patriotism of the 

Greeks", page 48, humans were not rationaL. saying: "Originally'man followed his natural 

inclinations without reflection or else with reflections that were one-sided, wrong, unjust and 

under the dominion of the senses. In this condition the best thing for him was to learn to obey, 

for the reason that his will was not yet a rational one", page 20. Hegel anticipates 

Wittgenstein, saying perceptively that: "Language is the destruction (Erloftaýo of the sensuous 

world in its immediate mistence, the sublating of it into an e)dstence which is a summons that 

echoes in every thinking being", on page 157. Yet he speaks about the arbitrary nature of signs 

such as hieroglyphs, thereby revealing that his Hellonomania prevents him from realising that in 
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hieroglyphics the ancient Egyptians believed that they had attained the unity of thought and its 

object, a project central to Hegel's systern. 

However, despite such unhistorical assertions, Hegel shows his depth of analysis by 

discussing vocation in a way which makes clear both his understanding of alienation and his 

ability to grasp it in dialectical terms: "A man becomes the prey of discontentment chiefly 

through the circumstance that he does not fulfil his calling. He enters into a relation which he 

fails to assimilate thoroughly; at the same time he belongs to this calling: he cannot free 

himself from it . He lives and acts, therefore, in an adverse relation to himself', page 44. A few 

pages later Hegel explains his dialectical approach to time and space: " Both this Now and this 

Here are vanishing determinatenesses. Now is no more even while it is and another Now has 

taken its place, and this latter Now has likewise immediately vanished. But the Now abides all 

the same. This abiding Now is the universal Now which is both this and the other Now, also 

neither of them. This Here which I mean, and point out has a right and a left, an above and a 

below, a behind and a before, etc ad infinitum, i. e. the Here pointed out, is not a simple and 

hence specific Here but a totality of many Heres. Therefore what in truth is before us is not the 

abstract, sensuous determinateness but the universar', page 57. 

The quote hints at neo-Platonism, which is more explicit in the following passage explaining 
Hegel's view of the complex relationship between essence and appearance: "Things, however, 

since they subsist in their properties, for the reason that they are distinguished by means of 

these, perish through the alteration of those properties and are an alteration of coming-to-be 

and ceasing-to-be ... In this alteration it is not merely the something that sublates itself and 
becomes an Other but the Other also ceases to be. But the Other of the Other, or the alteration 

of the alterableis the Becoming of the enduring (Werden des Bleihenden), of that which 

subsists in-and-for-itself and is inner-On the one hand, the Inner of Things is that in them 

which is free from their appearances, namely, their Manifoldness which constitutes an outer 
in opposition to the inner, (and) on the other hand, however, the inner is that which is related 

to them through its concept. It is therefore: (1) simple Force, which passed over in 

Determinate Being into its Expression (or Manifoldness)", page 58. 
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Hegel anticipates Marx's articulation of the human essence, saying that essence's 
"determinations are in unity. They are only posited Being, that is, they are not immediately for- 

themselves but only such as remain in their unity. They are therefore Relations", page 8 1. He 
further sublates the thinking of his predecessors by going into more depth on the relationship 
between inner and outer, including a discussion of the occult concept offorce, telling us that 
"there is nothing in the Appearance which is not in the Essence and, conversely, nothing in 

Essence which is not in the Appearance ... But there is no Form at all without Matter and no 
Matter without Form. (Matter and Form generate each other reciprocally) ... Appearance 

begins to return into Essence and Being-in-itself, but there still exists therein the difference of 
Appearance as such and of itself in so far as it is 'in-itself'... As regards content, Force in its 

expression exhibits what it is in-itself since as Form it contains within itself its determinations 

and there is nothing in its expression which is not in its Inner ... The content which is thus 

unconditioned is related to itself as Inner only (as) to itself as Outer, Inner and Outer are the 

same, only considered from different sides. The Inner is the totality of the determinations of 

the content as conditions which themselves have existence; their becoming Outer is itself their 

reflection into themselves, the taking of them together into the unity of a Whole which hereby 

acquires existence", pages 84-6. 

Hegel takes up the theme again: "Actuality is the self-subsistent relation. It has the moments 

of its Appearance or its Existence which is its relation to itself, and of its Possibility, as the in- 

itse6(or Essence of its Determinate Being. The Actual itself is the unity of its possibility and its 

existence", page 133. He notes perceptively that "Substance is the necessity of its Accidents. 

These have in their free Determinate Being the relation of their nature to an other as an inner 

relation concealed in them and they appear to lose the self-subsistence through external 
Accidents and an alien power. But in truth this is only the restoration of the Whole which 
takes back again into itself the separation effected on them! ', page 133. It is precisely this 

mode of thinking which was to prove useful to Marx in explaining the complex relations of the 

capitalist mode of production in volume one of Capital, 

Drawing on ancient dialectical categories, and summarising; his famous discussion in the 
Science of Logic, Hegel says: "Being is the simple empty immediacy which has its opposite in 

pure Nothing and their union is Becoming: as transition from Nothing into Being, it is 
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coming-to-be (entstehen); the converse is ceasing-to-be (Vergehen) ... Determinate Being is a. 
Being that has a specific (bestimmtes) Being, a Being which at the same time has a reference 
(Beziehung) to an other (and) hence to its Not-Being... Deternýnate Being is, consequently, 
divided within itself. firstly, it is in-itse6r, secondly, it is relation to an other. Deterrainate 

Being, thought with these two deterniinations, is Reality... (Being) is a One, which is related 

only to itselý and stands in a repellent relation towards others. (Repulsion). This exclusion is 

at the same time a relation to others and hence is also an Attraction. No Repulsion without 
Attraction and vice versa". pages 77-8. 

As the notes draw to a close, Hegel appears to downgrade the dialectic in explaining the 

"abstract or non-dialecticar' form of thought, which is Kant's understanding, contrasting it 

with on the one hand the dialectic, or "negatively rational" and on the other the speculative or 
"positively rationar'. He says: "The Understanding stops short at concepts in their fixed 

determinateness and difference from one another, dialectic exhibits them in their transition and 
dissolution; speculation or Reason grasps them in their unity in their opposition or the positive 
in their dissolution and transition". page 126. Hegel ends with the following: "Science is the 

comprehensive knowledge of the Absolute Spirit. Since it is grasped in the forin of the 

Concept, everything alien in knowledge is sublated and Knowing has attained to complete 

equality with itself It is the Concept which has itself for content and comprehends itself'O page 
169. 

The Science of Logic and the Encyclopaedia Logic 

Contradiction is the root of all movement and vitality; it is only insofar as something has a 
contradiction within it that it moves, has an urge and activity, Hegel (1969), page 43 9. 

Only when the manifold terms have been &iven to the point of contradiction do they become 

active and lively towards one another, receiving in conft-adiction the negativity which is the 
indwelling pulsation of set(-movement and spontaneous activity, .. contradiction... is not, so to 

speak, a blemish, an imperfection or a defect in something. -On the contra7y, every 
determination, every concrete thing, eveiy notion, is essentially a unity of distinguished and 
distinguishable moments, which, by virtue of the determinate, essential difference, pass over 
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into contradictory moments, Hegel in Yhe Science of Logic, quoted in Stewart (1996) page. 
241, revealed the extent of his sublation of Kant's view of contradiction. 

After the publication of the Science ofLogic Hegel's academic career took offi. He was offered, 
and accepted, a post at Heidelburg University in 1816, and after a year moved to Berlin. However, 
he faced a constant struggle against German nationalists, anti-semites, some theologians including 

Schleiermacher, and those academics who abhorred his 'panlogical' or 'pantheist', that is atheistic, 

views. Hegel considered the two Logics central to his exposition and development of the 
dialectic, continuing to work on them until his death, and The Science ofLogic, first published 
in three parts in 1812,1813 and 1816, was being revised by Hegel up to his contraction of 

cholera. The Encyclopaedia Logic of 1817, a series of theses for academic discussion and 

student notes (Zusatz) of these discussions, appeared in subsequent editions in 1827 and 1830. 

In the two texts Hegel, unlike Schelling, obscures the complex history of the dialectic, 

especially that part of its genesis which owes little or nothing to the Greeks, creating a secular 
dialectic of Geist, which though it owes much to the Kantian system, overcomes its 

weaknesses. 

The length of the texts prevents anything beyond a discussion of some important dialectical 

terms and themes. The section on Being in the Science of Logic, Hegel (1969), explains the 

meaning of sublation (Aujheben): 

on the one hand it means to preserve, to maintain, and equally it also means to cause to 

cease, to put an end to. Even 'to preserve' includes a negative element, namely, that 

something is removedftom its immediacy and so ftom an existence which is open to external 
int7itences, in order to preserve it Yhus what is sublated is at the same time preserved, it has 

only lost its immediacy but is not on that account annihilated, page 107. 

Hegel discusses Kant's critical philosophy, including the antinomies, and takes up the 

contradiction between the indivisibility and infinite divisibility of time, space and matter in the 

section on quantity: "This antinomy consists solely in the fact that discreteness must be 

asserted just as much as continuity. The one-sided assertion of discreteness gives infinite or 

absolute dividedness, hence an indivisible, for principle: the one-sided assertion of continuity, 

on the other hand, gives infinite divisibility", 
- page 190. He explains the approach, saying that 

"profounder insight into the antinomial, or more truly into the dialectical nature of reason 
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demonstrates any Notion whatever to be a unity of opposed moments to which, therefore, the 

form of antinomial assertions could be givere', page 191. Contrasting this with Kant's solution, 

which makes "the so-called conflict into something subjective, in which of course it remains 

still the same illusion. That is, is as unresolved, as before'O page 191, Hegel says the thesis and 

antithesis are invalid when one-sided and isolated, and can only be true when sublated and 

unified in the Notion. Whereas Kant "shows an excessive tenderness for the world to remove 

contradiction from it and then to transfer the contradiction to spirit, to reason, where it is 

allowed to remain unresolved. In point of fact it is spirit which is so strong that it can endure 

contradiction, but it is spirit, too, that knows how to resolve it. But the so-called world 

(whether it be called an objective, real world or, according to transcendental idealism, a 

subjective intuition and a sphere of sense determined by the categories of the understanding) is 

never and nowhere without contradiction, but it is unable to endure it and is, therefore, subject 

to coming-to-be and ceasing-to-b6", pages 237-8. 

Similarly Hegel attacks Kant's one-sided positing of the analytic - synthetic and a priori -a 

posteriori dualities. He says of the latter: '7he a priori is altogether too vague a 

characterisation; feeling, determined as impulse, sense, and so on, has in it the a priori 

moment, just as much as space and time, in the shape of spatial and temporal existence, is 

determined a posteriori". page 208. On Kant's unknowable thing-in-itself Hegel says that it is 

"nothing else but the empty abstraction from all determinateness, of which admittedly we can 

Anown nothing, for the very reason that it is supposed to be the abstraction from every 

determination. The thing-in-itself being thus presupposed as the indeterminate, all determination 

falls outside it into an alien reflection to which it is indfferent, page 489 ... whereas in fact the thing- 

in-itself essentially possesses this external reflection within itself and determines itself to be a thing 

with its own detenninations, a thing endowed with properties, in this way demonstrating the 

abstraction of the thing as a pure thing-in-itself to be an untrue determinatiore'. page 490. 

Moving to Spinoza's substance and negation, Hegel says: "Spinozism is a defective philosophy 
because in it reflection and its manifold determining is an extemal thinking. The substance of this 

system is one substance, one indivisible totality-, there is no determinateness that is not contained 

and dissolved in this absolute ... Spinoza stops short at negation as detenninateness or quality, he 

does not advance to a cognition of negation as absolute, that is, sey-ýnegating, negation; thus his 

substance does not itseff contain the absolute fonn, and cognition of it is not an immanent 
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cognition ... the absolute cannot be a first, an immediate; on the contrary, absolute is essentially its 

result'. pages 536-7. Hegel also criticises Leibniz's monad as "only one, a negative reflected into 

itself, it is the totality of the content of the world. In it, the varied multiplicity has not only vanished 
but is in a negative mamerpreserved.. Tbe monad is therefore essentially idealive' 31 page 539. 

The final chapter in the Science ofLegic, Yhe Absolute Idea, contains a long section on the history 

of the dialectical method from the Greeks to Kant, or the attainment of "the pure correspondence 

of the Notion and its reality, as a concrete e)dstence that is the Notion itself'. page 826. Hegel uses 
the term the abstract universal, which he compares with the concrete universal, saying: 'Even the 

abstract universal as such, considered in its Notion, that is in its truth, is not merely the simple, but 

as abstract is already posited as infected with a negation. For this reason too there is nothing, 

whether in actuality or in thought, that is as simple and as abstract as is commonly imagined. A 

simple thing of this kind is a mere presumption that has its ground solely in the unconsciousness of 

what is actually present' ', page 829. The discussion moves onto formal logic, Which 'lays down for 

its principle that contradiction is unthinkable; but as a matter of fact the thinking of contradiction is 

the essential moment of the Notion. Formal thinking does in fact think contradiction, only it at once 
looks away from it, and in saying that it is unthinkable it merely passes over from it into abstract 

negation7' " page 835. He goes on to speak of the second negative of the Notion, the negative of the 

negative which was to become important for Marx, or sublating of the contradiction, which is 

'Immediately, the positive, the identical, the universaf', page 836. This negating process is one in 

which the dialectical advance 'ýnot only does not lose anything or leave anything behind, but carries 

along with it all it has gained, and inwardly enriches and consolidates itselLeach step of the 

advemce in the process of further determination, while getting ffirther away from the indeterminate 

beginning is also getting back nearer to it'. pages 840- 1. 

The Encyclopae&a Logic, Hegel (1975), contains discussions on the themes presented in the 

Science qfLcgic. In the section entitled the Doctrine of Being, Hegel mentions the triad quality, 

which is 'Identical with being'. quantity, which of necessity is indifferent and the "character 

external to being',, and measure, "the unity of the first two, ... a qualitative quanfity", - page 124, 

which in turn leads on to essence. On measure Hegel says: "All things have their measure: i. e. the 

quantitative terms of the existence, their being so or so greatý does not matter within certain limits; 

but when these limits are exceeded by an additional more or less, the things cease to be what they 
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were'. page 124. These ideas, albeit in an overly simplified and rather dogmatic form, proved 
influential on Engels, and subsequently on Leninist thought. 

A discussion of some secondary sources on Hegel 

Yhus the Hegelian logic is not a competitor of the common logic - not some grandiose 
'alternative logic'- but is rather the result of a more adequate ontological reflection on the 

common logic, Hanna, quoted in Stewart (1996) page 28 1. 

Ais 'contradiction' - that, even though there is a difference between essence and the 

nonessential, or mere appearances, there is also an 'identity' between them - is what most 

needs explaining in Hegel's account of contradiction itself, Pippin, quoted in Stewart page 
244. 

Considerations of space necessitate selection of those secondary sources that discuss Hegelian 

themes relevant to the content of later chapters. Robert Hanna, in Stewart (1996), provides a 

useful discussion of the complex material, written in what Hegel called his "severe style", 

contained in the two Logics. Hanna is particularly interested in Hegel's view of the 

relationship between formal, or common, logic and dialectics. The paper begins by insisting 

that Hegel accepts the necessity for us to use common logic in its relevant domain, which is 

"finite thought". or the "understanding" in Kant's parlance. The common logic assumes the 

dualistic separation of thought and being, subject and object, and it takes the correspondence 

theory of truth as axiomatic. However, the common logic is an abstraction from the concrete 

world, specifically its propositions link things to their "predicates from without ... which fail to 

exhaust the object". page 259. In a proposition, the concreteness of the subject cannot be 

adequately comprehended and characterised because its concreteness "passes over into the 

abstractness of the predicate' , page 260. Rather like Plato's theory of the forms, concrete 

things are treated as ontologically inferior, only becoming 'real' to the extent that they 

participate in the universal predicate of the forms. 

Yet Hegel acknowledges common logic, or the laws of thought, as "an extremely important 

source, indeed as a necessary condition and as a presupposition to be gratefully 

acknowledged". page 255, for his own dialectical logic. The point being that Hegel sees his 
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logic, centred around the totalising Concept (BegrifJ), as having a "higher standpoinf' or more 

significant ontological status than the common logic. The latter uses the proposition, or 
judgment, as its building blocks, and "every judgment is by its form one-sided and to that 

extent fals6". page 261. Consequently those who apply the common logic's laws of thought 

universally and indiscriminately inevitably use them where they are either not applicable or are 
inadequate. The law of identity, A=A, for example, cannot be applied in all situations, but only 

where the fact that a thing is constantly changing can be abstracted from without practical 

significance. Thus Hegel distinguishes between purely formal identity, which is the only one 

which the common logic knows, and concrete identity, which, because every entity is 

becoming, connected to a whole, and composed of multiple determinations, must be subjected 

to precise investigation. Formal logic, says Hanna, merely abstracts from the multiplicity of 
features "in favour of one particular feature which it then fixates upon and calls 'identical' 

across implicitly suppressed differences; or it overlooks the prima facie differences between 

the features of a thing and collapses them into a single homogeneous feature which is then 

held to be 'identical' with another similarly reduced class of featuree, page 274. Although the 

identity between the subject and the predicate of the proposition is 'correct', and of immense 

practical use in a variety of situations, at a more concrete ontological level the proposition of 

the common logic, in Kantian terms, transcends empty analyticity and becoming synthetic, yet 

remaining ontologically inadequate. 

Hanna notes Hegel's view of the law of contradiction: 

"en Hegel uses a term like "contradiction " in his sense, it is because he has alreaqý shown 

that the original meaning of the term in the discourse of common logic was an abstract, 

partial, and specfically limited use of a much wider notion that can be named by the same 

word In short, the narrow or 'ýpartial " use of the word gets its significance only because it is 

a narrowing of or participation in a much broader and more concrete notion which has been, 

as it were, 'forgotten " in the ordituvy business of common logic, page 256. 

He quotes Hegel saying that difference 'is therefore itself and identity. Both together 

constitute difference; it is the whole, and its moment", page 276. This leads to Hegel's 

distinction between the concrete ontological doctrine of difference, as the outcome of real 
dialectical negation, and the abstract and indeterminate term diversity. The latter is the result 
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of the static, formal and indifferent negation of common logic, which abstracts from all internal 

relations, all striving for a thing to be what it is not. Therefore, the common logic's law of 

contradiction "is a formal, externalised expression of the ontological reflexive intolerance or 
internal self-resistance, not the reason for it", page 278. In formal logic, for example, the 

relationship between day and night is one of static diversity, whereas the study of concrete 
difference aims at the identity of thought and the being that is the endless becoming of the 

negation of day by night, and night by day, the leaving of, and return to, one in terms of the 

other. 

Hanna draws attention to Hegel's distinction between truth and correctness. The correctness 

or otherwise of the propositions of the common logic are vital for a range of uses in the 

natural and social sciences and any number of everyday practical purposes. But ultimately even 

correct propositions are ontologically inadequate and therefore not true, because they assume 

the fixed dualism of the correspondence theory of truth. For Hegel truth is when the concept 

and the object, thought and being, come together, rather than merely correspond, and form an 

articulated concrete totality. Hegel says "Truth-lies in the coincidence of the object with 
itself, that is, with its notion-Truth, then, is only possible as a universe of totality of thought; 

and the freedom of the whole, as well as the necessity of the several subdivisions, which it 

implies, are only possible when these are discriminated and defined", - quoted on pages 263 and 

271. 

Finally Hanna moves onto the Aristotelian syllogism, involving three propositions and serving 

as a paradigm of deduction or validity. Such a logical form compounds the difficulties that 

Hegel has identified in the propositional form. In the syllogism the internal connection of 

thought and being is ruptured because the major premise and the conclusion are linked by 

means of an external abstraction which, says Hegel: 

in holding rigidly to the setf-subsistence of extremes, opposes this unity to them as a 

determinateness which likewise is fixed and sey-subsistent, and in this way apprehends it 

rather as a non-unity than as a unity, page 266. 

Stewart (1996) contains a number of readings on popular Hegelian misconceptions. Most 

notable is "the real is rational" myth from the Preface to the Philosophy of Right, which has 
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been interpreted as meaning Hegel was a conservative, or even a quiescent authoritarian. On 

the debate Pippin states that: 

the claim that there is 'reason' in history means not that there is some external providence 
directing historical action, hut that the process of historical events itself is rational, or is its 

own rationality. In the same way, Hegel's claim that in political philosophy 'the real is 

rational' would not be a reactionary or uncritical allegiance to 'what happens, since there is 

a distinguishable, rational essence to the actual; hut neither would reflection on that essence 
be an empty moralizing about some idle 'ought, since that essence is determinate only in 

political actuality... One might he tempted to say that such a claim that 'essence' is and is not 
identical with its appearances is simply a contradiction. True toform, Hegel not only accepts 

such a characterisation, he heartily embraces it, quoted in Stewart page 248. 

Jackson engages in the debate noting that after the relaxation of the Karlsbad decrees Hegel 

said "conflict is possible between what is and what ought to be'. quoted on page 25. He adds: 
"Hegel need not concentrate on the disorder and corruption of reality that all can see, but must 

concentrate on the hidden order in reality, the actuality within reality that escapes all but the 

most patient and insightful observers". page 23. Stewart quotes the following passage from 

the Philosophy of Right to similar effect: "A particular law may be shown to be wholly 

grounded in and consistent with the circumstances and with the existing legally established 
institutions, and yet it may be wrong and irrational in its essential character". page 309. 

Burbidge, in Beiser (1993), discusses the Logic and compares Hegel's methods favourably 

with the "abstract formalisne' of Frege, who rejects "psychologism", - or the way that people 

actually think, considering only logical validity. Burbidge also discusses the problem of self- 

reference, identified by Bertrand Russell, i. e. that paradoxes, which often result when logical 

expressions include themselves and thereby violate their own rubric, are forbidden where they 

cannot be resolved. Burbidge argues that such phenomena lead to a logic which is "not 

sufficiently self-reflective, for it uses a kind of reasoning that belies its own content". By 

contrast the totalising thought of Hegel, far from avoiding paradoxes, tries both to explain and 

resolve them: "Only a thinking that self-consciously thinks about it own reasoning can hope to 
be fully justified, so that it does not inadvertently fall into such anomaliee". pages 90-91. 

Burbidge, in common with other commentators, could have strengthened his arguments by the 

use of examples. 
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Michael Forster's discussion, also in Beiser (1993), creates confusion in saying that "the 

'thesis., anti-thesis, synthesis' does capture the intended general structure of the method 

reasonably well. He says Hegel does not, as Katifinan claims, "deliberately spurn" and "deride" 

this model in the preface of the Phenomenology of Spirit (or anywhere else)". page 13 1. What 

Hegel actually says in the Phenomenolq& is that this triad, which he himself does not use, but 

attributes to Kara, is a 'lifeless schema, a mere shadov/'- but "since then it has, however, been 

raised to its absolute significance, and with it the true form in its true content has been presented, so 

that the Notion of Science has emerged" , page 29. In a footnote Forster acknowledges both 

Hegel's criticisms of the use of the method by Schelling and Hegel's rejection of the necessity 

of a triadic structure. However, Forster misses the point that critics, such as Karl Popper, 

claim that Hegel himself actually uses this triad. Such a claim is simply false, whatever one 

says about how well this triad 'captures' Hegel's method. 

Forster discusses other important Hegelian themes, including contradiction and its 

applicability to both thought and reality, noting Hegel's attack on Kant's antinomies, since 

they do not apply to "the things of the world"I page 142. Central to the Hegelian project is the 

unification of thought and being, however, Forster's discussion of Hegel's failure to make 

clear the meaning of a unity of thought and being is lacking in depth of analysis. Forster, 

unlike Marx in Capital, fails to give examples of contradictions, or other important Hegelian 

terms, whether applied to thought or reality. It is difficult to avoid the impression that Forster 

has sympathy with Findlay's Old Hegelian view that 'It seems hard ... to believe that 

contradictions infect our most ordinary notions and categoriee', - which Foster quotes on page 
149. This sympathy is confirmed when Forster says "how one evaluates the idea common to 
Hegel and the dialectical tradition that our thought is in fundamental ways self-contradictory 

will depend very much on one's semantical intuitions and assumptions, one's intuitions and 

assumptions concerning meaning"), page 15 1. 

Had Forster sublated the weaknesses of Kant's antinomies, stepped out of the academy and 

observed the real contradictions generated by capitalist social relations, such as the existence 

of beggars and traffic jams in our streets, to mention two obvious examples, he would have 

realised that the true problem is adequately conceptualising these contradictions, with a view 
to practically eliminating them, rather than doubting whether such contradictions actually exit 
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or are merely the result of "semantics". Hegel often fails to give examples for his dialectical 

formulations, probably to avoid the attention of the university authorities. However, in an obvious 

reference to the momentous events outside the academy, in the famous Preface Phenomenolqy, he 

speaks of a "birth-time and a period of transition to a new era. Spirit has broken with the world it 

has hitherto inhabited and imagined, and is of a mind to submerge it in the past, and in the labour of 
its own transformatiorf'. page 6. Similarly Forster's reluctance to accept "the paradoxical 

admission that Nothing itsel(exists"Y page 154, shows both a lack of knowledge of the genesis 

of the concept of nothing, and its potential application to absence or lacking, as in the 

experience of hunger or grief 

Singer (1983) tries to come to terms with Hegel's aim of achieving an identity of thought and 
being, making the point that formal logic is by definition only concerned with form, and 

validity; therefore "logic tells us nothing about the actual world". page 75. He takes Hegel's 

view to be that there exists no distinction between form and content: "there is no objective 

reality independent of thought. Thought is objective reality, and objective reality is thought" , 
page 76. Singer interprets Hegel as an 'idealist' in suggesting that the result of his proposed 

unity is actually "that ultimate reality is to be found in what is mental or intellectual, not in 

what is material. It is to be found, to be specific, in rational thought. Logic is therefore the 

study of this ultimate reality in its pure form, abstracted from the particular forms it takes in 

the finite minds of human beings or in the natural world ... Since mind shapes the world, a study 

of rational thought will reveal the principles on which the world has been shaped. To put it in 

terms of Hegel's own image: to understand God's eternal essence before the creation of the 

world is to understand the basis on which the world was created"O page 76. 

Although weakened by lapses into the use of triadic clich6s and poor referencing, Singer's 

argument improves in highlighting the importance of the relationship between the absolute 

idea, self-consciousness and the movement of the dialectic. He says: "Hegel says that the 

absolute idea 'contains every determinateness. By this he means that it includes within itself 

every determinate or distinct thing - every human being, every tree, every star every mountain 

every grain of sand. Nature and mind, he says are different ways in which its existence is 

manifested: they are different forms of the absolute idea 
... 

different ways in which the absolute 
idea comprehends itse6r (That it is self-comprehension that is involved follows from the fact 

that human beings are part of the absolute idea. ) 
... 

It is of the essence of the absolute idea to 
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manifest itself in distinct, limited forms, and then to return to itself Self-comprehension is the 
form in which it returns to itself', pages 80-81. 

VVhilst this is a fair summary of the position that Hegel usually adopts, Singer, along with 
Marx, fails to add that Hegel sometimes takes a more 'materialist' starting point, attempting to 
integrate it into a totalising synthesis, rather than only adopting a one-sided Absolute idealism. 

Although considerations of space prevent further analysis here, it is useful to note that Hegel's 

various starting points, moments and resolutions, however abstract and complex, must be 

understood as philosophical sublimations of the real events of his life and times, outlined at the 
beginning of this chapter. 

Concluding remarks 

There are a large number of secondary texts on Hegel's dialectic, including Inwood (1985) 

and Inwood (1992), and his relationship with the German idealists, such as White (1983). 

There is much discussion of the dialectic, or examples of its use, by Hegel himself, including 

Elements of the Philosophy of Right, Hegel (1991), Lectures on the Philosophy of History, 

Hegel (1952), Lectures on the History of Philosophy, Hegel (1995), and works on nature, 

mind, religion and art. However, for the present discussion the most important aspects of the 

German idealist dialectic have been explored. In the unique historical conditions of 18 th 

century Germany the dialectic became a self-conscious mode of thought, equally applicable to 

nature and society. The next chapter, a study of the thought of the Young Hegelians, traces 

the further development of the dialectic in Germany. Such a study is a precondition for 

understanding Marx's transformation of the mode of thought into practical critique. 
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Chapter Seven 

The Dialectic in the Writings of the Young Hegelians 

Who were the Young Hegeflans? 

(7he Young Hegefians cover their) impious and sacrilegious doctrines with a repugnant and 

ahstruse phraseology, Leo, quoted in McLeHan (1980) pages 13-14. 

Yhe German word Geist which Hegel employs can he translated with equal validity as Mind or 
Spirit. Yhe tendency has been for Right Hegelians to employ the latter term in order to give to 

Hegel's philosophy a religious tone and to emphasize its supposed compatibility with 
Christianity. On the other hand, Left Hegelians have tended to see Geist in terms of Mind and 

thus as quititessentially anthropomorphic and pantheistic in its implications. &om George and 

Vincent's Introduction to Hegel (1986) page xxiv. 

Hegel made contradictory claims about his philosophical system. On the one hand he claimed that 

it was the "end of philosophy"P and on the other hand that philosophy was "its own time 

apprehended in thoughf', - 
implying that the objects of philosophical speculation would change, 

whilst its methods continue to develop. The Old Hegelians, or Right-wing Hegelians to use 

Strauss' prefix taken from the French parliamentary designation, stressed Hegel's "end of 

philosophy" view and mystified his "the real is the rational" idea, calling his system the "final 

revelation of the philosophic spirit", Stepelevich (1983) page ix. Given their static attitude to 

Hegel's system, it comes as no surprise that these thinkers made no contribution to the 

development of dialectical thought. They contrast sharply with the Young Hegelian movement, 

most of whom were also Left-wing Hegelians, who revolutionized the aging Hegel's conservative 
dialectic. This movement combined the "radically unstable mixture of refigion, politics, and 

philosophy which tormented Germany prior to the Revolution of 1848 ... (with) the vitality of their 

thought and the adversity of their timee'. Stepelevich page xi. The Young Hegelian movement, 

composed mainly of university-educated middle class radicals, began shortly after the 1830 
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Revolution, with David Strauss and Ludwig Feuerbach, but had ended by the time of the 1848 
Revolution, the last writings being those of Karl Schmidt. 

The Old Hegelians were seen as dependable by the King and the academic authorities in Prussia 

and the other German states, and their academic careers were assured, whereas the Young 
Hegelians suffered academic and political repression, including censorship, dismissal, 
imprisonment and exile. As a result of their marginalisation, most of the writers in the Young 

Hegelian movement became "pragmatic pessimists" after 1848. However, the Communist 

movement, which continued to develop after that date, was deeply influenced by the ideas of the 
Young Hegelians, especially the Left-wing Hegelians Arnold Ruge and Moses Hess. 

David Strauss' dialectical humanist theology 

being 'more courageous than Hegel, Strauss is the better Hegelian, Noonan, quoted in 

Stepelevich page 55. 

Now the main element of that idea is, that the negation of the (natural state [Natalichkeit]), 

which is itsel(the negation of the spirit, (the negation of negation, therefore) is the sole way to 

true spiritual life, Strauss speaking about faith in Christ, quoted in Stepelevich page 49. 

The true critique ofdogma is its history, Strauss quoted in Stepelevich page 227. 

Strauss' critique, a key term to be discussed later, Eke much of the early work of the Young 

Hegelians, was an inverted social philosophy, in the sense that it was couched in the form of a 
humanist attack on theology. However, Strauss' conservative opponents linked the social and 
theological components, and condemned his Lehen Jesu, or Life ofJesus, of 183 5, as an attack on 
both the Christian religion and the prevailing social order. A problem with the English translation 

of the work is that George Eliot used a later edition of the text, in which the Hegelian dialectical 

passages were largely omitted. The quotations which follow are from a translation of the first 

edition, in which the dialectic is much in evidence, contained in Stepelevich (1983), a highly useful 
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source for the texts of the various Young Hegelians, much of the material is translated for the first 

time. In the Preface, Strauss reveals how he learned from Hegel's famous Preface to the 
Phenomenology, speaking of valid refutations of arguments he says there needs to be "an 

acknowledgment of what is true in the opinions combated, and an adoption of what is true into 

the new theory". quoted in Stepelevich page 23. Further revealing his knowledge of the Hegelian 

dialectic, Strauss speaks of being "thrown back to the beginning of our inquiry; yet with a 
difference which constitutes a step forward in the discussion",, page 35. Strauss uses an analogy, 

which Marx and Engels were to adopt in a well known passage in the German Ideology, when he 

speaks of "the camera obscura of ancient sacred legende, page 28. He notes the "force of 

negativity" and the "struggle for mediation!, taking up Hegel's use of the term Begriff, which is 

usually inadequately translated as either notion or concept, to indicate the conceptualization of an 

entity which attempts to grasp its being. 

-Strauss uses inversion when, anticipating Feuerbach, he says "The history of the gospel is in fact 

the history of human nature conceived ideally, and exhibits to us in the life of an individual, what 

man ought to be, and, united with him by following his doctrine and example, can actually 
become ... man is thrust out of the reconciled world, out of a world of happiness into a world of 

misery; for where reconciliation has yet to be effected, where happiness has yet to be attained, 

there is at present enmity and unhappinese', - pages 42-3. He continues in typically Hegelian 

dialectical prose: "It is the essential characteristic of Spirit to remain identical with itself in the 

distinction (Unterscheidung) of itself from itself, that is, to possess itself in others. Thus to speak 

more precisely, it is given with the recognition of God as Spirit that God does not remain as a 
fixed and immutable infinite (Unendliche) outside of and above the finite (Endlichen) but enters 
into it, posits finitude, nature, and human spirit, merely as his alienation (Entausserung) of self 
from which he eternally returns again into unity with himself .. Inasmuch as the death of the God- 

man is merely the (sublation (Aufthung) of his alienation and lowliness), it is in fact an 

exaltation and return to God, and thus the death is necessarily followed by the resurrection and 

ascension7. pages 44 and 46. 
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The practical dialectic of August von Cieszkowski 

To resolve this contradiction and at the same time to fill up the chasm just mentioned is the 
destiny of the highest, practical, social life which will animate anew hoth a decadent art, and a 
somewhatfossilizedphilosophy, Cieszkowski quoted in Stepelevich page 69. 

the good will be burdened with the conftWiction of the theoretical and the practical, 
CieszkowAi quoted in Stepelevich page 79. 

7he contradictions of the times emerge so glaringly only because they are maturing unto the 

point of their overturn and solution, page 84. 

Man therefore plunges forth ftom his abstractness and becomes the social individual par 

exceflence. the naked I abandons its universality and determines itsel( as the concrete person 

rich in relations, page 87. 

for the essence the appearance is essential but the appearance in general, not this or that 

exclusive cppearance ... "ile we thus maintain the necessity of the essential process, we in no 

way impair contingency, and, on the conftvq, we return to it 7his is so simply because the 

mutual penetration of the moments produces fteedom, which is the real concept of the 
developmentalprocess, page 88. 

the abdication ofphilosophy as such should be only a step in its development-Since the spirit is 

not simply absolute interiority, it is also not able to shape itse6(freely in itset(, for itse6(andjrom 

Jtseýy, so long as it remains tied to this interiority as its appropriate mode of being... the first 

actual penetration of the exterior and the interior in the process of absolute action, by which the 

exterior recollected in the interior again expressed itsetf without alienating itsey .. Yhis 

recollected yet still newly produced world will constitute the content of the future, quoted in 

Stepelevich pages 75 and 76. 
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One important aspect of Hegel's system was that, using the analogy of the Owl of Minerva which 
only flies at the dusk of an age, philosophy can only explain the past and is necessarily silent on 
the future. In 1838 the Polish count August von Cieszkowski, who unlike the other Young 
Hegehans was financially secure, published his Prolegomena to Historiosophy in which he 

rejected the exclusively retrospective, and therefore to a degree impotent, nature of philosophy, 
claiming instead that philosophy could be used as the basis for a programme of social change, or 
revolutionary praxis. According to McLellan (1980) Cieszskowsld was the first of the Young 
Hegelians to use the Greek term proxis. Marx and Hess were to be influenced by this attempt to 

make the real into the rational by learning from real dialectical history, rather than Hegel's largely 

arbitrary scheme based on 18th century Hellenocentric ideology. Cieszkowski says astutely: "The 
famed and infamous saying of Hegel's that everything rational is real and everything real rational, 

still demands the coffection that both the rational and the real are only results of development. 

That is, at certain stages of the spirit the rational coincides with the real, so that afterwards, one 

goes beyond the other dialectically and reciprocally. From that the epochs of disunion in world 
history originate. The real constantly makes itself more suitable to the rational, and this 
developmental process of both only separates itself into two parts, in order to coincide again at a 
higher stage'. page 85. 

in the Prolegomena, speaking of Schiller, Cieszkowski says: "After he had viewed contradiction 

as the fate of the present, he demanded of the future a new, higher unity and he assigned it the 

goal of developing a higher art in the place of the first which had been destroyed", quoted in 

Stepelevich page 60. Cieszkowski attacks the master's 'idealism', saying "In Hegel consciousness 
is the Alpha and Omega, and in general he derives the entire system of his philosophy from 

consciousness and he subordinates the entire process of world history to 

consciousness-consciousness occupies a distinct place in the true system of philosophy; thus the 

universe is not therefore closed with it. What lies before it (according to thought) is 

unconsciousness, i. e. fact, but what follows from it must develop itself consciously, and that is the 
deed". page 64. 
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Cieszkowski rejects the Hegelian identity of thought and being, abstract and concrete, as a one- 

sided identity based on '1he predominance of thought, one member or this opposition. It therefore 

remains an idealist identity", 
- page 67; seeking instead "the attainment of the substantial and 

highest identity of being and thought which is absolute action7 , page 74. He makes the point 
forcefully, preparing the ground for Marx, saying: 'Teing and thought must therefore dissolve in 

action, art and philosophy in social life, in order to emerge and truly flourish anew ... in Hegel the 

practical is still absorbed by the theoretical. It has not yet distinguished itself from it. It is still, so 
to speak, viewed as a tributary of the theoretical. Its true and particular determination is, 

however, to be separated, specific, indeed even the highest, stage of the spirit" , pages 70 and 73. 

Anticipating Gramsci, Cieszkowski says: '1he philosophy of praxis, whose most concrete effect 

on life and social relations is the development of truth in concrete activity - this is the future fate 

of philosophy in general ... precisely at this moment consciousness hastens to penetrate everything 

and hardly having attained itself it now seeks to precipitate the deed. This phenomenological 

circumstance is the reason why in one blow both the past and the future become clear precisely in 

this epoch. Consciousness has come to maturity, it has opened the eyes of its Janus head". page 
77. 

Though Cieszskowski occasionally lapses into use of the Fichtian triad: "we have to distinguish 

even in the absolute synthesis the moments of thesis, antithesis and synthesis as sucle', page 68, he 

suggests his awareness of the alchemic origins of dialectics saying: "The discovery of the method 
is truly the long-yeamed-for discovery of the Philosophers' Stone'. page 77. He continues: "Its 

next destiny is to popularize itself, to transform its esoteric character into an exoteric one. In a 

word, if we might be allowed an antinomic expression, it must become shallow in the depths. All 

are called to it, and every one who wants to think is chosen for it. Now therefore its normal 
influence on the social relations of mankind will begin, in order to develop the absolutely objective 

truth, not merely in existing reality, but also in self-created reality"V page 78. 

Speaking of Charles Fourier, "the greatest utopian7' and a major influence, Cieszkowski notes 
that the "chief defect of utopia is generally that it does not unfold itself with reality but wants to 

step into reality. That it can never do since as long as it is utopia, it finds an unbridgeable gap 
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between itself and reality ... What utopias lack is not at all the fact that they are too rational for 

reality, but rather, quite the contraryý that they are not rational enough ... Just as everything new 

never emerges into the world all at once, so also no utopia is ever realised in the world directly", 

page 85. 

Feuerbach's critique of the Hegelian dialectic 

Feuerbach is the only one who has a serious and critical relationship to the Hegelian dialectic, 

Karl Marx, quoted in Stepelevich page 93. 

enthusiasm was general; we all hecame at once Feuerhachians, Engels quoted in Feuerbach 

(1986) page vii. 

. Ae Hegelian philosophy is, uniquely, a rational mysticism, Feuerbach quoted in Stepelevich 

page 121 

"at is generallyftee of needs also has no need of existence, Feuerbach, quoted in Stepelevich 

page 163. 

77ze Hegelian philosophy is actually the most perfect system that has ever appeared Hegel 

actually achieved what Fichte aspired to but did not achieve, because he concluded with an 
'ought'and not with an end that is also a beginning, Feuerbach quoted in Stepelevich page 10 1. 

Yhe true dialectic is not a monologue of a solitary thinker with himseff; it is a dialogue between I 

and thou, Feuerbach (1986) page 72. 

It is only human misery that affords God his birthplace, Feuerbach quoted in McLellan page 90. 
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the essence of man is contained in community, in the unity of man with man, Feuerbach quoted in 

McLellan page 100. 

Ludwig Feuerbach, who began as his career as an admirer of Hegel's thought, which he referred 
to as the "Incarnation of pure Logos", - was the most famous of the Young Hegelians, excluding 
Marx and Engels. Feuerbach wrote to Hegel in 1828 seeking the master's comments on his 

doctoral dissertation, but gradually turned against Hegel's 'speculative' philosophy. Against the 

advice of his father, Feuerbach courageously published an early work setting out his humanist 

views. As a result he was never able to obtain an academic post, and only his wife's income saved 
him from poverty. Feuerbach made substantial contributions to dialectical thought, especially in 

the critique of religion; however, his limitations eventually became apparent to Stimer, Hess and 
Marx. 

In Towards a Critique of Hegel's Philosophy Feuerbach begins by noting Hegel's "belittlement 

of the Orient", Stepelevich page 95. He states that Hegel's historical moments in the dialectical 

development of Geist are "shadows"V claiming that Hegel fails to identify what the Christian faith, 

as an example of one moment, has in common with other faiths. It was in the critique of theology 

that Feuerbach made his most significant contribution to the development of dialectical thought, 

pointing out that for the faithful there is no time or space, "it is no longer possible to conceive the 

possibility of history; it no longer has a meaning and goal. Incarnation and history are absolutely 
incompatible; when deity itself enters into history, history ceases to exist. But if history 

nevertheless continues in the same way as before, then the theory of incarnation is in reality 

nullified by history itself', page 98. He uses the same critique of Hegel's philosophy which "must 

necessarily result in the immobility of time ... however much this philosophy is distinguished fi7om 

all previous philosophies by its rigorous scientific character, universality, and incontestable 

richness of thought ... Every philosophy originates, therefore, as a manifestation of its time; its 

origin presupposes its historical time"V page 99. Feuerbach accuses Hegel of "anticipating and 
imprisoning the intellect itself and compressing it into the system-all immediate activity was to 
dissolve itself completely in mediated activity-a complete emptying of ourselvee'. page 107. 
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On the basic categories of Hegelian dialectics, Feuerbach says "Hegel starts from Being; i. e., the 

notion of Being or abstract Being. Why should I not be able to start from Being itself, i. e., real 
Being? ", page 100. Referring to the similar Hegelian treatment of Nothingness, Feuerbach accuses 
Hegel of giving "independent status to determinations that have no reality in themselvee". in the 

footnote on page 108; Being and Nothing cannot be true starting points. As an example of this 

Feuerbach quotes Hegel back at him: 'Just as the notion of man from which you have excluded 

the specific difference of man is not a notion of man, but rather of a fabricated entity"P page I 10. 

Feuerbach rejects a key aspect of the Hegelian dialectic, stating that "Truth exists not in unity 

with, but in refutation of its opposite. Dialectics is not a monologue that speculation carries on 

with itself, but a dialogue between speculation and empirical reality ... The antithesis of being - in 

general and as regarded by the Logic - is not nothingness, but sensuous and concrete 
being 

... Sensuous being denies logical being; the former contradicts the latter and vice versa", page 
I 10. It is clear from these quotations that Hegel's contribution to dialectical thought was not fully 

understood by Feuerbach. He reveals a static atomised view of the concept of nothingness when 
he says "Nothingness is an absolute self-deception, proton pseudos, the absolute lie in itself He 

who thinks nothingness thinks precisely nothing. Nothingness is the negation of thought; it can 

therefore only be thought at all in so far as it is made into something. In the moment nothingness 

is thought of, it is also not thought of, for I also think the opposite of nothingness", page 123. 

Continuing in similar fashion for several pages, Feuerbach fails to understand the internal 

relationship between nothingness, which he calls a "product of the oriental imagination! ', and 
being which makes "lack'% a term he uses, so important in social becoming generally, and political 

economy in particular. Feuerbach's compounds the lack of understanding in comparing light and 
darkness with being and nothingness, claiming that "darkness as an entity opposed to light has as 

much or as little reality as nothingness has opposed to being - indeed, there is a much less rational 
basis for its reality". page 125. For Feuerbach darkness has no being, because it is merely lack of 
fight, not something positive in itself Although true from a one-sided scientific perspective, and 

Feuerbach here anticipates Leninist scientism when he speaks of matter as part of his argument, 
darkness has profound meaning in social being, just as nothingness has, and this meaning is far 

from being purely 'subjective', or based on "darkness of the intellect" as he claims. Feuerbach 

regresses to a Parmenidean view when saying that "being, of course, exists in reality - or rather it 
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is the real itself - but nothingness, not-being, exists only in imagination and reflectiorfl, page 126. 
As a declared materialist, though failing to define the term in a consistent way, Feuerbach begins a 
long tradition of assailing Hegel's idealism. Feuerbach states that the idealist says of nature: ývou 

are my alter ego'. while he emphasized only the ego so that what he actually meant was: ývou 

are an ouo7aw, a rej7ected image of myseý( , but nothingparticularjust byyourse6(,, pages 116-7. 

In Yhe Essence of Christianity, using Hegelian idioms, Feuerbach famously talks of "species- 

being" 'a term taken up by the young Marx, and the ways in which humans are distinguished from 

other species: 'Man is himself at once I and thou; he can put himself in the place of another, for 

this reason, that to him his species, his essential nature, and not merely his individuality, is an 

object of thought ... We know the man by the object, by his conception of what is external to 
himself, in it his nature becomes evident; this object is his manifested nature, his true objective 

ego ... The first philosophers were astronomers. It is the heavens that admonish man of his 

destination, and remind him that he is destined not merely to action, but also to contemplation", 
Stepelevich pages 130 and 132-3. Feuerbach links species-being to a critique of Kant's thing-in- 
itself, and thereby reveals his own strengths and weaknesses: "It is true that I may have a merely 

subjective conception, i. e., one which does not arise out of the general constitution of my species; 
but if my conception is determined by the constitution of my species, the distinction between what 

an object is in itself, and what it is for me ceases; for this conception is itself an absolute one. The 

measure of the species is the absolute measure, law, criterion of maif% page 142. 

However, the main thrust of the text is Feuerbach's dialectical critique of religion, he says: "In 

the perception of the senses consciousness of the object is distinguishable from consciousness of 

self, but in religion, consciousness of the object and self-consciousness coincide'. page 138. He 

continues: "it is our task to show that the antithesis of divine and human is altogether illusory, that 
it is nothing else than the antithesis between the human nature in general and the human 

individual; that, consequently, the object and contents of the Christian religion are altogether 
human! ' , pages 13940. Feuerbach explains that in practice the faithful ignore God by their 

conduct, yet assert His existence theoretically, and in their own image: '7o the bird the highest 

nature is the bird-nature; take from him the conception of this, and you take from him the 
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conception of the highest being. How, then, could he ask whether God in himself were winged? 
To ask whether God is in himself what he is for me, is to ask whether God is God, is to lift oneself 

above one's God, to rise up against hirre% page 143. 

For the human species God's predicates can only be anthropomorphisms: "A God who has 

abstract predicates has also an abstract existence ... The mystery of the inexhaustible fullness of the 
divine predicates is therefore nothing else than the mystery of human nature considered as an 
infinitely varied, infinitely modifiable, but, consequently, phenomenal being". pages 145 and 147. 

He continues dialectically: "as what is positive in the conception of the divine being can only be 

human, the conception of man, as an object of consciousness, can only be negative. To enrich 
God, man must become poor; that God may be all, man must become nothing-What man 

withdraws from himself, what he renounces in himself, he only enjoys in an incomparably higher 

and fuller measure in God ... (page 150)... Man ... projects his being into objectivity, and then again 

makes himself an object to this projected image of himself thus converted into a subject; he thinks 

of himself is (sic) an object to himself, but as the object of an object, of another being than 

himself-God is the highest subjectivity of man abstracted from himself; hence man can do nothing 

of himself, all goodness comes from God. The more subjective God is, the more completely does 

man divest himself of his subjectivity, because God is, per se, his relinquished self, the possession 

of which he however again vindicates to himself'9 page 153-4. This dialectical critique of 

theology, inverting the subject and object, was to prove highly influential on a number of thinkers, 

including Marx. 

In the Provisional Yhesesfor the Refonnation of Philosophy, banned by the censors, Feuerbach 

includes philosophy, by which in the main he means Hegelian philosophy, in his critique. He 

compares theology and Hegel's Logic, calling the latter "transcendental" and "abstract" because it 

takes human thought, which for Hegel is the human essence, abstracted from human beings, 

arbitrarily splits it up and then reassembles it. The Logic "has estranged the human beingftom its 

very self.. Everything, of course, is in the Hegelian philosophy, but at the same time always with 
its negation, its opposite"I page 159. "The philosopher must consider what in the human being 

does not philosophize, but rather is at od* with philosophy and opposed to abstract thinking. 
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Thus the philosopher must bring into the text of philosophy what Hegel relegated to mere 

remarks". page 163; "Hegel has thought of the object only as a predicate of the thought thinking 
itself', 

- page 166. 

In Principles of the Philosophy of the Future Feuerbach extends his critique of what he correctly 

calls the "pantheistie' or "Alexandrianý' philosophy of Hegel, the "German Proclus! ". in the form 

of aphorisms. Rather like the term species-being, Feuerbach speaks of 'love". another term used 
by the early Marx, although more appropriate might be Hegel's term "desire% as a means of 

uniting the subject and the object. He uses what he calls his genetico-critical method,, claiming it 

explains thought as an idealised, and often inverted explanation of the real. However, he fails to 

apply his own method, speaking in the vaguest terms of "the community of man with rnan'% page 
59. Therefore he is correct but one-sided when he says of Kantian idealism: "objects conform to 

the understanding and not the understanding to the objects, (and) is therefore nothing other than 

the realization of the theological conception of the divine mind, which is not determined by the 

objects but rather determines them". Feuerbach (1986) page 28. Feuerbach tells us nothing of 
Kant's social being, nor explains its link to his philosophy. Similarly he is simplistic in writing: 
"The secret of the Hegelian dialectic lies, in the last analysis, only in the fact that it negates 

theology by philosophy and then, in turn, negates philosophy by theology ... so is the God who is 

restored from his own negation hardly a true God; he is rather a self-contradictory, atheistic 
God"P page 33-4. 

In the Principles Feuerbach's impatience with the moments through which the Hegelian dialectic 

progresses towards truth becomes clear, he asks "why should I not then start immediately with the 

concrete?, page 56. It seems that, in Hegel's terms, Feuerbach wants truth to be presented from 

the start as a readily "minted coire'. In contrast to the shallow polemic against Hegel's categories 
in the Logic, Feuerbach unwittingly reveals a correct understanding of nothingness when he says: 
"If you have nothing, you are nothing", page 60. However, the discussion of space, "in short, 

spatial separation and limitation belong also to the wisdom of the writer", page 6 1, is too abstract, 
failing to take account of the sociality of space. 
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These insights are inadequate because they fail to explain the social basis of both philosophy and 
theology, seeing only individual "faint-heartedness and intellectual imbecility". Stepelevich page 
143, as an explanation for the failure to transcend theology with humanism. Feuerbach says: 
"Space and time are the first criteria of praxis. A people which excludes time from its metaphysics 
and sanctifies the eternal, i. e. abstract, existence detached from time, as consequence excludes 
time also from its politics and sanctifies the anti-historical principle of stability, a principle 

contrary to right and principle", page 162. However, Feuerbach rarely mentions real politics or 

real history and their relation to thought. The following quote suggests Feuerbach's failure to 

accept real contradiction: "rime, and not the Hegelian dialectic, is the medium of uniting 

opposites, contradictories, in one and the same subject"P page 148; he adds "the hellish pains of 

contradiction7 cannot exist simultaneously since "the immediate unity of opposite determinations 

is only possible and valid in abstraction ... The boundary between the opposite statements vanishes 

with the object; they are now without a bottom and without support, and thus they immediately 

collapse togethee, Feuerbach (1986) page 63. 

Feuerbach provided the basis of some of Engels', and Marx's, more vulgar materialist 

conceptions: "Thinking comes from being but being does not come from thinking", page 167, the 

epiphenomenalist view of the relationship between mind and body. One of the problems with 
Feuerbach's materialist criticism of Hegel's 'idealism' is the failure to articulate a consistent 

materialism, a failure compounded by Engels. Feuerbach defines materialism alternatively as 
knowledge provided by the natural sciences, or knowledge obtained from real life or "activity": 

"the question of being is indeed a practical question in which our being participates; it is a 

question of life and death" Feuerbach (1986), page 43. Or materialism is reduced to vulgar 

empiricism: "the realm of sensation ... Things must not be thought of otherwise than as they appear 
in reality. That which is separated in reality ought also not to be identical in thought ... Only that 

thought which is determined and rectified by sensuous perception is real and objective thought - 
the thought of objective truth", pages 59,62 and 64 of Feuerbach (1986). In the end Feuerbach's 

materialism fails to take account of the vital contribution of German idealist philosophy, from 

Kant to Hegel, explaining how thought and being interpenetrate in the course of social existence. 
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Bruno Bauer 

Labour is necessary, but so far it has alienated itsey and has worn itseffin isolation, Dauer, 

quoted in Stepelevich, page 202-3. 

Yhese contradictions, however unnatural they may seem, are still not unnatural, however much 

they contradict man's essence, they are nevertheless a consequence of it. Yhey are contradictions 

against man himseý(, but it lies in the nature and vocation of man that in his historical 

development he enter into contradiction with himseff and bring this contradiction to a 

culmination before he can attain to harmony with himset(, Bauer spealdng of the contradictions 

generated by Christianity, quoted in McLeHan pages 57-8. 

'Sy a fine dialectical turn of fate, Bruno Bauer was chosen as the champion of Old Hegelianism, 

dialectical because within a few years he would be recognized as the leader of the Young 

Hegelians", - Stepelevich page 8. This shift to the 'left' began when Bauer read Strauss' Leben 

Jesu, which as a "lightening of thought struck into the kingdom of the Idea and disturbed the 

dream", quoted in Stepelevich page 11. Bauer, in attacking the Old Hegelian conservative 
interpretation of Hegel's equation of the rational and the real, signed his academic death warrant, 

and in 1842 was barred from teaching in any Prussian university. He enraged the Old Hegelians by 

saying that, far from being a Christian conservative, Hegel, whose lectures Bauer had attended, 

was actually an atheist and revolutionary. A view evident from the title of Bauer's work: 7he 

Trumpet of the Last Judgement over Hegel the Atheist and Antichrist: an Ultimatum. 

Bruno Bauer, unlike most of the Young Hegelians, was a good public speaker, becoming famous 

in the liberal cafd society of Berlin before the 1848 Revolution with his message that the Young 

Hegelians, or 'Wild Mere,, were pressing forward politically. They were inspired by both the 

French Revolution and Hegel, the 'Whore of Reason', and his radical doctrine of the negative 

dialectic. According to Bauer, using a heavy dose of irony, Hegel's "theory is proxis, and for that 

very reason most dangerous, far-reaching and destructive. It is the revolution itself... Hegel was a 

greater revolutionary than. the total of all his disciples. The axe must be laid to him, he must be 
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uprooted! ... only the should is true and justified, and must be brought to authority, domination and 

power. It must pass through to 'its opposite'... a theoretical principle must not merely play a 

supportive role, but must come to the act, to practical opposition, to turn itself directly into praxis 

and action7. quoted in Stepelevich pages 183-4. 

The important concept of alienation was developed by Bauer from its origins in Scottish political 

economy and its earlier religious genesis, notably humanity's "fall from grace'. Humanity had 

become dependent on its own reified creation, in Hegelian terms alienated self-consciousness in 

contradiction with itself Expressing a view owing much to the Enlightenment, Bauer naively 

claimed that his age, the age of criticism, was the one in which humanity would overcome 

religious self-alienation, "the sin that it is most difficult of all to admit to". quoted in McLellan 

page 66. 

Compared to the revolutionary dialectic used in the Trumpet, Bauer's 7he Jewish Prohlem is 

unrewarding, as Marx was to point out in his famous critique of the text. The tedium of the work, 

with its stereotypes of nation and race, and its outmoded Enlightenment thinking, is relieved only 
by the occasional remark, such as: "The will of history is evolution, new forms, progress, change; 

the Jews want to stay forever what they are, therefore they fought against the first law of 
history ... the Jews have struck roots outside the corporate interests in the gaps and crevices of 

society, and have caught the victims of the element of insecurity in civil society ... while the Jew in 

Vienna is only tolerated, his financial power decides the fate of the whole monarchy ... Theory has 

now completed its task, it has dissolved the old contradiction between Judaism and Christianity 

and can look confidently to History, which pronounces the final judgment on principles which 
have lost their validity". Stepelevich, pages 190,193 and 197. 

In Ae Genus and the Crawd Bauer returns to Old Hegelianism, with attacks on 'Trench 

Communism7' and the use of empty dialectical slogans. He sets out the theory, later developed by 

Kautsky and Lenin as the basis for state-capitalism, that members of the radical intelligentsia, as 

subjects, treat the working class, or"the crowd, determined as the proletariat". as objects. By the 

end of the short work, with its occasional remarks on economics, it emerges that Bauer's early 
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revolutionary dialectic has turned into its antithesis, bourgeois reaction. Bauer claims that the 

worker is unable to theorise, or understand Hegel's "Univeral Idea7% and so oppose the 

bourgeoisie. Only with the leadership of the intelligentsia, with its "Reason, love, wiII-power", 

over those whose "consciousness of disunion keep the spirits strained and indeed where it can 

also only truly be fought, only there is the cause to be settled ... The crowd is mere elementary 

stuff, the sediment of a decomposed organic form ... The human genus is thereby restored only so 

that the pains of its dissolution are silenced. The brutal impulses of the crowd are externally 
fettered and the contradictions into which history has gone astray are silenced-the collective 

power of the genus has organized itself into an authority which must punish in the most severe 

manner any attempt of the labourer-slaves to concern themselves with anything other than the 

tasks assigned to thee". Stepelevich pages 199-203. 

Arnold Ruge 

Arnold Ruge was, in effect, the devoted publicity manager of Young Hegelianism, Stepelevich 

page 209. 

.. truth is itselfan historical determinacy, the world contradicts its latestforms, Ruge page 23 0. 

A philosopher recently explained that he would not write under censorship and that he refused to 

permit a state bureaucrat to mutilate his ideas, Ruge page 237. 

As a liberal humanist and Hegelian polymath Ruge espoused the cause of reason and freedom. He 

was imprisoned in 1824 for engaging in political activities whilst a student at Jena, and during his 

time there studied Hegel's writings. After editing several journals, each of which were focal points 

for radicals to express their atheistic and revolutionary views, in 1843 he joined Marx in exile in 

Paris to edit the Deutsch-Franz6sische JahrUcher for a few months. His liberal political views, 

the use of national stereotypes and reduction of dialectics to clich6d formulas, led to arguments 

and a break with Marx. Ruge moved from Paris to Switzerland and, after the defeat of 1848, 

ended his life in obscurity in London 
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In two of his journal articles, dating from 1842 and 1843, Ruge speaks of "the freedom of this 

world" and 'laying the ground ... for the secular state% Stepelevich page 211. He is critical of 
Hegel's logical, as opposed to his histofical, derivation of the institution of the state. Ruge makes 
clear his determination to act as well as think: "We do not feel that we are Negroes who have to 

work as the proles for the plantatio 
,n 

of the state, but that we are lords of equal birth with 
anyone' , page 214. Speaking perceptively of Hegel's Geist, Ruge says: "It is easy to see that a 
work like Hegel's Philosophy of Right must be essentially threatened by this movement of Spirit, 
for it is a child of its time and takes its stand from a totally different consciousness than ours. 
Hegel's time was not very favorable for politics ... it retreated into the wisdom of theory, and 
humans caught for years in indolence forget that their theory is dead when they bury themselves in 
it instead of reshaping the world from it"I page 216; "(B)oth Hegel and the authorities attempted 
to conceal whatever they did notice in order, following good Protestant custom, to avoid conflict 

and to let the contradictions die out rather than to let them five out their lives in battle ... Hegel 
'neither contradicted nor denied his convictions' because it was in no way demanded of him, but 

his terms were ready to tolerate appearances, as if theoretical contradictions were not important 

or even no contradictions at a. So Hegel could make his abstract assertions on the side of theory, 

and this is what he did" , page 223. On self-censorship Ruge compares Hegel with Kant, quoting 
the latter's 'ýrnaxim of circumspection": "Certainly I think with the most clear (conviction) of 

much that I would never have the courage to say, but I would never say something that I did not 
think", page 220. 

Ruge anticipates Kierkegaard's critique of Hegel, speaking of the importance of will to thinking, 

rather than being merely "pure insight". abstract or one-sided thinking, willing leads to decisions 

and action : "In the case of Hegel, what must be called a matter of conscious decision is the very 

choice of the standpoint ... 
But now this standpoint, just because it is and should be one-sided, 

must develop the most crying contradictions; it even presses beyond itself against its own will: as 

soon as pure insight is really achieved and has confronted reality as living critique, practical 

pathos can no longer be bound. We have shown that critique engenders decision, and therefore it 

does not repulse practical application, as does 'speculation', but rather grasps it into itself', page 
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224. Ruge's criticisms of Hegel are developed by turning to logic: "In logic, or the investigation 

of the eternal process and the determinations and forms of the dialectic of thinking, there are no 

existences. Here that which exists, the thinker and his Spirit, are unimportant (factors) because 

this individual should do nothing but the universal deed, or rather the universal act, of thinking 

itself In a word, it is here a matter of the universal essence as such, not of its existence ... 
Only 

with the entrance of history into the realm of science does existence itsel(assume relevance .. The 

conditions of development are no longer recurring examples, but are stages of a process, and the 

knowledge of these historical existences has to do essentially with their uniqueness; it is a matter 

of this existent as sucW',, page 226. 

Ruge makes clear his high regard for Feuerbach, the "total human! ', and his disappointment at the 

later work of Schelling, saying the latter contains self-praise, is self-seeking, bitter,, hollow and 

even depraved. He sets out his agenda for reform, which is "only the world of our antipodes 

turned on its head and brought to all its consequences. And, whoever takes offense at the fact that 

our world stands on its head, let him ask himself whether perhaps among us Germans the world 
does not stand on the extremely headless illusion that reason is to be sought beyond the people 

and is to be given to them from above'. page 259. Ruge speaks of communism, expressing 

ambivalent views on the subject: "Germans need the dissolution of liberalism into democratism", 

page 259. Ruge's later writing was to influence Marx, with its insistence on the centrality of 
human labour, the critique of Feuerbach's "Maif'. abstracted from social being, his discussion of 

alienation and his use of analogies, most famously "our world stands on its head". 

The anarchist dialectic: 1. Edgar Bauer 

Onlyfanaticismfor the cause ofReason can bearfruit, Edgar Bauer, quoted in Stepelevich page 

263. 

Anarchy, which is the heginning of all good things, was there at least: Events moved toward a 
hopeful demolition; religion was cancelled, preserved, and raised to a higher level, Edgar Bauer 
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speaking dialectically of Robespierre's decreeing of the existence of God, in Stepelevich page 

267. 

Yhe attempts at a state, for which these various peoples now toil, will eventually lead them 
beyond the state. Yhe very word, freedom, is repugnant to the state - so history will leach, 
Bauer page 269. 

there can never be anything hut struggle, Bauer page 270. 

our critique is accurate .. if it has proved that it is a contradiction to want to win fteedom within 
the context of existingforms, Bauer page 270. 

Robbery and murder are a result ofprivate property.... Prostitution is a result of marriage, Bauer 

page 272 

Only with revolution, which begins the destruction Of theforms of the state, does genuine history 

commence .. From now on history is a sey'-conscious history, because mankind knows the 

principles by which it moves forward, because mankind has history's goal freedom - in sight, 
Bauer page 273. 

Edgar Bauer, younger brother of Bruno, was the most anarchistically inclined of the Young 

Hegelians, calling for "full communal freedorn! '. 1-fis advocacy of political violence against "the 

state": "the Cause can only be brought to its end by a violent and destructive struggle'. quoted in 

Stepelevich page 263, was similar to the views of his contemporary, Bakunin. Such a view, 

stimulated by the dismissal of his brother from his teaching post by Friedrich Willhelm III's 

officials, made him an enemy of the state, leading to the confiscation of some of his work and 
imprisonment in 1846. 

In his Critique's Quarrel with Church and State, Edgar Bauer reinterprets Hegel's often 

conservative dialectic: history affinning the negation of revolutions. 11is understanding of the 
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political theory gained from the French Revolution is clarified, including the need for total, or 

social, revolution, rather than mere political revolution, which is only a change of state personnel. 
Sublating the influence of both Hegel and Feuerbach, he says: "Revolution will never desist from 

united within itself two contradictory sides: on the one hand, privilege, law sanctified by tradition, 

the claim of trust and obedience - the religious side; on the other hand, the striving for freedom, 

which, of course will always remain an illusion in the fife of the state, the consciousness of self- 

reliant action, the insight into my rights as a man, which the state patronizes because it above all is 

that which absorbs me into a societal life of the species. These two sides were in conflict as they 

entered the Revolution, and the beginning of the Revolution was - as always - an attempt at 

mediation7V Stepelevich page 266. After the defeat of 1848, Edgar Bauer ended his life in poverty 

and political disillusionment. 

The anarchist dialectic: 2. Mikhail Bakunin 

I 
Yhe liberty of man consists solely in this: that he obeys natural laws because he has himsey 

recognized them as such, Bakunin (1970), page 30, in accord with Engels. 

Life dominates thought anddetermines will, Bakunin (undated) page 5. 

if the proletariat is to be the ruling class, over whom will it rule 21 Bakunin (undated) page 9. 

We must a&nit one thing - he understood HegeI4 Marx speaking of Bakunin, quoted in Bakunin 

(undated), page 13. 

Mikhail Bakunin (1814-1876) left his native Russia to study Hegelian philosophy in Berlin, then 

becoming involved in the pan-Slav anti-imperialist movement. Eventually, he met Proudhon and 
began to theorise an anarchist alternative to Communism, or "Statism", and fought on the 

barricades on that programme in the 1848 Revolution. After a period of exile and imprisonment, 

he came to London and joined the International Working-Men's Association. He became involved 
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in a political struggle with Marx, often degenerating into personal abuse. Marx and Engels finally 

broke up the First International rather than allow the Bakuninist faction to take control. 

Bakunin's undated article A Criticism of State Socialism shows the influence of his early 
Hegefianism, both in its explicit formulations in speaking of contradiction and negation, and in 

some of its more general ideas. He begins a general political review by praising Babeuf s theory 

and practice in the French Revolution, then discussing the utopian socialists like Fourier "whose 

fallacies are too obvious to be discussed here'. page 3, but include political naYvet6 and an a 

priori theoretical construction of a "social paradise'. According to Bakunin these revolutionaries 

were, however, "authoritarian! " , their theory and practice being defeated in 1848. He claimed that 

only Proudhon, the son of a peasant, of all the famous socialist thinkers of the period was a true 

believer in human liberty. Bakunin goes on prophetically to describe something akin to the fate of 

the Russian and Chinese Revolutions of the 20th century. 

Speaking of himself, Bakunin says as "a man born and raised in a bourgeois environmenf' who 
"wishes sincerely and without any phrasemongering to become a friend and brother of the 

workers, he must renounce all the conditions of his past experience, all his bourgeois habits, break 

off all ties of feelings, vanity and n-dnd which bind him to the bourgeois world, and, turning his 

back upon the latter, become its enemy and declare relentless war upon it ... plunge completely and 

unreservedly into the workers' world". page 5. This is an example of what McLellan (1980) calls 

Bakunin's absolute negation, the absolute destruction of one of two polarities. Bakunin says that 

"the positive is opposed by the negative and the negative by the positive ... the negative is only 
justified in its absolute form ... the joy of destruction is also a creative joy"9 quoted in McLellan, 

pages 18-19. According to Bakunin, unless this absolute negation occurs, the "sham socialist". or 
dangerous demagogue who monopolises science and theory, will in "a moment of great social 

crisie' ally him- or herself with the bourgeoisie, or become part of a conspiracy to "create a new 

form of State", page 7. Whilst this example of absolute negation contains a certain truth, Bakunin 

is in effect claiming only if the bourgeois intellectual is an honest revolutionary siding absolutely 

with the proletariat, can the revolution succeed. This argument begs a number of questions, 
including the possibility of a bourgeois absolutely negating his or her past. More importantly, 
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however, is Bakunin's assumption that the fate of the revolution depends on the personality of a 
handful of bourgeois intellectuals. It suggests that Bakunin in fact shares the view, which he 

claims to reject, that the workers themselves are incapable of overthrowing the bourgeois order 

and therefore need intellectuals to lead them. Lenin expressed his admiration for this aspect of 
Bakunin's thought. 

In God and the State, one of several unfinished works, only published in 1882 after his death, 

Bakunin (1970) shows the Young Hegelian anti-clerical influence, saying "If God really existed it 

would be necessary to abolish him", page 3, and "The position of the Christian priest involves a 
double contradiction! ', page 39. In the text Bakunin acknowledges his debt to Hegel, "the greatest 

philosophical genius which has existed since Aristotle and Plato... (who) killed the good God for 

ever" page 7 1, and to Feuerbach, "the disciple and demolisher of Heger', - page 72. The influence 

of Feuerbach is apparent when Bakunin uses such expressions as: "heaven has grown rich with the 

spoils of the earth, and, by a necessary consequence, the richer heaven became, the more 

wretched became humanity and the earth"V page 24. 

Bakunin displays the use of negation in his attack on religion, saying: "Jehovah, who of all the 

good gods adored by men was certainly the most jealous, the most vain, the most ferocious, the 

most unjust, the most bloodthirsty, the most despotic, and the most hostile to human dignity and 
liberty - Jehovah had just created Adam and Eve, to satisfy we know not what caprice; no doubt 

to while away his time, which must weigh heavy on his hands in his eternal egoistic solitude, or 

that he might have some new slaves-But here steps in Satan, the eternal rebel, the first 

freethinker and the emancipator of worlds. He makes man ashamed of his bestial ignorance and 

obedience; he emancipates him, stamps upon his brow the seal of liberty and humanity, in urging 
him to disobey and eat of the fruit of knowledge, page 10. In contrast to the more material, 
human and palpable Gods, Jehovah, in order to "reward and punish his faithful followers, his 

chosen people, used material arguments, often stupid, always gross and cruel ... The Jewish God 

did not deny the existence of (his) rivals; he simply did not want his people to worship them side 
by side with him, because before all Jehovah was a veryjealous God"t pages 69-70. 
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Further dialectical formulations include: "every development necessarily implies a negation, that 

of its base or point of departure, humanity is at the same time and essentially the deliberate and 

gradual negation of the animal element in man ... History then appears to us as the revolutionary 

negation, now slow, apathetic, sluggish, now passionate and powerful, of the past. It consists 

precisely in the progressive negation of the primitive animality of man by the development of his 

humanity"P pages 9 and 21. On the relationship between materialism and idealism Bakunin says: 
'Tvery development, I have said, implies the negation of its point of departure. The basis or point 

of departure, according to the materialistic school, being material, the negation must necessarily 
be ideal. Starting from the totality of the real world, or from what is abstractly called matter, it 

logically arrives at the real idealization - that is, at the humanization, at the full and complete 

emancipation - of society". page 48. The influence of the French positivist philosopher August 

Comte is acknowledged, but Bakunin sublates Comte in speaking perceptively of the "antinomy" 

of positive science which is "indispensible to the rational organization of society", but which is 

'ý'incapable of interesting itself in what is real and living ... This contradiction can be solved only in 

one way: by the liquidation of science as a moral being existing outside the life of all, and 

represented by a body of breveted savants; it must spread amongst the masses-really become the 

property of everybody", page 62. 

Max Stirner's critique of Feuerbach 

the ancients themselves worked toward making their truth a lie, Stimer (1982) page 16. 

the newest revolts against God are nothing but the extremest efforts of "theoloSy", that is 

theological insurrections, page 27. 

Liberty of the people is not my fibertyLI may he locked up for the sake of the liberty of the 

people, I may, under sentence, incur the loss of the right to bear anns, page 214. 
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Only I am not abstraction alone: I am all in all, consequently even abstraction or nothing; I am 

all and nothing, I am not a mere thought, but at the same time I am full of thoughts, a thought- 

world, page 339. 

It is well that Feuerbach brings sensuousness to honor, but the only thing he is able to do with it 

is to clothe the materialism of his "new philosophy " with what had hitherto been the property of 
idealism, the "absolute philosophy ", page 341. 

Under the regime of the commonality (Bargertum) the Jabourers ahvaysfall into the hands of the 

possessors - that is of those who have at their disposal some bit of the state domains, especially 

money and land - of the capitalists therefore. Me labourer cannot realise on his labour to the 

extent of the value that it has for the consumer. Me capitalist has the greatest profit ftom it, 

Stimer anticipating Marx's theory of surplus value, quoted in McLellan page 135-6. 

Max Stimer, another of Hegel's students, was at first a Young Hegelian, his early essay, Art and 
Religion, showing the influence of the Hegelian dialectic in its explanation of human alienation: 
"Now, as soon as man suspects that he has another side of himself (Jenseits) within himself, and 

that he is not enough in his mere natural state, then he is driven on to divide himself into that 

which he actually is, and that which he should become ... For what is then the perfect man, man's 

proper character, from which all that is seen is but mere appearance if it be not the Ideal Man, the 

Human Idea? ... This Other (Gegenfiber) is he himself and yet it is not he: it is his otherside to 

which all thoughts and feelings flow but without actually reaching it, for it is his otherside, 

encapsulated and inseparably conjoined with his present actuality ... His arms reach outward, but 

the Other is never reached; for would he reach it how could the 'Other' remain? ", Stepelevich, 

pages 327-8. 

Stimer uses dialectical formulations in speaking of religion itself as allenation: 'Man, sundered 
from the Ideal, strives to win God and God's Grace, and to finally transform God into his own 
being (Golf ganz zu seinem Ich zu machen), and God, separated from man, would only win him 

for the Kingdom of Heaven. Both sides seek and so complement each other. However, they will 
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never find one another, and will never become united, for if they ever would then religion itself 

would vanish, for religion only exists in this separation ... But yet this religious understanding is so 

ardently in love with its own Object that it must have a burning hatred for all else - religious 
hatred is inseparable from religious love. Who does not believe in the Object, he is a heretic, and 

who is not truly godly, he tolerates heresy". pages 332-3. Integrating this with a critique of 

reason, Stimer says of the atheistic philosopher: "If he busies himself with God, there is no 

reverence here, only rejection, for he seeks only that reason which has concealed itself in every 
form, and that only in the light of reason. Reason only seeks itself, only troubles itself about itself, 

loves only itself - or rather, since it is not even an Object to itself - does not love itself but simply 
is with itself', 

- page 334. As we shall see, these criticisms were most applicable to the work of the 

last of the Young Hegelians, Karl Schmidt, whose exaggerated dialectical idioms were mere 

parody. 

-Stimer stepped onto the philosophical stage in 1844, becoming the "enthusiastic devil's-advocate 

of the Young Hegelians". Stepelevich page 325, as a result of his famous attack on Feuerbach, 

Bruno Bauer and Marx contained in his book Ae Ego mid Its Own, Stimer (1982). The book's 

targets were humanism and communism, which Stimer claimed were nothing more than modem 

versions of theology, with the Young Hegehans as its high priests and the masses as its slaves. 

Engels' initial reaction to the book was to praise it for its attack on Feuerbach's abstract 'Man'. 

Although Marx was angered by the work, as revealed in his long polemic against "Saint Max! ' in 

the German IdeoloSy, there can be no doubt that Stimer's attack on Feuerbach was crucial to 

Marx's rejection of Feuerbach's ideas in the late 1840s. 

ne Ego and Its Own begins by apparently attacking God's, which is really humanity's, selfish 

egoism. However, egoism is viewed positively by Stimer, it is "the creative nothing, the nothing 

out of which I myself as creator create everything"P Stimer page 5. Idealising the rapidly growing 

capitalist social relations of Germany, and applying the Hegelian view of history in general and the 

master-slave dialectic in particular, he says: "because each thing caresfor i1seff and at the same 

time comes into constant collision with other things, the combat of self-assertion is 

unavoidable ... 
Victory or defeat - between the two alternatives the fate of the combat wavers. The 
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victor becomes the lord, the vanquished one the subject: the former exercises supremacy and 
"rights of supremacy, " the latter fulfills in awe and deference the "duties of a subject'"', page 9. 

Stimer's real targets, Feuerbach's 'Man"O "species-being" and 'love',, and his critique of religion, 
become clear: 
To have a liking for the corporeal man with hide and hair - why, that would no longer be a 
"spiritual" warm-heartedness. pure warm-heartedness is warm-hearted toward nobody, it is 

only a theoretical interest, concernfor man as man, not as a person. Yhe person is repulsive to it 

because of being "egoistic", because of not being that abstraction, Man. But it is only for the 

abstraction that one can have a theoretical regard, page 26. With the strength of despair 

Feuerbach clutches at the total substance of Christianity, not to throw it away, no, to drag it to 
himself, to draw it, the long-yearned-for, ever-distant, out of its heaven with a last effort, and 
keep it by him forever, .. the Christian yearning and hungeringfor the other world.. "henceforth 

no longer God, but man, is to appear to man as God' (Feuerbach) ".. I am neither God nor Man, 

neither the supreme essence nor my essence... To expel Godfrom his heaven and to rob him of 
his "transcendence " cannot yet support a claim of complete victory, if therein he is chased into 

the human breast and gifted with indelible immanence. Now they say, "Yhe divine is the truly 

human! ", pages 32,33 and 48. 

Stimer expWns his rejection of the communist project, claiming that the aim of the Young 

Hegelians is to be "the head of the masses, their decided spokesman! '. He continues: "If over 

against the commonality they are only the 'lower classes of the people', politically insignificant 

masses, over against 'Man' they must still more be mere "masse!? % humanly insignificant - yes, 

unhuman - masses, or a multitude of un-men (page 145) ... To say in blunt words what an un-man 
is not particularly hard: it is man who does not correspond to the concept man, as the inhuman is 

something human which is not conformed to the concept of the human. Logic calls this a 'self- 

contradictory judgment'. Would it be permissible for one to pronounce this judgment, that one 

can be a man without being a man, if he did not admit the hypothesis that the concept of man can 
be separated from the existence, the essence from the appearance? They say, he appears indeed as 
a man, but is not a man". page 177. He adds: "The Communists are only consistently carrying 
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further what had already been long present during religious evolution, and especially in the State; 

to wit, propertylessness, the feudal systerre'. page 312. 

Stimer's text ends with a clear statement of the impasse resulting from his dialectic of the ego, 

separated as it is from social being: "The opposition of the real and the ideal is an irreconcilable 

one, and the one can never become the other: if the ideal became the real, it would be the ideal; 

and, if the real became the ideal, the ideal alone would be, but not at all the real. The opposition 

of the two is not to be vanquished otherwise than if some one annihilates both", page 362. 

Moses Hess's critique of Stirner 

As philosophical communism exhihits the same theoretical egoism as religious humanism, why 

should it not also have the same practical egoism in its background? 

Hess, Stepelevich page 364. 

philosophically expressed: so long as their Ispiritual'property is not real, men are in fact 'in- 

themselves', but in so for as they do not possess their spiritual property they are not for- 

themselves'... Philosophy, which has so many 'categories, is not acquainted with the category of 

for-one-another'. It cannot bring ilset( to go beyond the category of the 'in-and-for-itsey', 

Hess, in Stepelevich page 371. 

And what would this authority do if no vulgar, base, miserable rabble were to exist?; Hess 

drawing attention to the interdependence of the police and the lumpen-proletariat in capitalist 

society, quoted in Stepelevich, page 364. 

Ae past, as the foundation of that which is to come .. the J'uture as a consequence of that which 
has lWpeneg Hess quoted in McLeUan page 13 8. 

anarchy.... is the negation of allpolitical domination, the negation of the concepts of the state and 

politics, Hess speaking of Proudhon's political philosophy, quoted in McLellan page 148. 
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As long as a condition of contradiction and dependencefinds recognition in the objective world, 

as long as politics rules the world, then the liberation of this worldfrom the fetters of heavenly 

politics is also inconceivable. Religion andpolitics stand andfall with each other, Hess quoted 
in McLellan page 148. 

Moses Hess (1812-1875) was largely self-taught and, perhaps because of this, his work showed 

considerable originality and insight. His most famous work Yhe European Triarchy introduced 

Germany to socialist thought, for the first time synthesizing Young Hegelian ideas with the rapidly 

growing German working class in his "Philosophy of Action7. Hess, who was friendly with 
Engels, read Stimer's text in 1844, immediately writing a critique of the work, entitled 7he 

Recent Philosophers, thereby introducing communist dialectics to the world. Marx and Engels' 

German Ideology, and Marx's political and social philosophy, were deeply influenced by Hess's 

work. A good example of his dialectical approach to communism is: 

how can there be talk of an objective reconciliation in a world where we still see on the one side 

growing riches and on the other misery destroying itsel(in its own blood and sweat? .. Order and 
fteedom are not so opposed to each other that the one, carried to its highest degree, excluded the 

other. Rather the highest fteedom is only conceivable in the highest order... negation is the 

essential thing, we must destroy in order to put things in motion; it is by virtue of this that the 

negative includes the positive, Hess, quoted in McLellan page 141-2 and 145. 

Attacking Stimer, and Feuerbach's abstract humanism, Hess says in Yhe Recent Philosophers: 

"All of these attempts to theoretically resolve the difference between the particular man and the 

human species must miscarry, for even if the singular man does indeed comprehend the world and 

mankind, nature and history, he yet in actuality remains only a sundered man (Vereinzelung) as 
long as the division of man is not practically overcome. But this separation of man will only be 

practically resolved through Socialism - that is, if men unite themselves in community fife and 

activity, and surrender private gain", Stepelevich, page 360. Hess says that the divisions of 

capitalist society lead to divisions in consciousness, to illusions such as the idea that "the 

divisiveness of our social isolation could be pushed aside, that we could be divinized, and 
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humanized by mere theoretical knowledge alone. We yet believed that through simple knowledge, 

through philosophical comprehension, through religious feeling, that we could become loving, 

moral, godly, virtuous, pious and blessed - indeed, upon this, we even imagined our nature to be 

religious, or thought it philosophical - although we yet remained in actual life loveless, worldly, 
miserable, impious, torn and sundered Egoists and inhuman men"V pages 360-361. 

Hess, well aware of attacks on the new communist "priesthood" or "philosophical clergy" , 
anticipates debates on the Leninist party when, using theological inversion, he speaks of "The 

Church, created to overcome the dichotomy between Godliness and worldliness, theory and 

praxis, to heal and to sanctify the world, to fill the chasm between the individual and the species, 

to reconcile the enmity between men, now brings forth these divisions in their sharpest 
forms 

... Modem Christianity, this new religion, must have the same fate as the old religion, - it 

must, once entered into life, lose itself and be transformed into its opposite"P page 361. 

Speaking of the modem state, Hess says that it "has only sharpened the opposition between the 
individual and the species, and certainly, it has brought it for the first time into its perfection! But 

now, the stronger, the more intensively and more universally this present contradiction exists 
between individuals and species, and indeed the more men are violently seized by this 

contradiction, then a the more rapidly will history take its course, and all the greater will be the 
longing for a better reality". page 363. In an obvious reference to Stimer he says: "As soon as it is 

revealed to the Monk that there is nothing to his Heavenly Egoism, his blessedness, he win 
become an animal directly, and collapse completely into Heavenly Egoism, and thenceforth 
instead of striving for his alienated theoretical essence, for God and Heavenly Beatitude, he will 

strive for his alienated practical essence, money and happiness ... With this the war of all against all 
is declared. I alone decide what I will have"t pages 364-5. He continues: "the Egoist would have 

He without love, enjoyment without work, and consume without producing - he takes only unto 
himself and never gives from himself, that is, he never gives himself over to anything. As an 
Egoist, he knows himself but yet does not know himself, he has no content, and so must always 

strive to seize upon a foreign content - for the Egoist stands over and against himself as a strange 

other. He can not create, for he has no content. He must forever hunt after pleasure, for he can 
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never come upon 'the fuH en oyment of life', and he comes not thereto for he can not create', i 

page 3 66. As we observe in Chapter Eight, Hess's attack on Stimer was to influence Marx. 

Karl Schmidt and the 'end of philosophy' 

Hegelian philosophy took theplace ofrefigionfor me, Schmidt quoted in Stepelevich page 379. 

Stimer makes more sense than Bruno Bauer and.. one must proceed beyond Stimer to arrive at 
the most abstract individualism, page 3 79. 

Karl Schmidt, understandably neglected in McLellan's review, represents the end of "critique", as 
he called Young Hegehanism, or the "end of philosophy". His Yhe Realm of the Understanding 

and the Individual, published in 1846, is partly a jumble of Schmidt's own ideas and quotes, or 

misquotes. It marks the end of the version of Hegelian philosophy which had become form 

without content, or abstract dialectics. What is significant in the work is plagiarised from the 

various Young Hegelians, the rest is for the most part a parody of dialectical thought: "Max 

Stimer has a rightful claim against critique, the claim of the negative pole against the positive, of 

one moment of the opposition against the other moment. Ae Unique Individual and his Property 

is the negation, opposition, and contradiction of critique, but because it is merely the negation, it 

is also itself critique and the completion of critique. Stimer represents the 'mass' of 'critique'; he 

asserts the 'right' of the 'mass' which 'critique' holds to be 'illegitimate' against the 'spirit' which 
'critique' has sanctified", Stepelevich page 392. 

Kierkegaard and the Christian dialectic 

"The qualitative dialectic enjoins that one is not to fool in abstracto with that which is the highest, 

and hence want to dabble at it, but must comprehend in concreto one's essential task and 

essentially express it", Kierkegaard (194 1) page 499. 
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Yet every error gives birth to its awn enemy. Outside of ifseý', the error of thought has dialectics 

as its enemy, and outside of itseV, the absence orfalsification of mood has the comical as its 

enemy, Kierkegaard (1980) page 14n. 

Notiust in commerce hut in the world of ideas too our age is putting on a veritahle clearance 

sale. Everything can he had so dirt cheap that one hegins to wonder whether in the end anyone 

will want to make a hid, Kierkergaard (198 5) page 42. 

the one who works will give birth to his ownfather, page 5 6. 

why bother remembering apast that cannot he made into apresent? page 60. 

Having spoken thus, and moved my audience so that they appreciated at least something of the 

dialectical struggle offaith and its gigantic passion, page 62. 

I am all the time aware of that monstrous paradox that is the content ofAhraham's life, page 62. 

our age does not stop with faith, with its miracle of turning water into wine; it goes further, it 

turns wine into water, page 67. 

Once when the spice market in Holland was a little slack, the merchants had some cargoes 
dumped at sea to force up the price. That was a pardonable, perhaps necesswy stratagem. is it 

something similar we need in the world of spirit? page 145. 

Before moving to the dialectical thought of Marx and Engels, it is worth considering the dialectic 

of the Christian mistentialist Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855), son of a wealthy wholesaler. 
Kierkegaard studied in Berlin, the new home of philosophy, attending Schelling's lectures, who 

was sent to Berlin by the King to "root out the 'dragon-seed of Hegelianism"', McLellan, page 
27. Amonst the others attending Schelling's classes were Engels and Bakunin. In his introduction 

to Fear and Trembling: Dialectical L cbyJohannessdesilencio, Kierkegaard(1985), Hannay Yri 
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provides some biographical material on Kierkegaard thus helping to explain the isolation and 

alienation, or "incommensurability with reality", which is the central theme of Kierkegaard's 

work. After leaving university and setting out on what seemed the normal life of a Danish middle 

class intellectual, Kierkegaard developed a contempt for bourgeois life, particularly the hypocrisy 

of the Danish State Church, describing it as selling faith at a "bargain price". He was similarly 

scathing of university lecturers, who were "separated by centuries, even millenia, from the 

convulsions of existence", page 91. In 1841 he broke off an engagement and devoted himself to 

writing philosophy, financed by an inheritance. Much of his work was pseudonymous, so as to 

create a certain ambiguity, or many-sidedness, about his views. 

The major theme of Fear and Tremhling, Kierkegaard (1985), is the story of the decision by 

Abraham to kill his only son Isaac, "a paradox capable of making a murder into a holy act well 

pleasing to God", page 82, from the Old Testament book of Genesis. The three and a half day 

silent journey to Mount Moriah, which was "infinitely longer than the two thousand years 

separating me from Abraham", page 8 1, in order to sacrifice Isaac, is a metaphor for the despair 

and marginalisation of Kierkegaard's Unhappy Consciousness, to use Hegel's term from the 

PhenomenoloSy. Though Kierkegaard rejects Hegel's philosophical system, and particularly 

criticises Hegel's Danish disciples or "shareholdere', he makes considerable use of Hegel's 

dialectical logic: "I am not a poet. I only practice dialectics", page 116. Kierkegaard asserts the 

centrality of "the single individual ... 
(who) determines his relation to the universal through his 

relation to the absolute", page 97. He rejects the Hegelian development of Geist in its 

depersonalised journey to attain the absolute. For Hegel, only those particular decisions which 

promote the ethical life of society, or the universal, are truly moral, therefore, for Abraham to 

assert his duty tq obey God's command to kill Isaac is the most'unethical of acts, the very 

antithesis of morality. Kierkegaard rejects this view: "The ethical expression for what Abraham 

did is that he was willing to murder Isaac; the religious expression is that he was willing to 

sacrifice Isaac; but in this contradiction fies the very anguish that can indeed make one sleepless; 

and yet without that anguish Abraham is not the one he is! ', page 60. 
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Kierkegaard, who admits devoting "considerable time" to the study of Hegel's philosophy, says 
ironically: "It is said to be hard to understand Hegel, while understanding Abraham, why, that's a 
bagatelle. To go beyond Hegel, that is a miracle, but to go beyond Abraham is the simplest of all", 

page 62. Kierkegaard's point is that the individual asserts his or her being, or essence, by means 

of the either/or of a crucial personal decision. Although Kierkegaard develops some social 

criticisms, speaking, for example, of the "bourgeois philistine", who implicitly knows the dialectic 

of the finite and the infinite, yet whose decisions are apparently made in an 'absurd', timeless and 

ahistorical world. As Feuerbach pointed out, religious thought in general lacks social context, and 
Kierkegaard's "individuar', who is "absolutely nothing but the individuar', merely has 

"connections and complicatioe', page 107. However, Hannay's Introduction demonstrates that 

most of the decisions acting as themes in Kierkegaard's work relate closely to the events of his 

life. Kierkegaard is largely unaware of, and has little interest in, the social content of the Abraham 

myth and its origins in the need to please the Gods of primitive agricultural society. His only 

concern is that the hero Abraham's decision is seen to be a compact between himself and God. 

Isaac and Abraham's wife Sarah are merely vehicles for the private drama: 

He could not comprehend that it was a sin to have been willing to sacrifice to God the best he 

owned, thatfor which he would many a time have gladly laid down his own life; and if it was a 

sin, if he hadnot so loved1saac, then he couldnot understandthat it could heforgiven; for what 

sin was more terrible? page 47. 

Dialectical formulation of Abraham's struggle are used in the following passages: 

7hus there was strife in the world, man against man, one against thousands, but he who strove 

with God became greater than all-greater than all was Abraham, great with that power whose 

strength is power4essness, great in that wisdom whose secret is folly, great in that hope whose 

outwardform is insanity, great in that love which is hatred of set(, page 50. (F)or it is great to 

give up one's desire, but greater to stick to it after having given it up; it is great to grasp hold of 

the eternal but greater to stick to the temporal after having given it up, page 52. 

Kierkegaard's inverted view of social being, his religious alienation, is apparent when he says: 
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An old proverb pertaining to the outward and visible world says: 'Only one who works gets 
bread ' OdWy enough, the saying doesn't apply in the world to which it most properly belongs, 

for the outward world is subject to the law of imperfection; there it happens time and again that 

one who gets bread is one who does not work, that one who sleeps gets it in greater abundance 
that one who labours .. It is otherwise in the world of spirit. Here there prevails an eternal divine 

order, here it does not rain on the just and the unjust alike, here the sun does not shine on both 

good and evil, here only one who works gets breacl and only one who knows anguish finds rest, 

only one who descends to the underworld saves the loved one, only one who draws the knife gets 
Isaac, page 57. 

In the Introduction to Vie Concept of Anxiety Kierkegaard, (1980) explains his criticisms of 
Hegel's dialectic of mediation, though in an opaque way: 
7here is an old, respectable philosophical terminology: thesis, antithesis, synthesis. A more 

recent terminology has been chosen in which "mediation" takes the thirdplace. Is this such an 

extraordinary advance? "Mediation" is equivocal, for it suggests simultaneously the relation 
between the two and the result of the relation, that in which the two relate themselves to each 

other as well as the two that related themselves to each other. It indicates movement as well as 

repose. nether this is a perfection must be determined by subjecting mediation to a more 

profound dialectical test, but, unfortunately, this is somethingfor which we still must wait One 

rejects synthesis and says "mediation ". Fe? y well. Brilliance, however, demands more - one says 
"reconciliation" (Forsoning), and what is the result? 7he propaedeutic investigations are not 

served by it, for naturally they gain as little in clarity as does the truth, as little as a man's soul 

gains in salvation by having a title conferred upon him. On the contraq, two sciences, ethics 

and dogmatics, bqcome radically confused-Repentence and guilt torment forth reconciliation 

ethically, while dogmatics, in its receptivity to the proffered reconciliation, has the historically 

concrete immediacy with which it begins its discourse in the great dialogue of science, pages 11 - 
12. 

Kierkegaard. articulates a Christian version of the absolute dialectic: "The Christian view takes 
the proposition that non-being is present everywhere as the nothing ftom which things were 
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created, as semblance and vanity, as sin, as sensuousness removed from spirit, as the temporal 
forgotten by the eternal; consequently, the task is to do away with it in order to bring forth being. 
Only with this orientation in mind can the concept of Atonement be correctly understood, 
historically understood ... the importance of the moment becomes apparent, because only with this 

category is it possible to give eternity its proper significance, for eternity and the moment become 

the extreme opposites, whereas dialectical sorcery, on the other hand, makes eternity and the 

moment signify the same thing. It is only with Christianity that sensuousness, temporality, and the 

moment can be properly understood, because only with Christianity does eternity become 

essential", page 834n. 

In the Concluding Unscientific Postscript Kierkegaard (1941) displays ambivalence towards 

Hegel's thought, rejecting the idea that Hegel has been able to introduce the idea of movement 
into logic, "when as a matter of fact logic cannot explain movemenf', page 100. On mathematics 
he says that it "has no relationship at all either to or from existence, but simply has objectivity ... as 

the synthesis and the contradiction in which the logical is negatively related to existence", page 
101. Kierkegaard thinks that Hegel's logic, although the highest form of logic, is necessarily 
lifeless, it cannot truly know good or bad, or any other ethical category; it cannot know real 

"resolve", "decision!, "subjectivity" or , wiir,: "an existential system cannot be formulated", page 

107, "objective thought has no relation to the existing subject", page 112. 

Bernstein (1972) discusses Kierkegaard's dialectic, making the point that for him the "the 

dialectic of the Unhappy Consciousness" is inescapable, it is "the basic existential human 

condition - not a stage of Geist to be aufgehobed', page 84. Whilst this description of 
Kierkegaard's position is largely true, it omits what is valuable, if one-sided, in the radical 
individualism absent in Hegel and most Marxist presentations of history. Each individual has to 

actually make decisions, whatever their causes might be, in his or her life. In some cases such 
decisions, such as whether to become a Christian or, like N. U. M members, go on an extended 

strike, are what defines the course and meaning of a person's life. Kierkegaard's one-sided 
individualism, his isolation and bitterness are sublimated into the Abraham myth, in which all 
humanity's negative qualities are projected onto a jealous Old Testament war God. Echoing this, 
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Feuerbach says: "Man gives up his personality; but in return, God, the Almighty, infinite, 

unlimited being is a person; he denies human dignity, the human ego; but in return God is to him a 

selfish, egoistical being, who in 0 things seeks only himself, his own honour, his own ends; he 

represents God as simply seeking the satisfaction of his own selfishness, while yet he frowns on 
that of every other being; his God is the very luxury of egoism ... God loves his own glory more 
than all creatures ... God can only love himself, can only think of himself, can only work for 

himself In creating man, God seeks his own ends, his own glory", quoted in Stepelevich pages 
15 1 and 15 1 n. However, such a view is both in contradiction with the loving God of the New 

Testament, and Feuerbach's dialectic is limited by the observation that Kierkegaard's God is 

secular, or lacking in anthropomorphic characteristics. 

Bernstein's acknowledges the contribution of Kierkegaard, making us "confront our own 

existence. Hegel's philosophy is a 'comedy' because it forgets what it is to be a human being", 

page 108. However, Bernstein argues that Kierkegaard's "internal" decisions are unreal because 

they pose only "pure static possibilitiee' and "an unchangeable necessity", so that they are not real 
"outward acte'. In speaking of "existence' in such abstract terms, Bernstein confirms that he does 

not fully appreciate the basis for Kierkegaard's antithesis to Hegel's movement of Geist. The 

antithesis relates to Kierkegaard's position as a marginalised member of the Danish bourgeois 

intelligentsia. Which in turn explains his obsession with radical Christian individualismý a view 

which, as Feuerbach demonstrates, inverts alienated social being into intense religious suffering. 
However, Kierkegaard's God is sufficiently abstract for his preoccupation to be more about 
belief, or commitment, in general, acting as a vehicle for an inner psychological struggle to find 

meaning in life. Such struggle draws attention to a contradiction of bourgeois existence, 

capitalistic individualism promotes rational self-interest, but thereby forms an antithesis to the 
institutions of bourgeois life, the family, the church and the nation. Kierkegaard's dialectic of 
faith, for all its one-sidedness, draws attention to a crisis of belief, a lack of meaning, in atomised 
bourgeois existence, where the defining decision becomes which commodity to buy. 
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Conclusion: the influence of the Young Hegelians on Marx and Engels 

(FeUerbach) has demolished the inner principle of the old dialectic and philosophy... the only 

person who has a serious and critical relation to Hegel's dialectic 
.. to have opposed to the 

negation of the negation which claims to be the absolute positive, a setf-subsistent principle 
founded on itsetf, Marx quoted in McLeRan page 10 1. 

(Feuerhach) talks too much ahout nature and too little ahout politics, Marx quoted in McLellan 

page 113 

As Marx's formative years were spent in the company of, and in correspondence with, the Young 

Hegelians, it comes as no surprise to learn that his use of the dialectic, and not just that used in 

the early writings, relied heavily on their formulations. McLellan notes that Bruno Bauer was a 

major influence on Marx's Ph. D. thesis on Greek materialism, both helping Marx with the text 

and inspiring the choice of topic. Similarly the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of the State, 

especially the published Introduction, owes a great deal to Bruno Bauer's ideas. Metaphors used 

by Marx, including religion as the "opium of the people", and idioms such as "the solution of all 

riddles", are taken from the work of Bauer. Whilst under the influence of Bauer, Marx is 

ambivalent about materialism in both the Paris Manuscripts and the Holy Fwnily. 

From Edgar Bauer, Marx learned of the historical mission of the proletariat to put Young 

Hegelian theory, or "criticism7', into practice: "Now criticism does not any longer merely send 
idea against idea, it sends into the field men against men ... it finds in the practical force that it 

wields the proof 9f it own power" Bauer, quoted in McLellan pages 83-4. An important term 

used by Marx when speaking of Hegel's dialectic is its mystification, used by Feuerbach and other 

Young Hegelians to indicate the theistic juxtaposition of subject and object, in which humanity, 

the true subject, becomes a mere predicate of a mystified subject God. Another important 

Feuerbachian theme taken up by Marx was the "abolition of philosophy". Feuerbach's statement 

that "the doubt that theory will not solve for you will be solved by practice", quoted in McLellan 

page I 10, was similarly influential on Marx. However, under the influence of Stimer, Marx was 
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also to say "The gentlemen in Germany believe that Hegel's dialectic is a 'dead duck'. Feuerbach 

has much on his conscience in this respect ... Compared with Hegel Feuerbach is very poor. 
Nevertheless he was epoch-making because he put the emphasis on certain points, uncomfortable 
for the Christian consciousness and important for the progress of criticism, which Hegel had left 
in a sort of mystical twilight between clarity and obscurity", quoted in McLellan page 112-113. 

The influence of Moses Hess on Marx can hardly be overstated, especially the former's attack on 
Stimer, which was the subject of Hess's chapter in the German IdeoloV. An example of his 

application of dialectics to political economy is the claim that: 

the commercial world is the supreme attainment of the conscious and social animal world.... The 

money-hung7y possessive animal consumes not only its alienated theoretical essence - its God - 
but above all it consumes its estrangedpractical essence: money .. ne free competition' of our 

modem mercenary world is not only the perfectedform of rapacious robbery, but it is also the 

perfected consciousness of the complete diversity of human estrangement, Hess, quoted in 

Stepelevich pages 368-9. It is notable that Hess's dialectical formulations are far in advance of 

anything in Engels' Outline, to be considered in the next chapter. 

Hess's article On the Essence of Money was to be influential on Marx, written as it was in a 
Feuerbachian dialectical style: "money is for the practical world what God is for the theoretical 

world, that it constitutes the alienation of the idea of social value, in silver or alloy from the 

Catholic point of view, or in paper money for the Protestant point of view. In other words, money 
is simply the inorganic symbol of our present social production that has broken free from our 

rational control and therefore dominates us ... Life is the exchange of productive activity ... What 

God is for the theoretical life money is for the practical life of the inverted world: the alienated 

power of men, their reified activity", quoted in McLellan pages 154-5 and 157. These dialectical 

ideas were to prove crucial to Marx, as is apparent in a reading of the Paris Manuscripts, 

remaining influential in the methodological approach to Capital. 

The "liberating influence" of Feuerbach's critique of Hegel on Engels was profound, describing 

Feuerbach as having "destroyed the dialectic of concepts", quoted in McLellan page I 11. 
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However, Engels' claim for the Young Hegelians as a whole, "we were all for the moment 
'Feuerbachians"', was, according to McLellan, exaggerated, since they felt that Feuerbach was 

merely continuing, and secularising, Hegel's ideas. As we observe in the next chapter, Engels' 

distinction of Hegel's "system! ' from his "method", used to bolster his early adn3iration for 

Feuerbach, is not in line with Marx's views on the shortcomings of the Hegelian dialectic. 
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Chapter Eight 

From Marx's Early Critique of Hegel to Engels'Anti-Daking 

The appreciation which Das Kapital rapidly gained in wide circles of the Gemm working class is 
the best rewardfor my labours, Marx (1976) page 95. 

My &alectical method is, in its foundations, not only &fferent ftom the Begefiw4 hut exactly 

opposite to it, Marx (1976) refusing to acknowledge his debt to the content of Hegel's dialectic, 

page 102. 

all science would he super)7uous if the outwod appemance wd the essence of things &rectly 

coincided, Marx (1974) plagiarising Plato in volume 3 of Capital page 817. 

At a certain stage of development, the materialproductiveforces of society come into coqflict with 

the existing relations ofproduction or - this merely expresses the same thing in legal terms - with 

the propeny relations within the framework of which they have operated hitherto From forms of 
development of the productiveforces these relations turn into theirfetters. Aen begins an era of 

social revolution, a famous example of Marx's (1970) dialectical thought, page 2 1. 

A summary of the life of Marx (1818-1883) 

you talked about capital, whilst we made it, a comment made by a member of the famous Phifips 

farnily, who founded Philips Electrical Industries, to their visiting relative Marx, quoted in Briggs 

(1982) page 26. 

Karl Marx was bom in Trier in Prussia, the son of a lawyer of Jewish origin who had converted to 

Lutherisrn. He studied law and philosophy at the universities of Bonn and Berlin, and seemed, on 

completion of his PILD., to be destined for an academic career. However, his association with the 

Young Hegelians in Berlin, and his commitment to revolutionary politics made this impossible. In 

1842 he met Engels briefly in Cologne, but only when they met again in Paris two years later did 

they begin to collaborate by co-writing Yhe Holy Family. Marx married Jenny in 1843 and moved 

to Paris, where be began to read, and make notes on, everything he could obtain on economics, 
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politics and philosophy. He mixed with poets, artists and revolutionaries, such as Proudhon and 
Bakunin. Karl and Jenny were exTelled from Paris in 1845, after a request by Frederick-William IV, 

who Marx had attacked in print to the French authorities. Frederick William's Minister of Culture, 

Eichhorn was, unlike his predecessor, no fan of Hegelian thought cracking down on the activities 

of the Young Hegelians. So Marx moved to Brussels, but this, like Switzerland, was not a place of 
long-term refuge for a revolutionary. The pattern of the lives of Marx, Jenny and their children had 

already been formed, they lived in poverty, relying on borrowed money, or that obtained by 

pawning their possessions, in order to eat and pay the rent at their various lodgings. They were 

summarily expelled from Brussells in 1848, moving back and forth between revolutionary Paris and 
Germany, where they were constantly harassed because of Marx's political activities. 

Marx had visited Britain several times, including one trip in 1845 when he spent some time with 
Engels in Manchester, at that time a model of the contradictions associated with the new industrial 

city. In 1849 Marx settled in London, and apart from occasional visits to the continent and late in 

fife to Algeria for health reasons, stayed in Britain for the rest of his life. In London the Marx family 

for the most part lived a life of grinding poverty, their only income coming from occasional articles 
for the New York Daily Trihune. The family, now including four children, moved to their first home 

in Chelsea, but soon got into debt, having most of their possessions seized by bailiffs. They were 

evicted, watched by a delighted crowd of over two hundred, only to be evicted from their next 

accommodation shortly after. It was only in the last years of his life that Marx obtained any financial 

security, most of his time was spent in squalid homes, often begging for money from Engels and 

others, and visiting the pawn shop. This, and the early death of three of their children, damaged his 

and his wife's physical and mental health. Marx suffered from bouts of depression and ill-health, 

and according to one report was "often drunk". 1-lis attempts to obtain employment, including an 

application for ajob as a railway clerk, were unsuccessful. 

Marx was only too well aware of the fact that London was a city in which ... the most unbounded 

wealth' was 'the neighbour of the most hideous poverty' and 'the most gorgeous pomp' was 

placed in relief by 'the most deplorable squalor"', Briggs (1982) page 11. As early as 1849 several 

of the capital's industries had declined causing widespread poverty, the coming of the railways, 

according to Dickens, was on the one hand a symbol of progress and on the other literally an 
instrument of death to its builders, and the cause of economic crisis due to speculative over- 
investment. The city was "like a polluted sponge, a honeycomb of cesspools and wells ... perpetual 
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fever haunting the slums, and thousands dying in successive epidemics of cholera! ', page I S. 

Despite all this, the Marx fwaily maintained the fa*e of respectable middle class fife, maldng 

every effort to hide their poverty from their children, providing them with private education, piano 

and dancing lessons. The family employed a maid, and Eked to visit middle class venues like 

Ventnor, on the Isle of Wight, Harrogate and Eastbourne. Marx enjoyed fine wines and cigars 

when he could, and no doubt when he could not afford them. 

Like Paris, London contained a number of exiled revolutionaries, and Marx was always anxious to 

meet those who had been involved in the events of 1848. One association based in London was the 

German Workers' Education Society, founded in 1840, which, despite its name, contained exiles of 

several nationalities. Marx attended some of their events and meetings, where politics and 

pbilosophy, including paragraph by paragraph discussion of Feuerbach's work, was high on the 

agenda. After 1848, revolutionaries all over Europe realised that reaction was spreading across the 

continent. Although in Britain the decline in the Chartist movement led to some political apathy, 
Marx sustained a certain level of political activity, but for the most part concentrated on economic, 

and occasional political, study and writing. His major political activities took place in the forurn of 

the First International, established in 1864 during a period of political upsurge stimulated by English 

working class support for the North in the American civil war. Marx never accepted high office in 

the International, but took on theoretical work and engaged in polemics, including a particularly 
bitter one with Bakunin, in order to promote his own views within its ranks. The Paris Commune of 

. 
1871 was enthusiastically discussed in the International, and Marx wrote Yhe Civil War in Frcince 

on the subject. He claimed that the work made hina "the best calumniated and menaced man in 

Londorf', quoted in Briggs page 73. However, by this time the International was in terminal 
decline, and it was dissolved in 1876. Marx's final years were more settled and financially secure. 
He applied to become a naturalised British citizen in 1874, but was refused due to his political 

views. 

It seems likely that the poverty, insecurity, exile and numerous contradictions in his own fife 

predisposed Marx to adopt a dialectical mode of though: t, with its emphasis on change, opposition 

and strife. For example, Marx says, in Marx and Engels (1974): 1 possess private propeny only 
insofar as I have something vendible-My jrock coat is private propeny to me only so long as I 

can barter, pawn or sell it-But no economist would think of classing it as my private propeny, 

since it does not enable me to command any, even the smallest, amount of other people's labour, 
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page 10 1. The quote shows Marx using his own poverty to demonstrate his totalising dialectic in 

order to distinguish between private and personal property. 

Some preliminary comments on Marx and the Hegelian Dialectic 

In England, of course Ma7x was surrounded by the shallowest empiricism ma? x was intenseiy 

aware of his isolation; an isolation made all the more bitter because he alone among the thinkers 

of his generation hadprofound comprehension ofHegel, MacGregor (1984) page 259. 

Se&onsciousness, the awaTeness and independence of the human spint, is accor&ngly translated 

ftom mere potenfiality or purpose to the realm of actuality through the &a1ectics of labour, 

MacGregor (1984) highlighting a theme common to Marx and Hegel. 

The older he grew, the more (Marx) came to agree with Hegel and the German idealists that truth 
lay below the level of imme&ate empirical perception It had to be dug for by.... theorizing and 

philosophic reflection ". Prawler, quoted in MacGregor (1984) page 104. 

Marx's studies in philosophy at Bonn university included Hegel's writings, demonstrated by the 

following quote from a letter he wrote, aged 19, to his father: "during my illness, I had acquainted 

myself with Hegel from beginning to end, and most of his disciples as wePs pages 10-21 of Marx 

and Engels (1975). Although Marx was no doubt exaggerating, the letter is useful in that it also 

shows he was already iising Hegelian dialectical terms. Under the influence of Bruno Bauer he 

wrote his Ph. D. thesis on Greek philosophy, displaying his knowledge of Hegel and Young 

Hegelian ideas. In Germany during this period, the 1830s and 40s, the name of Hegel cast a long 

shadow over all areas of intellectual life, Hegel was the person to come to terms with in order to 

establish an intellectual position. Marx maintained his preoccupation with Hegel's work throughout 

his life, despite the fact that by the middle of the 19th century Hegel's dominance in Germany had 

waned. To surnmarise Mar. es attitude to Hegelian dialectics is difficult because it developed in 

stages. It is easy to find quotes, especially in his early work under the influence of the Young 

Hegelians, which show Marx attacking Hegers ideas, however, it is well documented that Marx re- 

read Hegel around the time of writing the notes later published as the Grun&lsse, and subsequently 
his work was so dominated by Hegel that many of his ideas were little more than plagiarisrrL Marx! s 
language, his ways of thinking, and most of all his dialectical method, including its form w7d 
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content owe a massive debt to Hegel, and he eventually acknowledged that "I ... openly avow 

myself the pupil of that mighty thinkee. As a n&, Marx failed to specify his debt to Hegel, often 

disparaging him. 

MacGregor (1984) argues strongly in favour of the debt owed by Marx to both Hegel's dialectical 

method and his revolutionary content, the two being a unity. On the content MacGregor notes 

Hegel's remark that "industrialists and manufacturers base their very existence on the misery of a 

clase', page 8. One of MacGregor's claims is that the basis of Marx's world view, human labour, is 

taken from Hegel's dialectical development of work Which is "the middle term between the 

subjective and the objective", page 13. According to Hegel, the worker "has put himself into a 

negative relation with the other, has penetrated the object and sublated the negation which it is! ', 

page 16. MacGregor points to a passage in Hegel on the subject of work which was to be used in 

Marx's comments on "the concrete" in his famous Introduction to the Grumbisse: "The actý thus is 

really one, and it is just this unity of differences which is the concrete. Not only is the act concrete, 
but also implicit (i. e., the inner plan or design: D. M. ) which stands to action in the relation of 

subject which begins, and finally the product is just as concrete as the action or as the subject which 
begins", page 90. In the work process, says Hegel, "there is made exTlicitly manifest what was the 

notion of design: viz the implicit unity of subjective and objective is now realized. And this, is the 

Idea! ', page 96. 

According to MacGregor, Marx's dialectical treatment of the categories of political economy is a 
development of examples given by Hegel. Comparing the means of production and the means of 

consumption Hegel says: "The tool lasts, while the immediate enjoyments pass away and are 
forgotten. In his tools man possesses power over external nature, even though in respect of his ends 
he is, on the contrary, subject to if', page 14. On Marx's treatment of the commodity form in 

chapter 1 of Capital MacGregor says: "this chapter, or at least that part of it devoted to the analysis 

of the commodity, simply reproduces similar discussions in the Philosophy of Right and the 

Philosophy ofMind. These discussions, in turn, are found, though in a more abstract form, in the 

Phenomenolog)P, page 161. When comparing a thing's "use" and its "value", Hegel says: "One 

piece of property is thus made comparable with another, and may be made equivalent to a thing 

which is (in quality) wholly heterogeneous. It is thus treated in general as an abstract, universal 

thing or commodity", quoted on page 162. MacGregor agrees with Althusser who says that 

"Marx's discussion of the commodity 'derives from ... Hegelian prejudice"', page 162. Marx 
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distinguished between the purchase of "labour", which is the purchase of the whole person and this 
is only possible in slavery, and "labour-power", which is purchased by the capitalist for a given 

period of time, the distinction was the germ of his derivation of surplus value. This was no doubt 

taken from Hegel, who says: "It is only when use is restricted that a distinction between use and 

substance arises. So here, the use of my powers differs from my powers and therefore from mys4 

only in so far as it is quantitatively restricted", page 164. 

MacGregor's criticisms of Marx are rigorous, but he is insufficiently critical of Hegel. The problem 

begins with MacGregor's lack of awareness of the origins of the Hegelian dialectic in mysticism, 

alchemy, and other areas of religious and esoteric thought. As a result MacGregor fails to perceive 

that much of the Hegelian dialectic of the Idea is located within a religious or mystical view of the 

world. MacGregor suggests that the more empirical or materialist Hegel, or the Hegel who totalises 

the materialist-idealist duality, is the norm Although idealism, material and a synthesis of the two 

are all deploying by Hegel, it remains the case that the first of these tends to predominate. Similarly, 

MacGregor fails to take adequate account of the Hegel's social and political environment, two key 

moments in his Euro-centrism and nationalism. Such dimensions, along with Hegel's alternate 

revolutionary and conservative views, help to exTlain his enigmatic totality. 

Commenting on Lenin's famous remark that "it is impossible completely to understand Manes 

Capital-without having thoroughly studied and understood the whole of Hegel's Logic. 

Consequently, half a century later none of the Marxists understood Marx! l", MacGregor notes 
Althusser's perceptive remark that "A century and a half later no one has understood Hegel 

because it is impossible to understand Hegel without having thoroughly studied and understood 
Capital! ", page 239. MacGregor makes the point, stressed frequently by Marx that: 'Tor both 

Hegel and Marx, dialectical method can only be applied to a given concrete reality; its object 'is 

always what is given, in the head as well as in reality', neither thinker is, is Marx's words, 'writing 

recipes ... for the cookshops of the future"', page 241. This anticipates Marx's distinction between 

the method of analysis and the method of presentation, and is perhaps one reason for his failure to 

deliver a promised treatise on dialectics. Finally, MacGregor draws attention to the inevitably 

anthropocentric nature of all human thought on natural being, saying: "The supreme principle 

guiding the dialectical method is Kant's notion 'that man-alone is the final end and aim' of the 

natural and social order", page 244; such a view is pronounced in Marx's early writings. 
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Another writer observing Marx's dialectic is Sowell (1986), who, on the relationship between 

essence and appearance, says: "A distorting mirror produces an appearance quite different from the 

reality, but wholly based on the reality and systematically related to the reality", page 7. On the 

elusive concept of essence Sowell quotes Marx, who shows the influence of Hess: "Money is the 

alienated essence of man's labour and fife, and this alien essence dominates him as he worships if', 

page 15. Sowell considers the discussion of method in the Grun&isse, noting the Hegelian use of 

the abstract as a moment in understanding the concrete: firstly by simplifying the apparently 

concrete into the "imaginary concrete! ', and secondly adding the "complicating factors" to reach the 

really concrete which is "too complex to grasp directly", page 8. Summarising the procedure, 
Sowell quotes Marx's comment "In the analysis of economic forms neither microscopes nor 

chemical reagents are ofuse. The force of abstraction must replace both", Marx (1976) page 90. 

Murray (1988), like Sowell, is so lacking in a critical approach to Marx's work that he borders on 

sychophancy. Despite this, and the fact that Murray tries to fit Marx into a Kantian duality 

separating thought from being, he makes some useful remarks on Hegel and Marx's dialectical 

method. On essence and appearance he says: 'Tor Hegel essence must appear as something other 

than itself; its logic is one of opposition, but not antinomy, as in Kant. The opposition can achieve 

reconciliation through the mediation of a third party", page xvii. MurTay exTlains Marx's view that 

the political economists, particularly Smith and Ricardo, adopted a method which implicitly 

distinguished between essence and appearance, but "ontologizes essence as a real thing hidden 

behind the curtain of appearances and sees no logical relationship between (thern)-a one-way 

street that externally ... relates the unreal, often deceptive appearances to their real basis in the world 

of essence. Just why this essence should have these appearances remains a mystery", page 132. 

Compared with Hegel's view that "the essence must appear", adopted by Marx, the methodology 

of the classical political economist was stultifying preventing progress in theorising capitalist social 

relations. Murray notes that "science is no longer a one-way street that externally relates 

appearances to the essence, but works both from the appearances to the essence ard from the 

essence to appearances ... 
Ricardo, working within the traditional essence-appearance paradigm, fails 

to recognize that appearances such as exchange value and money are themselves essentially related 

to the essence, value", pages 133-4. 

On the subject of truth in Marx's second 7heses on Feuerbach, Murray says: "Marx says that the 

test of our knowledge must be practical. 'Practical', for Marx, does not just mean instrumental - 
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'Does it work? ' - or what Kant might call 'technical'. Nor does Marx mean practical in Kant's 

refined moral sense, but practical with reference to the comprehensive and historical task of 
becoming more humarf', page 78. Murray muddies the water in speaking of the paralogism, taken 
from Kant to indicate what he calls a "category mistake', a strange term to use given its 

association with Gilbert Ryle. In fact Murray is referring to the kind of error, identified by Marx in 

the political economists, associated with confusing general abstractions, such as labour which all 

modes of production have in common, and determinate abstractions, wage labour, for example, 

which is specific to one mode of production. The effect of attributing a determinate abstraction to a 

general one is to naturalise the activity, a method used routinely by economists, for example in 

Joan Robinson's (1964) Economic Philosophy. The device is deeply ideological. 

The Gitique ofHeget's Philosophy of the State 

7hus Hegelpresents us with an unresolved antinomy. On the one hand external necessity, on the 

other immanent end.. Hegelproceedsftom an unreal antithesis and hence can resolve it only into 

an imagined identity which in reality is antagonistc. Yhe bureaucracy is such an identity, Marx 

summarising the contradiction between civil society, or 'the particular interests of individuals', and 

political society, concerned with the equality of the citizen. Marx (1975) pages 60 and 109. 

7he crux of the matter is that Hegel everywhere makes the Idea into the subject, while the genuine, 

real subject .. is turned into the predicate .. Hegel's task is not to discover the truth of empirical 

existence but to discover the empirical existence of the truth, it is very easy tofasten on what hes 

nearest to handandprove that it is an actual moment of the Idec; Marx, pages 65 and 98. 

7his state and this society produce religion, which is an inverted world consciousness of the 

worIg hecause they cre em inverted world, page 244. 

As early as 1842 Marx, in a letter to Ruge, mentioned his plan to write a critique of Hegel's 

Philosophy of Right In fact only the Introduction to the work was published in finished form, the 

rest, a set of notes on a part of Hegel's book, is available in Marx (1975), along with the 
Introduction, as Critique of Hegel's Doctrine of the State. In the Introduction, also reprinted in 

Stepelevick Marx reveals the influence of the Feuerbachian inversion on his ideas: "Man, who has 
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found only his own reflection in the fantastic reality of heaven! ', Stepelevich page 3 10. Using the 

concept of negation, Marx says of the backwardness of Germany: "For even the negation of our 

political present is already a dusty fact in the historical junkroorn of modem nations. If I negate 

powdered wigs, I still have unpowdered wigs If I negate the German conditions of 1843,1 am 

according to French chronology barely in the year of 1789, and still less at the center of the present 
day", page 311. 

The Introducfion contains numerous examples of the chiamus, used routinely by Hegel, using the 

technique in dialectical formulations, including the use ofAujhebung and the acknowledgement of 

the interpenetration of thought and being: "The weapon of criticism certainly cannot replace the 

criticism of weapons; material force must be overthrown by material force; but theory, too, 

becomes a material force once it seizes the masses ... Where, then, is the positive possibility of 
German emancipation? Our answer: in the formation of a class with radical chains, a class in civil 

society that is not of civil society, a class that is the dissolution of a classes, a sphere of society 
having a universal character because of its universal suffering and claiming no particular right 
because no particular wrong but unquaHed wrong is perpetrated on it ... This dissolution of society 

existing as a particular class is the proletariat ... Just as philosophy finds its material weapons in the 

proletariat, so the proletariat finds its spiritual weapons in philosophy-, and once the lightening of 

thought has struck deeply into this naive soil of the people the emancipation of the Germans into 

men will be accomplished ... Philosophy cannot be actualized with the abolition (Aujhebung) of the 

proletariat; the proletariat cannot be abolished without the actualization of philosophy" pages 316, 

and 320-21. Marx, in contrast to later views, believes that the relationship between thought and 
being is two way, he says: "the Peasant War, the most radical event in German history, foundered 

because of theology ... It is not enough that thought strive to actualize itself, actuality must itself 

strive toward thought ... The very stages (Germany) has surpassed in theory it has not yet reached in 

practia', Marx, in Stepelevich page 317. 

In the unfinished manuscript in Marx (1975), Marx comments on contradiction: 
Real extremes cannot he medfatedprecisely because they are real extremes. Nor do they require 

mediation, for their natures are wholly opposed 7hey have nothing in common with one another, 

they have no needfor one another, they do not complement one another. Ae one does not bear 

within its womb a longing, a neeg an anticipation of the other.... Ais appears to he refuted hy the 

dictum that 'extremes meet' Ae North and South Poles mutually attract each other; male ad 
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female likewise attract one another and human beings can anse onlyfrom the union of these two 

extremes... To thefirst point we may reply that both the North ad South poles are poles; they are 
identical in essence. Similarly, both the male andjemale sex belong to one species and have one 

essence, the essence of man Yhe true, real extremes would be a pole as opposed to a non-pole, a 
human as opposed to a non-human sm-For example, Christianity or religion in general is an 

extreme opposite of philosophy. But in reality there is no true antithesis between religion and 

philosophy. Forphilosophy comprehends rdigion in its illusory reality. In the eyes ofphilosophy, 

religion - inasmuch as it wishes to become a reality - must necessarily &sintegrate. Aere is no 

real dualism of essence, Marx, (1976) pages 155-6. The quote partially explains internal or 

essential contradictions, in which there exists a relationship between the antitheses. In the text, 

Marx distinguishes between 'formal' and 'material' contradictions, on which he promises, but does 

not deliver, "More on this later", page 194. 

Marx draws on Feuerbach's Provisional 7heses, and other work of the Young Hegelians, by 

referring to Hegel's "logical, pantheistic mysticism! ', Marx (1975) page 61. Marx believes that 
Hegel reverses the relationship between the real empirical world, which is presented as mere 

appearance, and the Idea, which mediates "behind the scenee'; real subjects are "transformed into 

unreal, objective moments of the Ida', page 62; "The problem is merely to discover the 

appropriate abstract determinants to fit the individual concrete ones7', page 65. According to 

Collettý in his introduction to Manes tM Marx claims that such reasoning "involves a double 

inversion or exchange-On the one hand being is reduced to thinIdng, the finite to infinite; 

empirical, real facts are transcended, and it is denied they have genuine reality. The realm of 

empirical truth is transformed into an internal moment of the Idea ... On the other hand reason - 
becomes an absolute, self-sufficient reality. In order to e3dst, this reality has to transform itself into 

real objects, has tq (the second inversion) assume particular and corporeal form .. The 'universal' or 

concept, which ought to exTress the predicate of some real object and so be a category or function 

of that object, is turned instead into an entity odsting in its own right. By contrast, the real subject, 

the subjectum of the judgement (the empirical, e3dsting world), becomes for him a manifestation or 

embodiment of the Idea - in other words, a predicate of the predicate, a mere means by which the 

Idea vests itself with reality", pages 19-20. By using this method, says Marx, Hegel is deriving the 

Institutions of the German State from the moments of the Idea, which lead to the conservative and 

apologetic conclusion that they must be rational. 
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Hegel's method is referred to, by Marx, as "hypostatizatiorf' or "fetishisrif', and political 

economists have deployed "uncritical positivism! ' to derive 'Tacts7', "universal categoriee' or 
"lawe', which are in actuality based on nothing more than abstractions derived from an equally 
"uncritical idealism! '. In other words, instead of beginning with the reality of the concrete 
institutions of the Prussian state, Hegel begins, in Platonic fashion, with the concepts of law, the 

church, the legislature, etc, as universal forms outside of and above real social being. Hegel then 

claims that the specific examples are approximations to, and are derived from, the hypostatized 

universals. However, what is most significant is not the idea that Hegel's philosophy is upside- 
down, that it inverts reality, but rather the discussion of why this is the case. Marx only hints at this 

problem in the Crifique, suggesting that difficulties arise not from the philosophy but with reality, 
the Prussian state is itself a hypostatized abstraction, separate and estranged from society. Marx 

says: "Hegel should not be blamed for describing the essence of the modem state as it is, but for 

identifying what is with the essence of the state. That the iational is real is contradicted by the 
irrational reality which at every point shows itself to be the opposite of what it asserts, and to assert 
the opposite of what it is! ', page 127. 

Similarly in bourgeois society, instead of presenting human subjects and their predicates, such as 

property, reality inverts the relationship and makes property the subject, men and women being the 

predicates of property. Consequently estrangement, fetishism or mysticism is built into reality. 
Colletti's Introduction shows how these insights were to prove useful in Marx's later work, 

particularly Capital. For example, in Die Werobrm Marx says that concrete human labour, such as 

the work of a tailor, only has value to the extent that it is a realization of abstract or undifferentiated 
human labour: "This inversion, whereby the sensuous-concrete only figures as a hypostasis of the 

abstract-universal, rather than the abstract-universal as a property of the concrete, characterizes the 

exTression of value', quoted in Marx (1975), page 3 9. 

NNUst Marx's understanding of the part of Hegel's text he examines is profound, and Colletti's 

Introduction is useful in pointing out the importance of the text to Marx's later work on political 

economy, an important point needs to be made here. Marx's Critique is in fact a perfect example of 

the one-sidedness of his polemics; for as Marx was later to acknowledge, the full text of Hegel's 

Philosophy of Right is actually replete with important economic, political and social theory 

expressed in penetrating dialectical formulations. 
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Marx's text has generated a large secondary literature, especially on the dialectical concept of 

contradiction, and has at times become the subject of hair-splitting scholasticism. Both Hegel and 

Marx were keen to avoid fixed definitions of contradiction, of the kind used in formal logic. They 

employed appropriate examples, such that form and content never became too detached, and 

realised the importance of totalising contradictions, linking them to other dialectical concepts such 

as essence, appearance, repulsion, attraction, flux and inversion. For Hegel, though not for Marx, 

the issue of logical and real contradictions did not arise because reality was often taken to be the 

objectification of thought, they were polarities of a unity, in which the sublation of contradiction 

was the governing principle of movement. For Marx, contradiction was not an absolute principle of 

movement governing nature and society, thought and being. Although reluctant to provide a formal 

definition of contradiction, Manes flexible use of the term suggests it was historically specific. 

Where he spoke of contradictions in nature, they were linked to the process of subduing or 
humanising it, a process mediated by social relations. Whilst Larrain's (1983) claim that "for Hegel 

supersession occurred by the recognition of the contradiction, for Marx supersession can only 

occur by the practical alteration and destruction of the contradictiod', page 132, is true, as it stands 
it is one-sided to the extent that it implicitly suggests that Marx is advocating absolute negation. 

Thus for Marx, socialism does not absolutely negate capitalism, but rather sublates it by both 

overcoming capitalism and preserving what is positive and valuable in it, which suggests that Marx 

was well aware of Hegel's principle of mediation. 

Larrain notes that Marx distinguishes between real social contradictions and mere "unsound 

reasoningý' based on Aristotle's principle of non-contradiction, adopting the latter meaning of 

contradiction where, for example, he wants to assail the argument of an opponent. This can be 

linked to the discussion on the relationship between formal and dialectical logic, a debate 

considered in depth by Hegel. Larrain anticipates Chapter Nine in discussing primary and secondary 

contradictions, along with formal and material contradictions, and antagonistic and non- 

antagonistic contradictions. However, it is important to sublate what can become a rather scholastic 

debate, by seeking to understand its social basis. For example, Larrain's point that contemporary 

Marxism is generally weak in its discussion of the contradictions generated by gender and race 

relationships in capitalitst society, is valid, but one needing to be socially grounded. 
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On the Jewish Question 

Written in 1843, Manes article is a reply to Bruno Bauees text on the subjectý considered in the 

previous chapter, applying the Hegelian dialectic, particularly the concept of contradiction, to 

religion and the state. He speaks of "irreconcilable conflict" in a way that retains validity in 

contemporary "fundamentalist' ' states: 
"The most rigid form of opposition between Jew and Christian is the religious opposition- How 

does one resolve an opposition? By making it impossible. How does one make a religious 

opposition impossible? By aholishing religion", Marx (1975) page 713. 'We humanize the 

contradiction between the state and aparticular religion, for example Judaism, by resolving it into 

the contradiction between the state and particular secular elements, and we humanize the 

contradiction between the state and religion in general by resolving it into the contradiction 
between the state and its own general presupposido&', pages 217-8. "The contradiction which 

exists between religious man and political man is the same as exists between the hourgeois and the 

citoyen, between the member of civil society and his political lion's skid', page 22 1. "Criticism 

therefore has every justification in forcing the state which bases itself on the Bible into intellectual 

disarray in which it no longer knows whether it is illusion or reality and in which the infamy of its 

secular ends - for which religion serves as a cover - comes into irreconcilable conflict with the 

integrity of its religious consciousness, which sees religion as the aim of the world", page 225. 

"The contradiction between the practical political power of the Jew and his political rights is the 

contradiction between politics and financial power in general. Ideally speaking the former is 

superior to the latter, but in actual fact it is in thrall to it", page 23 8. 

Marx synthesises Young-Hegelian dialectical formulations with political economy, saying: 
"The so-called Christian state, on the other hand, behaves in a political way towards religion and in 

a religious way towards politics. In the same way as it demeans political forms to mere 

appearances, it demeans religion to a mere appearance! ', page 223. "Money is the jealous god of 

Israel before whom no other god may stand. Money debases all the gods of manldnd and turns 

them into commodities. Money is the universal and self-constituted value of all things. It has 

therefore deprived the entire world - both the world of man and of nature - of its specific value. 

Money is the estranged essence of man's work and e)dstence; this alien essence dominates him and 

he worships if, page 23 9. "Since the real essence of the Jew is universally realized and secularized 

in civil society, civil society could not convince the Jew of the unreality of his religious essence ... As 
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soon as society succeeds in abolishing the empifical essence of Judaism - the market and the 

conditions which give rise to it - the Jew will have become impossihle, for this consciousness will 

no longer have an objectý the subjective basis of Judaism - practical need - will have become 

humanized and the conflict between man's individual sensuous eýdstence and his species-eNistence 

will have been superseded"I page 24 1. 

Excapisftom James Afill's 'Elements ofPolifical Economy' 

These notes, written in 1844, were probably influenced by Engels' Outlines of a Critique of 
Political Economy, considered later, both using dialectics as a means of articulating the 

comple-; dties of economic relationships. Marx for the first time systematically applies the dialectical 

method to what was to become his main area of study, the only area in which he produced a 

comprehensive and penetrating 'system', rather than, as in other areas, a number oý often brilliant, 

insights. Marx anticipates a number of themes in the Manuscfipts, such as self-estrangement: "man 

is himself transformed into money", Marx (1975) page 264; and division of labour. - "The very unity 

of human labour is regarded only in terms of division because mares social nature is realized only as 
its antithesis, as estrangement. With civilization the &vision of labour is intensified7', page 269. 

Marx applies Feuerbach's ideas to political economy, writing: 
"supply and demand only ever coincide momentarily thanks to a previous fluctuation... to the 

disparity between the cost of production and the exchange value. And in like fashion, the 

momentary coincidence is succeeded by the same fluctuations and the same disparity. This is the 

real movement, then, and the above-mentioned law is no more than an abstract, contingent and 

one-sided moment in it ... Tbrough this alien me&ator man gazes at his will, his activity, his relations 

to others as at a power independent of them and of himself - instead of man himself being the 

mediator for man Flis slavery reaches a climax... (ObJects) have value only in so far as they 

represent him, whereas it appeared at first that he had value only to the extent to which he 

represented them .. Thus man separated from this mediator becomes poorer as man in proportion as 

the mediator becomes riche? ', pages 260-1. "Each ofus sees in his product only his own objectified 

self-interest, hence in the product of others the objectification of a &fferent, alien self-interest 
independent of oneself .. Your own object is merely the sensuous husk, the hidden form of my 

object", pages 275 and 277. 
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77se Paris Manuscripts 

the result of the movement is the identity of se#: consciousness and consciousness, absolute 
knowledge, the movement of abstract thought no longer dfrected outwards but proceedfng only 

within itset( ; i. e., the result is the 67alectic ofpure thought, Marx (1975), criticising Hegel dialectic 

of estrangement, page 385. 

"Seýaconsdousness is rather a quality of human nature, of the human eye, etc; human nature is not 

a quality of seocconsciousness". Marx, attacIdng Hegel's crucial concept of self-consciousness, 

page 3 87. 

we see how consistent naturalism or humanism differs bothftom idealism and materialism and is 

at the same time their unifying truth We also see that only naturalism is capable of 

comprehending the process of world history, Marx, expressing the End of view which so worried 

orthodox, i. e. materialist, Marxists, page 389. 

The Economic ard Philosophical Manuscripts, written in Paris in 1844, cover a wide range of 

topics including political economy, the philosophy of nature and a critique of Hegel's dialectic. It is 

important to note that these notes were unknown to scholars until the late 1920s and, as we see in 

the next chapter, their humanist Feuerbachian influence, especially on the issue of alienation, was an 

unpleasant surprise to Leninist orthodoxy. In this section I concentrate on the final part of the 

notes, in which Marx firstly discusses Feuerbach, "the only person who has a serious and a critical 

attitude to the Hegelian dialectic and who has made real discoveries in this field", Marx (1975) 

page 381, and secondly Hegel's dialectic. According to the 'early' Marx, Feuerbach has "founded 

true materialism and real science by making the social relation of 'man to man' the basic principle 

of his theory", page 381. On Feuerbach's critique of Hegel's concept of the negation of the 

negation, Marx says that Feuerbach views it "only as a contradiction of philosophy with itselfý as 

philosophy which affirms theology (supersession, etc) after having superseded it and hence affirms 
it in opposition to itself .. as a positing which is not yet sure of itselt which is still preoccupied with 
its opposite, which doubts itself and therefore stands in need of proof', page 3 82. Marx claims that 

the whole of Hegel's Encyclopae&a Logic "is nothing but the extended being of philosophical 

mind, its self-objectification ... completely indifferent to all real determinateness and hence unreal, 
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alienated thought, and therefore thought which abstracts from nature and from real man", page 
383. On the PhenomenoloSy, Marx similarly says that "despite its thoroughly negative and critical 

appearance and despite the fact that its criticism is genuine and often well ahead of its time, the 

uncritical positivism and equally uncritical idealism of Hegel's later works, the philosophical 
dissolution and restoration of the empirical world, is already to be found in latent form, in embryo, 
as a potentiality and a secref ', pages 3 84-5. As we shall see, Marx was to reverse his views on the 

merits of both Hegel and Feuerbach. 

Marx's attack on Hegel for his "idealisre' or "divine dialectie', in which material reality is a mere 

objectification of the Idea, is accurate but one-sided, omitting to mention that Hegel sometimes 
takes a materialist standpoint. As we have seen, McGregor (1984) points out that in some of 
Hegel's more difficult dialectical passages he is actually explaining the crucial role played by labour 

in uniting the subject and the object, thought and being, and thereby creating value. In the text 
Marx goes only some way in acknowledging his debt to Hegel's writings on political economy, 
saying: "Hegel adopts the standpoint of modem political economy. He sees labour as the essence, 
the self-confirming essence, of man; he sees only the positive and not the negative side of labour. 

Labour is man's coming to befor himset(within aftenation or as an alienatedman", page 3 86. The 

claim that Hegel is unaware of the alienated way in which labour is performed in capitalist society is 

incorrect, since Hegel's PhenomenoloSy speaks of the "unhappy consciousness". A later comment 
by Marx implies as much: "(Flegel) sees labour - within abstraction - as man's act of sepýcreafion 
and man's relation to himself as an alien being and the manifestation of himself as an alien being as 
the emergence of species-consciousness and species-life"; page 395. However, Mar? Cs very next 
sentence, on page 386, is false: "The only labour Hegel knows and recognizes is abstract mental 
labour", since Hegel often refers to manual labour, as is obviously the case in the master-servant 
dialectic, which Marx rarely refers to, but of which he was aware. 

A final point to emphasise is that nowhere in his critique of Hegel in the final part of the 
Mmwcript does Marx distinguish between Hegel's dialectical form, which writers such as Engels 

categorised as "revolutionary", and its content, which Engels described as "conservative'. 
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The Holy Family and the use of cyifique 

'Once the kingdom of ideas is revolutionised, reality cannot hold out' (Hegel) ... criticism is the 

action of applying theory to reality as it exists, the critical negation of what exists .. what 
Bauer.... called the 'Ierrori= ofpure theory'. McLeUan (1980) summarising crifical crifique, pages 
61-2. 

"Yhe historical process is the relating of theory to the historical existence of Spirit; this 

relating is critique. Indeed, historical development itself is ohjective critique", Ruge quoted in 

StePelevich page 227. 

without critique there is no concept, and without the concept there is no relating of the 

concept to actual existence, there is no critique ... Critique is movement, the process of 

secretion that at the same time is a process of engendering, Ruge quoted on pages 229-30 of 

Stepelevich. 

Marx regularly used the word critique in his work, especially in his titles, so it is worth maldng a 

few remarks on the terra, referred to by McLellan (1980) as the "constant battle-cry of the Young 

Hegelian movemenf', page 60. Kant popularised the word, its use being continued by Hegel and 

the Young Hegelians. One writer, replying to Marx and Engels' Holy Family, used the title 

Critique of the Critique of Critical Critique, obviously parodying the term. Bauer spoke of 

criticism in the following way: "Up till now history has brought forth no truth that has not fallen to 

the fire of criticism, but the highest truth that she can now produce - through criticism - man, 

freedorn, self-consciousness, is the least calculated to block criticism and future progress since it is 

nothing but development at last freeT, McLellan page 60. 

77ze Holy Family, Marx and Engels (1975), is a collection of short essays on various topics 

written, separately, by Marx and Engels in Paris in 1844. Much of the text is bitter polemic against 

various opponents, particularly Bruno Bauer and his "critical criticisnY', and therefore the bulk of 

the material is of limited interest. The foreword, probably written by Engels, says: 'Vhat we are 

combating in Bauer's criticism is precisely speculation reproducing itself as a caricature. We see in 

it the most complete expression of the Christian-Germanic principle, which makes its last effort by 

transforming "Criticism" itself into a transcendent power", page 11. 
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Marx displays an ignorance of the vital contribution of alchemy to dialectics, writing: "just as the 

essence of alchemy and astrology is our imagination, but their objects - the movement of the 

heavenly bodies and the chemical properties of substances - are true", page 34. However, later in 

the text Marx, or it could be Engels, mentions the alchemist Jakob Boehme favourably: "Among 

the qualities inherent in matter, motion is the first and foremost, not only in the form of mechanical 

and mathematical motion, but chiefly in the form of an impuZw, a vital spirit, a tension - or a 

'Qual'. to use a term of Jakob Boehme's - of matter", page 15 1. There is also a favourable 

comment on the paradox of Mandeville, who "proves that in modem society vice is indispensable 

and useful. This was by no means an apologia for modem society", page 154. 

Despite its Young Hegelian clich6s, such as Hegel "stands the world on its head and can therefore 

in his head also dissolve all limitations, which nevertheless remain in existence for bad 

sensuousness, for real marf', page 226, there are some penetrating comments on Hegel and the 

Young-Hegelians in the text: "In Hegel there are three elements, Spinoza's Substance, Fichte's 

SeýcConsciousness, and Hegel's necessarily antagonistic unity of the two, the Absolute 

Spirit-Within the domain of theology, Strauss expounds Hegel from Spinoza's point of view, and 

Bauer does so from Fichte's point of view, both quite consistently. They both criticised Hegel 

insofar as with him each of the two elements wasfalsified by the other, whereas they carried each 

of these elements to its one-sided and hence consistent development. - Both of them therefore go 
beyond Hegel in their criticism, but both also remain within his speculation and each represent s 

only one side of his systenf', page 164; "it goes without saying that whereas Hegel's 

Phanomenologie, in spite of its speculative original sin, gives in many instances the elements of a 

true description of human relations7', page 227. 

In the text Marx frequently uses the term conftWiction in a general, fle3dble way: "The 

contradiction between the democratic representative state and civil society is the completion of the 

classic contradiction between public commonweal and slavery', page 137. But he is keen to 

dissociate himself from the idea, used by Bakunin, that one of two opposites "comes out victorious 

over the other ... as the only trutif, page 41. Marx is at his most precise in writing of Proudhon's 

discussion of poverty and private property: 
"the whole antithesis is nothing but the movement of both its sides, and the precondition for the 

e)dstence of the whole fies in the very nature of the two sides ... Proletariat and wealth are opposites; 
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as such they form a single whole. They are both creations of the world of private property. The 

question is exactly what place each occupies in the antithesis. It is not sufficient to declare them two 

sides of a single whole. Private property as private property, as wealth, is compelled to maintain 
itsel(, and thereby its opposite, the proletariat, in existence. That is the positive side of the 

antithesis, self-satisfied private property. The proletariat, on the contrary, is compelled as proletariat 
to abolish itself and thereby its opposite, private property, which determines its existence, and 

which makes it proletariat. It is the negative side of the antithesis, its restlessness with its very self, 
dissolved and self-dissolving private property. The propertied class and the class of the proletariat 

present the same human self-estrarigement. But the former class feels at ease and strengthened in 

this self-estrangernent, it recognises estrangement as its ownpower and has in it the semblance of a 
human existence. The class of the proletariat feels annihilated in estrangement; it sees in it its own 

powerlessness and the reality of an inhuman existence. It is, to use an expression of Hegel, in its 

abasement the indignation at that abasement an indignation to which it is necessarily driven by the 

contradiction between its human nature and its condition of life, which is the outright, resolution 

and comprehensive negation of that nature. Within this antithesis the private property-owner is 

therefore the conservative side, the proletarian the destructive side. From the former arises the 

action of preserving the antithesis, from the latter the action of annihilating it ... When the proletariat 
is victorious, it by no means becomes the absolute side of society, for it is victorious only by 

abolishing itself and its opposite. Then the proletariat disappears as well as the opposite which 
determines it, private property", pages 43-4. 

This lengthy, and famous, quotation is both Marx's classic statement of the internal relations 

between simultaneously independent and interdependent opposites, and an example of his 

simultaneous use of several aspects of the Hegelian dialectic. We see that Marx argues for 

something aldn to Hegelian mediation and rejects absolute negation, advocated by Proudhon, 

Bauer and, later, Bakunin. The quote also shows that Marx carefiffly considered the relationship 

between abstract form and positive content using a compelling content to demonstrate the form of 

his totalising dialectic. 

An example of Marx's use of the inner-outer dialectic and, under the influence of Feuerback the 
deployment of the reflection metaphor, is contained in a passage on the Jewish religion: "Once 

Jewry was stripped bare of the religious shell and its empirical, worldly, practical kernel was 

revealed, the practical, really social way in which this kernel is to be abolished could be 
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indicated 
.... the tenacious survival of the Jewish religion was explained by practical features of civil 

society which arefantastically reflected in that religion .. the task of abolishing the essence of Jewry 

is actually the task of abolishing the Jewish character of civil society, abolishing the inhumanity of 

the present-day practice of life, the most extreme expression of which is the money system", pages 
128-9. There is also an implicit use of the totalising dialectic in the following passage on charity, in 

which the seer: ri4y isolated pauper, as unemployed proletarian, still. has a function to perform for 

the capitalist: "that human misery itselý the infinite abjectness which is obliged to receive alms, 

. 
fy If ti kI must serve the aristocracy of money and education as a plaything to safis its se -love, ce its 

arrogance and amuse it... the concerts, balls, plays, meals for the poor, and even the public 

subscriptions for victims of accidents, have no other object. It seems that along these fines charity, 

too, has long been organised as entertainment", page 228. Marx and Engels also quote from the 

work of the highly praised Fourier, in which "the progress of women towards freedonY' is used as a 

microcosm for the totality of social relations: "The degree of emancipation of woman is the natural 

measure of human emancipation. The hurnDiation. of the female sex is an essential feature of 

civilization as well as barbarism. The only difference is that the civilised system raises every vice 

that barbarism practises in a simple form to a compound, equivocal, ambiguous, hypocritical mode 

of existence ... No one is punished more severely for keeping woman in slavery than man himself 

page 23 0. 

Proudhon's dialectic 

Proudhon's Kantian inspired dialectic, employing anfinomy as equivalent to contradiction, is 

developed in his System ofEconomic Contra&ctions, Proudhon (1970). He describes the antinomy 
between capitalism and socialism, which is to be resolved by the synthesis of mutualism. However, 

he later rejected what he incorrectly called the ', Hegelian synthesie', arguing for the "balancing' of 

antinomies Eke property and the state, liberty and authority, on the basis that all social institutions 

corresponded to inherent human instincts. He writes, attributing to Hegel a vocabulary which he 

did not deploy: I had shared Hegel's belief that the two terms of the antinomy, thesis and 

antithesis, were to become resolved in a superior terrn, synthesis. But I have since come to realize 

that just as the two poles of an electric cell do not destroy each other, so the two terms of the 

antinomy do not become resolved. Not only are they indestructible, but they are the very motive 
force of all action, life and progress. The problem is not to bring about their fusion, for this would 
be death, but to establish an equilibrium between them - an unstable equilibriurn, that changes as 
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society develops ... But balance is not synthesis as Hegel understood it ... this equilibrium is in no way 

antiiiomic - for otherwise there would be no certainty, no truth, and thought would simply be a 

perpetual seesaw .. opposition causes these forces to fight and destroy each other if man, through 

the exercise of reason, is unable to discover some way of understanding, controlling and 

maintaining them in a state of equifibrium7, pages 229-31. We see immediately how inferior is 

Proudhon's dialectic compared, for example, to that used by Marx in the long quote from the Holy 

Fwnily. 

Proudhon, under the influence of Fourier, speaks of the serial dialecfic which reason embraces 
into "a single perspective ideas that in substance, cause, origin or form are totally disparate, and to 

arrange them into a single series of equal or identical terms. Dialectical series will be the name I 

give to this series, the product of reasoning which can compare terms that are otherwise totally 
incomparable. Serial &aleclic is the name I will give to the special theory that teaches how to apply 
if', page 226. Proudhon finther reveals his distance from Marx's dialectic on the same page: "In the 

REALITY Series there is an essence, a something that resists, that struggles to remain unchanged 

and would rather be destroyed than undergo any metamorphosis or the smallest alteration. It is 

something more than just weight color, movement, shape or series. It is in fact something beyond 

man's understanding', (Proudhon's emphasis). 

According to Proudhon, "the dissonance and harmony of human faculties ... are simply the two 

sides of our nature, always opposed to each other, always worldng toward reconciliation, but never 
becoming completely reconciled. In short, just as individualism is the primordial factor in humanity, 

so association is its complementary term", page 232. The antinomy "is a feature of our 

consciousness of law as well as of our understanding. We experience it first of all in our hearts in 

the love we feel for a woman, and then in our desire to emulate, which causes us to want to be 

treated in all things like other men, to weigh equally in the balance with them This in 

Revolutionary terms is being equal before the JaW', page 234. It is clear from Proudhon's use of 

the dialectic, that its formal deployment can never be a substitute for a detailed understanding of 

specific content, in this case capitalist social relations. 
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MueHer accuses Marx 

In his discussion of what he calls "the mytV that Hegel's dialectical method can be 

summarised as thesis-antithesis-synthesis, Mueller, in Stewart (1996), holds Marx responsible 
for the originating "the myth". Commenting upon one attempt to codify Hegel's dialectical 

method in the straightjacket of. thesis-antithesis-synthesis, Mueller notes the reaction of the 

author on finding that Hegel's texts do not in fact follow this method: "These irregularities do 

not indicate, however, that our description of the dialectic method is wrong. What they do 

show is that Hegel has not himself been able to carry out his own dialectical method with 

absolute consistency in all cases. This is of course an imperfection in his system! ', Stewart page 
302. Mueller shows how in the Preface to the Phenomenolosy Hegel attributes the "triplicity" 

to Kant and refers to it as a "lifeless schema", a "mere shadow", "as boring as the repetition of 

any bit of sleight-of-hand once we see through if', quoted on page 302. However, Mueller, in 

his role as cold-war warrior, himself creates a new myth, writing: 
Ae legend was spread hy Karl Marx, whose interpretation of Hegel is distorted It is 

Marxism superimposed on Hegel, Stewart page 3 04. 

Mueller claims that Marx, whilst a student at Berlin University, himself took the view that 

Hegel used this triad, under the influence of the lecturer Chalybdus. However, Mueller then 

confusingly says that Marx practiced "the communistic habit of expropriation without 

compensation", page 304, thus rendering it unclear exactly what he is accusing Marx of doing. 

Whilst it is the case that Marx sometimes misunderstood, and often misrepresented, Hegel, we 

need to note exactly what Marx said on Hegel and thesis-antithesis-synthesis in chapter 2 and 

elsewhere in the Peking edition of 77ie Poverty of Philosophy, Marx (1978). It must be said at 
the outset, that the text is one of Marx's bitter polemics, here against his former associate 
Proudhon. Marx is at his worst in these polemics, firstly because he often misrepresents the 

views of his opponents, and secondly because vitriol and sarcasm are not the best approaches 
to informed debate. 

The discussion on Proudhon's dialectic in The Poverty ofPhilosophy 

Ais opposition of interests resulaftom the economic conditions of their bourgeois life .. Ae more 

the antagonistic character comes to light, the more the economists, the scientific representatives of 
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bourgeois productioA find themselves in conflict with their own theory; and different schools 

arise... (one school) denies the necessity of antagonism; it wants to tum all men into hourgeois. -It 
goes without saying that, in theory, it is easy to &sregffd the contradictions that are met with at 

every moment in actual reality, Marx (1978) page 118-120. 

The vitriolic attack on Proudhon's method, perhaps aggravated by the latter's anti-semitism, 
begins with Marx accusing him of using "quasi-Hegelian phrases", page 97. CruciaUy for Muefler's 

accusation, Marx says that Proudhon "is forced to turn head over heels, in posing itself, opposing 
itself and composing itself - position, opposition. Or, to speak Greek - we have thesis, antithesis 

and synthesis. For those who do not know the Hegelian language, we shall give the ritual formula: 

affirmation, negation and negation of the negation! ', page 98. Clearly this constitutes evidence 

against Marx's responsibility for propagating the idea that Hegel himself used the triad. Less clear 

are Marx's lengthy and repetitive remarks on page 10 1: 

nerein does the movement ofpure reason consist? Inposing itsel(, opposing itsetr, composing 
itse#'; in formulating itsej( as thesis, antithesis, synthesis; or, yet again, in affirming itse#, ' 

negating itse#' and negating its negation... But once it has managed to pose iise#as a thesis, this 

thesis, this thought, opposed to itse#, ý splits up into two contradictory thoughts - the positive and 

the negative, the yes and the no. 7he struggle hetween these two antagonistic elements comprised 

in the antithesis constitutes the 47alectical movement 7he yes hecoming no, the no hecoming yes, 

the yes hecoming hoth yes and no, the no hecoming hoth no and yes, the conft=ies halance, 

neutralize, paralyze each other, 7hefisjon of these two contradictory thoughts constitutes a new 

thought, which is the synthesis of them. 772is thought splits up once again into two contradictory 

thoughts, which in turnfise into a new synthesis. Of this travail is horn a group of thoughts. Yhis 

group of thoughts follows the same d7alectic movement as the simple category, and has a 

contra&ctory group as antithesis, Of these two groups of thoughts is bom a new group of 

thoughts, which is the synthesis of them. Just as from the aUdlectic movement of the simple 

categories is born the group, softom the &alecfic movement of the groups is born the series, and 
ftom the &alectic movement of the series is horn the entire system. Apply this method to the 

categories oftolitical economy, andyou have the logic and metaplocs ofpolitical economy, or, 

in other words, you have the economic categones that everybody knows translated into a fittle- 

known language which makes them look as if they had newly blossomedforth in an intellect of 

pure reason; so much do these categories seem to engender one another, to be linked up ad 

intertwined with one another by the mere working of the dialectic movement. Me reader must not 
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get alarmed at these metephysics with all their scaffol&ng of categories, groups, series and 

systems. M Proudion, in spite of all the trouble he has taken to scale the heights of the system of 

contra&ctions, has never been able to raise himse#ahove thefirst two rungs of the simple thesis 

and antithesis, and even these he has mounted only twice, and on one of these two occasions he 

fell over backwards. Up to now we have expounded only the dialectics ofHegeL 

The last sentence, which begins a new paragraph, seems most relevant to Mueller's confused 

claim. Marx is not explicitly attributing the triad to Hegel, and may only be repeating Proudhon's 

use of the triad, but certainly the implication is that Marx is suggesting Hegel's use of thesis, 

antithesis, synthesis. However, this is clear evidence of Marx's own early use of the triad in 

formulating the dialectic, and its application to political economy. As the chapter continues, Marx's 

rejects the absolute dialectic: "What constitutes dialectical movement is the coexistence of two 

contradictory sides, their conffict and fusion into a new category. The very setting of the problem of 

eliminating the bad side cuts short the dialectic movement", page 106. Commenting upon 
Proudhon's claim that "truth in itself is independent of these dialectical symbols and freed from the 

combinations of our minde', quoted on page 107, Marx accuses him of reducing the dialectic "to 

the simple process of opposing good and bad, and of administering one category as an antidote to 

another, the categories are deprived of all spontaneity, the idea 'no longerfinctions'; there is no life 

left in if', page 107. Marx explains, albeit not clearly, that for Proudhon there exists a duality of 

economic being and dialectical thought, suggesting that when Proudhon states that "having 

exhausted all its contradictions -I suppose, but it is not proved that there is a limit to human 

contradictions - it returns in one leap to all its former positions and in a single formula solves all its 

problems! ', quoted on page 112, he is claiming that the real problems of capitalist social relations 

are merely the result of "contradictory hypotheses", page 112, so that these problems can be 

magically solved by a mere act of thought. What Marx concludes is that Proudhon's economic 

categories, like Hegel's religion, law and state institutions, are attributed to "the movement of pure 

reason", page 98. 

The appendices to the Peking version of the text contain an 1846 letter from Marx to Annenkov, 

consisting of a similarly polemical discussion of Proudhonýs dialectic. Marx is still in his anti- 
Hegelian phase, saying that Proudhon: "incapable of following the real movement of history, 

produces a phantasmogoria which claims to be dialectical 
... In short, it is not history but trite 
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Hegelian trash... man is only the instrument of which the idea or the eternal reason makes use in 

order to unfold itself .. the veil of this mystical language! ', page 177. An 1865 letter to Schweitzer 

displays more sober approach to an earlier text by Proudhon, who Marx himself had "infected" 

with Hegelianism "very much to his detrimenf', page 216. Marx writes: "Kant was at that time the 

only German philosopher whose works he had read, in translations - and he leaves one with the 

strong impression that to him, as to Kant the resolution of the antinornies is something 'heyond' 

the human understanding, i. e., something that remains obscure to him .. he attempted to present the 

system of economic categories dialectically. In place ofKants insoluble 'andhomies', the Hegelian 

'contrachction' was to be introduced as the means of development ... (Proudhon) arbitrarily 

transforms (economic categories) into pre-e)dsting eternal ideas", pages 215 and 217. "Proudhon 

had a natural inclination for dialectics. But as he never grasped really scientific dialectics he never 

got finther than sophistry", page 222. 

The German Ideology and the camera obscura 

if in Eng1wd a machine is inventeg which deprives countless workers of hread in India and 
China, and overtums the whole form of existence of these empires, this invention hecomes a 

world-historicalfact, Marx and Engels (1974) page 5 8. 

not criticism but revolution is the &ivingforce of history .. circumstances make menjust as much 

as men make circumstwices, page 59. 

the objects of the simplest 'sensuous certainty' are only given. -through social develoPment, 

in&atry and commercial intercourse.. the celehrated unity of man with nature I has always 

existed in industry.... : pwe' natural science is provided with an aim, as with its material, only 

through trade and industy, through the sensuous activity ofmen; pages 62-3. 

Once the ruling ideas have been sepa7ated-ftom the relationships which resulfftom a given stage 

of the mode ofproduction, and in this way the conclusion has been reached that history is ahvays 

under the sway of ideas, it is very easy to abstractfrom these various ideas 'the idea ', the notion, 

etc as the dominantforce in history, Mwx and Engels' explamfion of the Hegelian Idea, page 67. 
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Competition separates indiWdualsfrom one another, not only the bowgeois but still more the 

workers, in spite of thefact that it brings them together, page 79n. 

he made the materially motivated determinations of the will of the French bourgeois into pure 

se#: &terminatjons of free iall't of the will in andfor itseff, of the human will, and so converted it 
into purely ideological conceptual detenninations and moral postulates, Marx and Engels' 

description of the philosophy of Kant, 'the whitewashing spokesman' of the German burghers, 

page 99. 

communists do not put egoism against se#-sacrifice or se#'-sacrifice against egois7n, nor do they 

express this confta&ction theoretically either in its sentimental or in its high flown ideological 

form; on the conftwy, they demonstrate the material basis engendering it, with which it 
dfsappears of itsep, ' page 104. 

The fiU text of the Gennany Ideoloff, written between late 1845 and summer 1846, containing 

over 700 pages, is available in volume 5 of the Collected Works, Marx and Engels (1976). Quite 

how hard Marx and Engels tried to find a publisher for the text is a matter of some dispute. The 

work, including a chapter probably written by Moses Hess, is for the most part a rather repetitive 

polemic against Stimer. A shorter edition, Marx (1974) edited by Arthur, is available, and it is from 

which most quotations are taken. The first problem with the text, and its marginal additions, is that 
it is not known whether it was actually co-written or, if not, which parts Marx, Engels and Hess 

wrote. The Gennan IdeoloSD, is often said to be the forum for Marx and Engels to reveal historical 

materialism to the world. In fact, Marx never used the term, whilst Engels only referred to it in 

order to distance himself from the term in his late correspondence. Tberefore, the term does not 

occur at all, even in the fiiU text, although the following "In reality and for the practical materialist, 
i. e. the communistý it is a question of revolutionising the existing world, of practically attacking and 

changing existing things! " is found on page 62. As we will see, the term materialism, which Marx 

and Engels adopted under the influence of Feuerbach, was to become crucial to orthodox Marxism, 

and the subject of some controversy. Marx and Engels' materialism is explained in the following 

passage: "The premises from which we begin are not arbitrary ones, not dogmas, but real premises 
from which abstractions can be made in the imagination. They are the real individuals, their activity 

and the material conditions under which they five, both those which they find already existing and 
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those produced by their activity. These premises can thus be verified in a purely empirical way", 
page 42. This approach to materialism is at variance with that taken up in both Engels" later work 

and Second International orthodoxy. 

Although the text contains a number of useful applications of the dialectical method, it also 

consists of formulations and metaphors which are either determinist or ambiguous, or both, along 

with historical examples, particularly from prehistory, which recent scholarship has demonstrated to 

be inaccurate. An example of the latter is from "the natural division of labour existing in the 

family 
... there develops the division of labour, which was originally nothing but the division of 

labour in the sexual act ", pages 44 and 51. Recent anthropological research suggests that the 

division of labour in hunting gathering tribes can be highly variable in its contentý and does not 

conform to a 'natural' or determined pattern- Examples of technological determinism include: 

"slavery cannot be abolished without the steam-engine and the mule and the spinning jenny, 

serfdom cannot be abolished without improved agriculture! ', page 61. These observations contain a 

one-sided truth but, because the authors are not applying a many-sided methodology, they omit to 

mention other factors relevant to modes of production. That the text is not properly prepared for 

publication is clear when we read on page 48: "But fife involves before everything else eating and 
drinking, a habitation, clothing and many other things. The first historical act is thus the production 

of the means to satisfy these needs, the production of fife itself'; however, on the next page we 

read: "The second point is that the satisfaction of the first need (the action of satisfying, and the 

instrument of satisfaction which has been acquired) leads to new needs; and this production of new 

needs is the first historical act". Whilst the text correctly attacks the idea that a mere act of will can 
"abolish competition and with it the State and the law", page 107, in their determinist-materialist 

zeal the authors fail see the importance of will and agency as a prelude to abolishing the capitalist 

mode of production. 

The text is peppered with useful examples of processes of social development including 

alienation, instances of real contradictions and use of a totalising methodology, i. e. the relationship 

of entities to their social and natural environment. Thus: "Division of labour only becomes truly 

such from the moment when a division of material and mental labour appears. (rhe first form of 
ideologists, priests is concurrent. ) From this moment onwards consciousness can flatter itself that it 

is somethng other than consciousness of existing practice, that it really represents something 

without representing something real; from now on consciousness is in a position to emancipate 
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itself from the world and to proceed to the formation of 'pure' theory, theology, philosophy, ethics, 

etc. But even if this theory, theology, philosophy, ethics, etc comes into contradiction with the 

existing relations, this can only occur because existing social relations have come into contradiction 

with existing forces of production-the &vision of labour implies the possibility, nay the fact that 
intellectual and material activity - enjoyment and labour, production and consumption - devolve on 
dfferent individuals, and that the only possibility of their not coming into contradiction lies in the 

negation in its turn of the division of labour", pages 51-2. The division of labour between mental 

and manual labour is a crucial theme, to be developed in succeeding chapters. Applying 

Feuerbach's religious alienation to commodity production, the authors say: "as long, therefore, as 

activity is not voluntarily, but naturally, divided, man's own deed becomes an alien power opposed 

to hirn, which enslaves him instead of being controlled by him... a power which has become more 

and more enormous and, in the last instance, turns out to be the world markef', pages 54-5. Use of 
the term "naturally" here, has led to much critical comment, in particular accusations of natural 
determinism. 

On the contradiction between "general interesf' and "private persons" the authors write: "this 

contradiction is only a seeming one because one side of it, the so-called 'general', is constantly 
being produced by the other side, private interest, and by no means opposes the latter as an 
independent force with an independent history - so that this contradiction is in practice always being 

destroyed and reproduced. Hence it is not a question of the Hegelian 'negative unity' of two sides 

of a contradiction, but of the materially determined destruction of the preceding materially 
determined mode of fife of individuals, with the disappearance of which this contradiction together 

with its unity also disappeare', page 105. Marx later rejected the Young Hegelian inspired attack 

on Hegel, acknowledging the subtlety of his ideas on contradiction. Despite statements to the 

contrary, Marx and Engels reject linear determinism, writing: "the identity of nature and man 

appears in such a way that the restricted relation of men to nature determines their restricted 

relation to one another, and their restricted relation to one another determines men's restricted 

relation to nature! ', page 5 1. 

In rejecting Bentham's utilitarian Philosophy, Marx and Engels, using a totalising dialectic, say: 

"this apparently metaphysical abstraction arises from the fact that in modem bourgeois society, all 

relations are subordinated in practice to the one abstract monetary-commercial. relation ... The 

economic content gradually turned the utility theory into a mere apologia for the vdsting state of 
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affairs, an attempt to prove that under e3dsting conditions the mutual relations of people today are 

the most advantageous and generally usefbr' pages 109 and 114. It could be added that the ma)dm 

of utilitarianism "the greatest happiness of the greatest number" is itself an implicit 

acknowledgement that in a market economy there will be both winners and losers: "Thus, society 

has hitherto always developed within the framework of a contradiction - in antiquity the 

contradiction between freemen and slaves, in the Middle Ages that between nobility and serfs, in 

modem times that between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat", page 116. The authors also say of 

German philosophy that "it is a consequence of German petty-bourgeois conditions-the distorted 

language of the actual world", page 118. 

. 
ýv of Philosophy we read: "The hand-mill gives you society with the On page 103 of 7he Poven 

feudal lord; the steam-mill, society with the industrial capitalisf', a good example of the Idnd of 

reductivism, or determinist materialism, of which Marx and Engels are often accused. Arthur's 

Introduction to the abridged edition is resourceK but unconvincing, in its attempt to deny the 

vulgar approach by Marx and Engels, he says ... gives' is not an historical category but a structural 

one about the social relations appropriate to a given productive force. The analysis of the chcwge 

from a feudal to a capitalist mode of production is another question altogether", page 34. However, 

it remains the case that Marx and Engels do at times utilise vulgar determinism in their work. 

Arthur's Introduction fails to sublate thefalse consciousness approach to Hegel's philosophy of 

the Absolute, mere referring to it as: "pure superstition. It is to reify an abstract category, that is to 

say, treat it as a thing in itself and attribute powers to it that properly belong to human beings!, 

page 19. As we have observed, Marx hinted at an approach which transcends this, by suggesting 

that reality itself contains hypostatization, and the controversial comera obscura analogy suggest 

that reality itself producing inversions, or ideology: 

"Men are the producers of their conceptions, ideas, etc. - real, active men, as they are conditioned 
by a definite development of their productive forces and of the intercourse corresponding to these, 

up to its furthest forms. Consciousness can never be anything else than conscious existence, and the 

existence of men is their actual ffe-process. If in all ideology men and their circumstance appear 

upside-down as in a cwnera obscura, this phenomenon arises just as much from their historical fife 

process as the inversion of objects on the retina, does from the physical fife process! ', page 47. 
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71be inversion metaphor is taken from Hegel's Phenomenolqy, via Young Hegelian sources, 
Hegel saying that the phenomenal world is the inverse of the essential world, what is sweet or white 
in one world is sour or black in the other. However, unlike Kant's absolute duality of the inner and 
the outer, for Hegel the two worlds are intimately connected, the essence is the truth of the 

appearance, the appearance the manifestation of the essence, the two are in fact a unity. The reason 
for the unity is that the objective or phenomenal world is an alienated manifestation, or inversion, of 
the Idea or consciousness, and for Hegel the objectification was usually taken to be an inevitable, or 

natural, process. Although there are deterministic passages in the Germcm IdeolqV which suggest 
the inversion is natural, such as the camera obscura analoSy itselý Marx and Engels' view 

attempted to sublate Hegel by showing how inversions, such as alienation and fetishism, result from 

social processes particular to the capitalist mode of production. 

Larrain (1983) draws attention to an important passage in Marx and Engels' manuscript although 
failing to point out that the passage was deleted by the authors and given in the form of a footnote 

in volume 5 of the Collected Works version: "if the conscious expression of the real relations of 

these individuals is illusory, if in their imagination they turn reality upside-dowri, then this in its turn 
is the result of their limited malefial mode of activity and their limited social relations arising from 

if', quoted on page 23 of Larrain, taken from page 36 of the CW volume 5, Marx and Engels 

(1976). Despite the word "illusory", use of which Marx was later to reject in a polemic against 
Hodgskin, the passage provides a major advance in understanding the relationship between 

thought, in this case ideology, and social practice. The quotation's use of the term "limited material 

mode of activity" may have been an elaboration of Hegel's term one-sided, which he opposed to 

the totalising many-sided. As we have observed, Marx shows that the "Emited material mode of 

activity" applies to both worker and capitalist. LarTain gives an example of "limitatiod' in the 
domination of "dead over living labour", writing that "As long as individuals, because of their 
limited material mode of activity, are unable to solve these contradictions in practice, they will 

project them in ideological forrns of consciousness7', page 28. 

Raymond Williams' (1977) Mwxism and Literalure is, despite its title, one of the few texts by a 

British writer that constitutes a constructive critique of Marx and Engels' alternately dialectical and 

determinist methods in the Germcm ldeolqy. In the chapter on Ideology, Williams shows his 

implicit understanding of the Hegelian moment explaining how bourgeois positivist thought in 

rejecting feudal metaphysics, made a "characteristic gain, confirmed by the development of precise 
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and systematic empirical enquiry", page 57. He also demonstrates his awareness of the negative 

side of this development adding: "At the same time the effective exclusion of any social 
dimensiorL.. was a deep and apparently irrecoverable loss and distortion! '. Williams draws attention 

to some of the problems which the camera obscura analogy in the German Ideology generated, his 

first point being that the analogy is inappropriate because seeing the world upside down would 

render much of human existence impossible, so that the mind would 'correct' the inversion and 

compensate to make practical life possible again. Secondly, Williams comments on the following 

quotation: "ideological reflexes and echoes of this life-process ... phantoms formed in the human 

brain are also, necessarily, sublimates of their material life-process ... life is not determined by 

consciousness, but consciousness by li&, on page 47 of Marx and Engels' text. Tbis, he says, is 

"simplistic ... it belongs to the naive dualism of 'mechanical materialism', in which the idealist 

separation of 'ideas' and 'material reality' has been repeated, but with its priorities reversed. The 

emphasis on consciousness as inseparable from conscious existence, and then on conscious 

existence as inseparable from material social processes, is in effect lost in the use of this deliberately 

degrading vocabulary", page 59. 

Just when a dialectical approach is required in order to understand the complex process resulting 
in ideology, in this case Young Hegelian idealism, Marx and Engels use the confusing analogy, thus 

hinting at linear determinist relationships. Williams notes that the cwnera obscura is a piece of 

technical equipment, whose use is to a large degree predicated on the kind of bourgeois "direct 

positive knowledg6" or "abstract empiricism! ' just mentioned. Employing a totalising approach, 
Williams says ... consiciousness and its products' are always, though in variable forms, parts of the 

material social process itself. whether as what Marx called the necessary element of 'imagination' in 

the labour process; or as the necessary conditions of associated labour, in language and in practical 
ideas of relationship; or, which is so often and significantly forgotten, in the real processes - all of 

them physical and material, most of them manifestly so - which are masked and idealized as 
'consciousness and its products' but which, when seen without illusions, are themselves necessarily 

social material activities... thffiking' and 'imagining'... become accessible only in unarguably physical 

and material ways: in voices, in sounds made by instruments, in penned or printed writing, in 

arranged pigments on canvas or plaster, in worked marble or stone7, pages 61-2. 

Williams reveals how Marx and Engels' texý with its reliance on analogies of the cwnera obscura 
Idnd, led orthodox Marxists to justify their partial rejection of living dialectical thought. Apart from 
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the repetition of the Engels' three formulae, they came to embrace fixed dualities, such as -true' 

and "false consciousnese', and "scientifie' as opposed to "ideologicar' or "utopiarf', thus echoing 
Kant rather than Hegel. These suggest positivist influences, particularly where the German 

Wissenschaft is translated as simply science, implying empirically-based natural science. In a letter 

to Mehring, Engels says: "Ideology is a process accomplished by the so-called thinker, consciously 
indeed but with a false consciousnese', quoted by Williams, on page 65, to demonstrate the point. 
Unfortunately Williams seems unaware of the richness of Hegel's analysis in, for example, the 

Preface to the Phenomenoloýy, rejecting the true/false duality, speaking instead of the way in which 

reality itself appears differently from differing vantage points. However, instead of drowning in a 

sea of relativism, Hegel applies his totalising dialectic by identifying each of these sides as moments 
in the development of a wider, or many-sided, knowledge of reality. Williams fas to make the 

point that the camera obscura analogy indicates, albeit in a clumsy way, that empirical reality 

presents ilseý'to us in an inverted form The German IdeoloSy hints at the mature exTlanation of 
Capital, in which Marx gives numerous examples of the Hegelian dialectic at work unravelling the 

mysteries of the commodity form, using the Hegelian vocabulary of "sides", "levele' and 
"moments". Later in the present chapter, we consider the extent to which the views of Marx and 
Engels on the nature of the dialectic were at variance, and to the extent this is the case, it partially 

exTlains the various problems associated with the co-written German ldeoloýy. We may note in 

passing that there has been speculation as to who wrote which paragraphs of the text, since some 

are Hegelian, indicating mediation, whilst others are positivist and determinist. 

Kitching (1988), claiming to be writing from a late Wittgensteinian perspective, makes some 

stimulating remarks on the camera obscura passage in the German IdeoloSy. However, the text 

lacks an awareness of the differences in the methods used by Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trotsky and the 

Western Mandsts. The defect becomes apparent when Kitching writes that "the order of treatment 

of Marx's ideas in this book follows Lenin's prescriptioe', page 8, followed by vague talk of 'ýhe 

Marxist interpretation! ', page 206, and "the quintessential language of Marxism - the kind of 

language in which 'historical materialism! has trafficked from Engels' day to our owrf', page 214. It 

worth noting Kitching's employment of the term society, since its usage is too abstract, bringing us 

back to Feuerbach's 'Man. Similarly, he prefers the abstract term "human creativity" to Marx's 

terms "forces of productiorf' and "relations of productiorf', which he oddly describes as "thinge. 

The inadequacy of Kitching's approach becomes more obvious when he writes that "social 

possibilities are limited only by human creativity itself', all quotes from pages 215-16. By this 
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abstraction he tries to avoid the well know contradiction that whilst development of the forces of 

production are in part limited by "human creativity", capitalist relafions of production are they 

crucial fetter on the development of technical knowledge. 

Commenting on the conera obscura inversion, and other passages on tiuming things or ideas "the 

right way up", Kitching finds this "somewhat worrying" because it suggests a "&rect parallel 
between logical inversion and image inversion. But clearly the way in which ideology 'arises from' 

the historical life-process is very different from the way in which the inversion of objects on the 

retina 'arises from' the physical fife process. The verb which is hovering here (and which is found 

explicitly in other passages of Marx dealing with these issues) is the verb 'to reflect'. The 

implication clearly is that ideology rej7ects the historical life-process in the way in which the retina 

reflects fight from the physical world, that is as an inverted or mirror image. But this is dangerous 

talk; because it suggests a 'directness' or 'automaticity' of relations between human life and 
ideology which is quite misleading ... 

It is most assuredly not a non-conscious process (like the 

reflection of light in a retina). Tberefore, the way in which it is linked to the historical life-process of 

the individuals or social groups who produce it is likely to be a lot more complex and subtle than 

can be grasped by the visual imagery of 'reflection' and 'inversion"', pages 217-18. 

Kitching weakens such an implicitly dialectical argument by the natur6stic, and one-sided, claim 
that use of these analogies by Marx and Engels "are anchored in, derive from, nothing less than the 

physics of the human species and of the planet eartIP, page 223. He discusses the use of spatial 

analogies with respect to social "hierarchies7, making reference to the "head" or 'lop" to locate the 

capitalist class, again describing them naturalistically as "inescapable! ' because: 

'Ve just cannot use, cannot operate with representations of society which dissociate the tops of 
figures from wealth, power, control and the bottom from domination, powerlessness, exploitation, 
foundations. And if we ask why this is, why this pattern of analogical or metaphorical association is 

compulsory for us as human beings, the answer is in part to be found 
... in the natural fact that 

human beings' heads and brains are at the top of their bodies and their means of balance and 

rootedness to the earth are at the bottorn. It also has to do with the fact that all physical edifices 
built by human beings have their foundations in the ground. Also the physics of our earth is such 

that smaller numerical sets of any given physical entity cover a smaller Euclidean space than larger 

sets, therefore we 'naturally' represent minorities by smaller geometrical areas and majorities by 

larger geometrical areas. Thus the triangle is one very natural way to represent societies in which 
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minorities are powerful and wealthy and majorities are poor and dominated 
... Thus it is still natural 

and acceptable to us as a possible representation of society, irrespective of whether it proves 

predictively accurate or not", pages 197-9. 

In an attempt to bolster the argument Kitching deploys a typical ordinary language philosophy 
"parallel universe7 fantasy, in which "there were thinking creaturee', but they were unlike humans 

and lived in a natural environment quite unlike ours. His point is that the analogies mentioned 

would not come naturally to these "creaturee'. NMiUst Kitching's argument contains some helpful 

observations, several criticisms can be made. Firstly, there are exceptions to the social conventions 
he describes, for example 'the poor' are placed high up in the cheapest seats in the theatre, and in 

most small shops the focus of attention is on the ground floor, whereas the upper floors are used as 

storerooms, living accommodation or are unoccupied. Secondly, it is obvious that differences in 

location of the social classes are on a relatively flat plane, for example contrasts between the inner 

city or the leafy suburb, whereas natural phenomena are much more spatially diverse than Kitching 

claims. However, the main criticism is the use of natural reductivism by Yjtching: there is nothing 
"natural" or "inescapable" about Marx and Engels', or anybody else's, analogies. Finally, Kitching 

uses diagrams that are reminiscent of the Registrar General's socio-economic categories and those 

of Weberian sociology, both of which treat social classes as labeled boxes. To be fair, Kitching is 

aware of the limitations of such approaches, but does not replace them with more appropriate 
dialectical analogies, representing classes as internal relafionships, in ever-developing processes. 

Kitching builds a more promising framework when he writes: "the triangular hierarchy may 

smuggle in other implications which we might wish to reject. Thus, for example, the fact that 

ideological activity is located 'at the head' of society, at a considerable distance from economic and 

material production (which takes place 'at the base') can very easily suggest that ideological activity 
is at such a distance from, is so different from, material activity because the former involves 

thought, hut no physical activity, and the latter involves physical activity hut no thought. In earlier 

chapters, we strenuously rejected this 'vulgar materialist' interpretation of Marx's thought and 

argued that he too would have rejected it as incompatible with his philosophy of praids", page 203. 

He also criticises a representation which "easily lends itself to a unilinear notion of historical or 

social progress", page 207. Kitching might have added that systems-analysis diagrams reduce social 

relationships to that of a single organism, thereby ideologically claiming that certain activities are 
"functional" and others "dysfuntionar' to the "health" of the organism. 
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Again showing promise, Kitching hits on a dialectical approach to spatial representations of social 

relations, saying of diagrammatic representations of class relations: I cannot both have boundaries 

and not have boundaries, which is really what I want", page 209. However, he tries to explain this 
"paradwe' as due, not to real contradictions in capitalist social relations, but to "the limit, the 
breakdown, of a particular metaphor, of a particular form of representation-The paradox does not 

tell us there is anything wrong with human society. It tells us that there is something wrong, or at 
least limited, in this way of describing if', page 2 10. 

The general weakness of Kitching's thought is that, although he sees the problems raised by 

concepts such as ideology, alienation and reification, he drifts from implicitly dialectical thinking to 

positivism more or less arbitrarily, so that he possesses no consistent method for dealing with these 

complex issues of capitalist social relations. He is aware that these concepts do not describe mere 
illusions, or false consciousness, related to the realm of appearance, or 'facts', but has no 

conceptual framework to deal with the essential social relationships which interpenetrate with these 

'facts'. Workers' products really do exert an independent or alien power over them, the speed of 

the machine, for example, does dictate the speed of the worker's activities, just as examinations do 

profoundly influence students' behaviour. Since he fails to understand the essence of the social 

relationships mediated by these 'facts, Kitching's thought is inferior to that of Raymond Williams, 

although both would benefit from a greater familiarity with the Hegelian dialectic. 

The Grundrisse 

the spheres of &stribution and of production are .. moments (that) were not grasped in their 

unity.... (their) rupture had made its way notfirom reality into the textbooks, but rather from the 

textbooks into reality, and as if the task were the a7alectical balancing of concepts, and not the 

grasping of real relationsIl Marx (1973) page 90. 

(the) process of &spossessionftom the standpoint of Jahour or as appropriation of alien jahour 

ftom the standpoint of capital... this twisting and inversion is a real (ph enomen on), not a merely 

supposed one existing merely in the imagination ofworkers and the capitalists, Marx (1973) using 
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the concept of standpoint in comparing the appearance of wage labour with its essence, i. e. 

objective activity, page 83 1. 

HegeL correctly hegins the Philosophy of Right with possession, this heing the suhject's simplest 

juridical relation But there is no possession precedfng the family or master-servant relations, 

which are for more concrete relations, Marx, maldng a rare reference to Hegel's master-servant 
dialectic, page 102. 

Bourgeois society is the most developed and the most complex historic organization ofproduction. 
Yhe categories which express its relations, the comprehension of its structure, thereby also allows 
insights into the structure and the reWons ofproduction of all the vanished socialformations out 

of whose ruins and elements it built itsel(up, whose partly still unconquered remnants are carried 

along within it, whose mere nuances have developed explicit significance within it". Marx, using 

the concept of totality in describing 19th century British capitalism, a description which not only 

remains true, but is even more relevant today, page 105. 

The Grundrisse is the name given to notes contained in seven books written in 1857-8, used for 

both "self-clarification! ' and as the basis for A Contribution and Capital. The notes bear the mark of 

Hegel, although again Marx fails to acknowledge the extent of his use of the former's dialectical 

method and content. We concentrate our attention on the famous Introduction, where Marx 

struggles with the problem of method in general, and the question of the correct point of departure 

in the study of political economy, in particular. Sublating his former attachment to an 

epiphenomenalist approach to thought and being, Marx here uses the Hegeliart method, implicitly 

drawing the conclusion that the two inevitably come together in an interpenetrating unity: 
"Production in general is an abstraction, but a rational abstraction in so far as it reaUy brings out 

and fixes the common element and thus saves us repetition. Still this general category, this common 

element sifted out by comparison, is itself segmented many times over and splits into different 

determinations. Some determinations belong to an epochs, others only to a few 
... The whole 

profundity of those modem economists who demonstrate the eternity and harmoniousness of the 

misting social relations lies, in this forgettine', page 85. 

Marx continues: "It seems to be correct to begin with the real and the concrete, with the real 

precondition, thus to begin, in economics, with e. g. the population, wlich is the foundation and the 
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subject of the entire social act of production. However, on closer examination this proves false. The 

population is an abstraction if I leave out, for example, the classes of which it is composed", page 
100. He writes that "the scientifically correct method" is to begin with "simple relations, such as 
labour, division of labour, need, exchange value, (ascending) to the level of the state, exchange 
between nations and the world markef ', pages 100- 1. It should be noted that both A Contribution 

and Capital begin with a discussion of the commodity, which at first sight seems very concrete, but 

says Marx, paraphrasing Hegel: "The concrete is concrete because it is the concentration of many 
determinations, hence unity of the diverse. It appears in the process of thinldng, therefore, as a 

process of concentration, as a result not as a point of departure, even though it is a point of 
departure in reality and hence also the point of departure for observation (Anschauung) and 

conception. -the abstract determinations lead towards a reproduction of the concrete by way of 
thoughf', page 10 1. He explains that "simple categories", providing the example of money, are 

relations which may already have been established in less developed conditions, only later to 
become more concrete by being integrated into more many-sided relations. So "money may exist, 

and did exist historically, before capital Lnisted-To that extent the path of abstract thoughtý ri i 

from the simple to the combined, would correspond to the real historical Procese', page 102. Marx 

is using the term "concrete! ' in the Hegelian way, and thus is more consistent with the unity of 
thought and being, avoiding the fixed duality materialism-idealism. As we have seen, MacGregor 

(1984), pages 13 8 and 160, reproduces a number of passages which show conclusively that Hegel 

was the source for Marx's dialectical view of "the concrete7. In effect Marx is arguing that the 

abstract and the concrete interpenetrate with each other, so that the apparently concrete 'fact' only 

attains truly concrete status when thought establishes the Tact's' multiple connections with its 

natural and social environment. 

Marx applies the law of non-contradiction where relevant: "An appropriation which does not make 

something into property is a contracficfio in subjead', page 88. Despite his previous criticisms of 

Hegel, Marx shamelessly plagiarises his universal-particular-individual syllogisrn, wfiting: "Thus 

production, distribution, exchange and consumption form a regular syllogism; production is the 

generality, distribution and exchange the particularity, and consumption the singularity in which the 

whole is joined together", page 89. Still, in Hegelian mode, he says "Production mediates 

consumption; it creates the latter's material; without it, consumption would lack an object. But 

consumption also mediates production, in that it alone creates for the products the subject for 

whom they are products ... Hunger is hunger, but the hunger gratified by cooked meat eaten with a 
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knife and fork is a different hunger from that which bolts down raw meat with the aid of hand, nail 

and tooth. Production thus produces not only the object but also the manner of consumption, not 

only objectively but also subjectively. Production thus creates the consumer ... Consumption as 

urgency, as need, is itself an intrinsic moment of productive activity. But the latter is the point of 
departure for realization and hence also its predominant moment; it is the act through which the 

whole process again runs its course. The individual produces an object and, by consuming it, 

returns to hirnselý but returns as a productive and self-reproducing individual. Consumption thus 

appears as a moment of production .. Production predominates not only over itselý in the 

antithetical definition of production, but over the other moments as well", pages 91-2,94 and 99. 

This passage shows how Marx, with the help of Hegel, outshines Keynes and the rest of the 

political economists. 

Still utilising Hegel, Marx stresses the relationship between the appearance of concrete labour and 

the essence of "wealth-creating activity" or "labour in generar', as it develops in bourgeois society. 
Anticipating the category "abstract socially necessary labour", he employs Hegelian language in 

praising Adam Smith for his discovery of the distinction: 'With the abstract universality of wealth 

creating-activity we now have the universality of the object defined as wealth, the product as such 

or again labour as suck but labour as past, objectifed labour ... Indifference towards any specific 
Idnd of labour presupposes a very developed totality of real Idnds of labour, of which no single one 
is any longer predominant ... this abstraction of labour as such is not merely the mental product of a 

concrete totality of labours. Indifference towards specific labours corresponds to a form of society 
in which individuals can with ease transfer from one labour to another, and where the specific ldnd 

is a matter of chance for then-4 hence of indifference ... the simplest abstraction, then ... achieves 

practical truth as an abstraction only as a category of the most modem society", pages 104-5. 

In a passage generating considerable commentary, Marx makes the point, still in the Introduction, 

that it is "unfeasible and wrong to let the economic categories follow one another in the same 

sequence as that in which they were historically decisive. Their sequence is determined, rather, by 

their relation to one another in modem bourgeois society, which is precisely the opposite of that 

which seems to be their natural order or which corresponds to historical development. The point is 

not the historic position of the economic relations in the succession of different forms of society. 
Even less is it their sequence 'in the idea' (Proudhon) (a muddy notion of historic movement). 
Rather, their order within modem bourgeois society", page 108. 
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A Conftibution. to the Difique ofPolidcal Economy 

"At last we have arrived at theforms ofappearance which serve as the starfingpoint in the vulgar 
concepfion! ', quoted from a letter from Marx to Engels, Marx (1970) page 6. 

In the year 760 .. south of Prague... the number of hands attractedfrom agriculture (to searching 
for gold was) so great, that m the next year the counhy was wsited byfwnzne, Marx (1970), citing 

an example of economic contradiction, page 154. 

"Use-value is the immediate physical entity in which a definite economic relationship - exchange- 

value - is exTressed ... Labour which creates exchange-value is thus ahstract general 
labour ... Regarded as exchange-values all commodities are merely definite quantities of congealed 
lahour-time .. The conversion of all commodities into labour-time is no greater an abstraction, and 
is no less real, than the resolution of all organic bodies into air", Marx applying the dialectic of 

essence and appearance to the commodity form, pages 28,29 and 30. 

Ae contradictions inherent in the exchatige of commo&tzes are resolved only hy reason of this 

duplication of the commodity so that it appears as commochty and goIg and again hy way of the 

dual and opposite relation in which each extreme is nominal where its opposite is real, and real 

where its opposite is nominal, in other words, they ae resolved only by mean of presenting 

commodities as hilateralpolor opposites, pages 89-90. 

Yhe formula C-M-C can therefore be reduced to the abstract logical syllogism P-U-1, where 

pwtcularity forms the first extreme universality characterises the common middle term and 

individuality signifies thefinal extreme, Marx maldn apparent his debt to Hegeý page 94. 

7he division of exchange into purchase and sale .. contains the general possibility of commercial 

crises... the contra&cdon of commodity and money is the abstract and general form of all 

conftWictions inherent in the hourgeois mode of labour, page 96. 

This fiffly edited text, completed and published in German in 1859, was based on Marx's notes 

collected under the title Grundrisse, plus later reflections on lis studies of political economy. Marx 
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is still in the thrall of epiphenomenal determinism: "It is not the consciousness of men that 
determines their existence, but their social existence that determines their consciousness ... The 

changes in the economic foundation lead sooner or later to the transformation of the whole 
immense superstructure', Marx (1970) in the famous Preface, page 21. However, the work is for 

the most part a good example of the measured use of both implicit and explicit dialectical thinking, 
in combination with other forms of logic, to exTIain the complex nature of the capitalist mode of 

production. Marx also demonstrates that there can be no substitute for positive knowledge, 

specifically that a few dialectical formulas cannot replace the detailed study of the particular 

antagonisms encountered in the economic relationships of bourgeois society, which is "antagonistic 

not in the sense of individual antagonism but of an antagonism that emanates from the individuals' 

social condition of existence! ', page 21. 

The following reveal Marx utilising several aspects of the Hegelian dialectic to illustrate his 

understanding of the economic relationships of capitalist society, particularly its actual and potential 

antagonisms: 

the lahour of an isolated individuaL hecomes social Jahour hy assuming the jb? 7n of its &rect 

opposite, of ahstract universal lahour, page 34; money, though a p)ýýsical ohject with &sfinct 

properties, represents a social relation of production... the modem economists... confess-nalve 

astonishment when the phenomenon that they have just ponderously descrihed as a thing 

reappears as a social relation and, a moment later, have heen defined as a social relation leases 

them once more as a thing, page 35. To hecome use-values commod7fies must he altogether 

alienated, they must enter into the exchange process; exchange however is concerned merely with 

their aspect as exchange-values. Hence, only hy heing reafised as exchange-values can they he 

realised as use-values, pages 42-3. Ricazb analyses hourgeois economy, whose deeper layers 

&ffer essentiallyfrom its surface appearance, page 6 1. 

After discussing the contradictions inherent in the unity of the commodity, as specific concrete use- 

value and general abstract exchange-value, or reified labour time, Marx describes the exchange 

process with its periodic crises due to the "non-alienatiod' oý or inability to sell, commodities: 
The result is not simply a vicious circle of problems, where the solution of one problem 

presupposes the solution of the other, but a whole complex of contradictory premises, since the 

ftyMment of one conchtion depends directly upon theftolment of its opposite. Yhe exchange 

process must comprise both the evolution and the solution of these contradictions, page 44. 

405 



Marx explains how the reified, which he now calls perverted, appearance of social relationships as 

things "manifests itself merely in a more striking manner in money than it does in 

commodities ... Price is the converted form in which the exchange-value of commodities appears 

within the circulation procese', pages 49 and 66. Still using a dialectic of essence and appearance, 
he exTlains the mystery of the deviation of names of particular weights of gold and silver from the 

historically changing actual weights acting as standard of price, showing how this contains in 

embryo the development of fiduciary money, a process begun in England in 1844, although 

completed only in 193 1. Still employing the dialectical method, Marx shows how, because they 

only consider money in its function as means of purchase and ignore "the fact that it fiffis different 

functions -in the antithetical phases of the metamorphosis of commoditiee', page 98, economists 

mistakenly assume the exchange of money for commodities is merely a more efficient form of 
barter. They fail to recognise that a key moment in the process of capitalist production is to congeal 

value in its universal form, money, therefore from the side of capital all exchange is a subsidiary 

moment in the production process. This failure led to James Mill's theory, plagiarised by Say and 

repeatedly refuted by reality, that the rules of barter, in which a good not exchanged is consumed 
by its producer, more or less apply to capitalism, so that overproduction, or the same thing from 

another vantage point, underconsumption, is impossible. Marx comments wryly on a related topic: 

"bankruptcy would in such a case fiffi the function of practical criticism! ', page 86. 

As the discussion passes to money, Marx still uses dialectical formulations where appropriate to his 

purpose of capturing the complexity and antagonisms of bourgeois economic relations: "the two 

functions of money - as a standard of value and a medium of circulation - are governed not only by 

conflicting laws, but by laws which appear to be at variance with the antithetical features of the two 

functions ... In the circulation of tokens of value all the laws governing the circulation of real money 

seem to be reversed and turned upside dowrL Gold circulates because it has value, whereas paper 

has value because it circulatee', page 121; "the withdrawal of commodities from circulation in the 

form of gold is thus the only means of keeping them continuously in circulatiod', page 128; "The 

quantitative delimitation of exchange-value conflicts with its qualitative universality", page 13 1. 

'Ty alienating the commodity as use-value the seller realises its exchange-value and the use-value 

of money. In contrast by alienating money as exchange value, the buyer realises its use-value and 

the price of the commodity. Commodity and money, accordingly, change places. The active 

process of this bilateral polar antithesis is in its turn separated while it is being carried through", 
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page 13 9. In the text, Marx again reveals his ignorance of the contribution of alchemy to dialectics: 

"Just as the alchemists, who wanted to make gold, were not aware of the rise of chemistry, so 

commodity-owners, chasing after a magical form of the commodity, are not aware of the sources of 

world industry and world trade that are coming into being", page 152. However, on the same page 
he makes a crucial point about gold and silver: "Their magical effect is by no means confined to the 

infancy of bourgeois society, but is the inevitable consequence of the inverted way in which their 

own social labour appears to the representatives of the world of commodities! '. 

When he examines the difficulties associated with the quantity theory of money, Marx makes 

effective use of the distinction between market prices, or appearances, and exchange-value, as 

essence. However, his flawed analysis of fiduciary money is caused by the fact that his empirical 

studies relate to periods of only partial restrictions on convertibility, as set out in the 1844 Act, or 
its temporary suspension at times of crisis. Marx is closer to the mark when employing Hegel's 

views on the one-sided truth of all propositions, writing: 'Tolitical economy effs in its critique of 

the Monetary and Mercantile systems when it assails them as mere illusions, as utterly wrong 

theories, and fails to notice that they contain in a primitive form its own basic presuppositions. 
These systems, moreover, remain not only historically valid but retain their ffill validity within 

certain spheres of the modem economy", page 159. 

Capital 

As m religion, man is governed hy the products of his mm hrait4 so in capitafistproduction, he is 

govemed by theproducts of his own hang Marx, quoted in Larrain(1983) page 127. 

Ae fact that the movement of capitalist society is full of conftadfctions impresses itsep'most 

strikingly on the practical bourgeois in the chcwges of the periodic cycle through which modem 
indust? ypasses, the summit of which is the general crisis.... and by the universality of itsfield of 

action mid the intensity of its impact it will &wm dialectics even into the heads of the upsIx-ts in 

chco-ge of the new Holy Prussion-German Empire, Marx (1976) page 103. 

In the last few paragraphs of the Postface to the second edition of Capital volume one, completed 
in 1873, Marx again writes on the Hegelian dialectical method. I-Es remarks repeat the reflection 

metaphor of the German Ideoloýy, restating the usual charges against Hegel, who was by then "in 
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educated German circles ... a dead dog7. Marx distinguishes between Hegel's "mystificatory" and his 

own "rationar' dialectic, saying that for "the mystificatory" Hegel "the process of thinIdng ... is the 

creator of the real world, and the real world is only the external appearance of the idea. With me 
the reserve is true: the ideal is nothing but the material world reflected in the mind of man, and 
translated into forms of thought... With him (the dialectic) is standing on its head. It must be 

inverted, in order to discover the rational kernel within the mystical shell", pages 102-3. 

However, Marx declares himself "the pupil of that mighty thinker", the first outright 

acknowledgement of his profound debt to Hegel. He does not acknowledge his use of both the 
form and the content of Hegel's dialectic, merely saying that "here and there in the chapter on the 

theory of value (I) coquetted with the mode of expression peculiar to him. The mystification which 
the dialectic suffers in Hegel's hands by no means prevents him from being the first to present its 

general forms of motion in a comprehensive and conscious manner ... In its mystified form, the 
dialectic became the fashion in Germany, because it seemed to transfigure and glorify what exists. 
In its rational form it is a scandal and an abomination to the bourgeoisie and its doctrinaire 

spokesmen, because it includes in its positive understanding of what e3dsts a simultaneous 

recognition of its negation, its inevitable destruction, because it regards every historically developed 

form as being in a fluid state, in motion, and therefore grasps its transient aspect as well-, and 
because it does not let itself be impressed by anything, being in its very essence critical and 

revolutionary", page 103. 

Larrain (1983) draws attention to Marx's substitution of the word reversal for inversion in his use 

of the Hegelian distinction between surface appearance and concealed essence in volume 3 of 
Capital. "everý4hing typears reversed in competition. The final pattern of economic relations as 

seen on the surface, in their real existence and consequently in the conceptions by which the bearers 

and agents of these relations seek to understand them, is very much different from, and indeed quite 

the reverse ot their inner but concealed essential pattern and the conception corresponding to if', 

quoted on page 33 of Larrain. In Capital the surface appearance of capitalist social relations is used 
by Marx to relate to the sphere of circulation, whereas the essence refers to the production process, 

the latter being largely ignored by the political economists and scarcely getting a mention in 

contemporary economics textbooks. Similarly with wage labour, there is the appearance of the 

exchange of equivalents; labour provided for a week in return for the agreed market determined 

weekly wage. However, Marx, aided by his reading of the English, or Ricardian, Socialists, 
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discovered the essence of capitalist social relations, where the labour power of the worker 

employed by the week is being exercised in order to produce abstract value. The value is 

appropriated in part by the worker in the form of fiduciary money, the balance, or surplus value, 

objectified in the commodities, the legal property of the capitalist, to be exchanged for an equivalent 

value in money form 

Marx learned from the study of Hegel's dialectic that the relationship between the productive 

essence, with its relations of dominance and exploitation, and the circulatory appearance of 

capitalism, with its freedom and equality, is not arbitrary. Our understanding of this is aided by a 

comparison of capitalism and feudalism In the latter the productive essence takes place in the 

context of the personal dependence between lord and vassal, sanctified by the church, which 
"induce(s) the appearance that relationships among individuals are more personar', Larrain page 
37. Under capitalism, however, at the essence personal subjective dependence is replaced by 

general objective dependence, in which the worker has to rent out his or her labour power to one or 

other member of the capitalist class, which at the level of appearance suggests that the worker is 

free to choose which particular capitalist to work for, unfettered by personal attachments. 

In the Postface there is a much discussed section on the difference between the "method of 

presentatiorf' and how this "must differ in form from that of inquiry. The latter has to appropriate 

the material in detail, to analyse its different forms of development and to track down their inner 

connection. Only after this work has been done can the real movement be appropriately presented. 
If this is done successfully, if the fife of the subject-matter is now reflected back in the ideas, then it 

may appear as ifwe have before us an apriori constructiorf', page 102.1 end this review of Marx's 

use of the dialectic with the observation that, for him, the dialectic is employed only in the "method 

of presentationý' and, unlike Engels, Marx did not therefore accept the idea of a universal and 
immanent dialectic. 

Engels' life 

Commerce absorbed industry into itseY and thereby became omnipotent, .. property, things, 

became master of the world-Property, a natural, spiritless principle, as opposed to the human 

and spiritualprinciple, is thus enthroned, and ultimately, to complete this alienation, money - the 
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alienated, empty abstraction ofpropeny - is made master of the world, Engels quoted in Carver 
(198 1) pages 12-13. 

Friedrich Engels (1820-1895) came from a wealthy German mill owning family, and was 

subjected to an "oppressive pietism7, Carver, during his youth Unlike Marx, Engels spent his life in 

bourgeois comfort and his "early career was brilliant". After leaving school at sixteen, within a year 

"he was a published poet, and at eighteen a journalist so trenchant as to sell out a complete edition 

of a Hamburg journal", Carver (1981) page 3. As a guest student in Berlin, Engels imbibed the 

ideas of Hegel and Schelling, whose lectures he attended, and the Young Hegelians from 

Strauss to the Bauer brothers in his reading and conversations in the caf6s of the city. His 

conversations with Moses Hess in Cologne were influential in turning Engels into an overt 

atheist and communist. It has been claimed that Engels' early religious preoccupation 

continued to influence his thinking, so, for example, his draft of the Communist Manifesto was 

called a Communist Confession of Faith. 

Engels' earliest writing covered political, social and philosophical themes, including polemics 

against the "born again7' Schelling. In 1850 he took up work for a branch of the family cotton 

firm in Manchester, after having worked there from 1842-4 whilst researching for the Con&fion- 

Engels retired in 1869, his income allowing him to send money to the Marx family. Engels 

researched and wrote some of Marx's journalistic articles when he was too ill or busy to do so 

himself He also put up the Marx family in his house in Manchester when their creditors pressed, so 

sustaining Karl's economic and political studies. Engels never married, although he had a 

relationship with Mary Bums, an Irish factory worker, having one with her sister after Mary's 

death. On his retirement Engels moved to London, living there until his death. Being near to the 

Marx family, Engels was able to pay off Marx's debts and provide him with an annual income to 

ease his poverty. His job provided Engels with useful factual information on developments in the 

cotton and other industries, some of which he passed on to Marx, who used these and official 

sources for this economic writings. He enjoyed fine wines and good food, and liked to ride with the 

Cheshire Hunt. After Marx's death, Engels' reputation was such that he became a focal point for 

revolutionaries all over Europe. The founding of the Second International in 1889 saw the aging 

Engels taking an active, if not front-he, role. His writings, especially those on philosophy, came to 

be accepted as both at one with, and a development and clarification of, those of Marx by orthodox 

Marxism. 
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Engels' dialectic 

economics is not concerned with things but with relations between persons, and in the final 

analysis between classes; these relations however are always bound to things and appear as 

things, Engels, quoted in Marx (1970) page 226. 

Just as theology must either regress to blindfaith or progress towards ftee philosophy, ftee 

trade must produce the restoration of monopolies on the one hand and abolition of private 

property on the other .. In the critique of political economy, therefore, we shall examine the 

basic categories, uncover the contradictions introduced by the free-trade system, and bring 

out the consequences of both sides of the contradiction .. Ae 'national wealth' of the English 

is ve? y great and yet they are the poorest people under the sun, Engels, in Stepelevich page 
281. 

777us, wherever we turn, private property leads us into contradiction .. To make land an object 

of huckstering - the land which is our one and all, the first condition of our existence - was 
the last step towards making oneself an object of huckstering, It was and is to this very day 

an immorality surpassed only by the immorality of sejýýalienation, Engels in Stepelevich 

pages 288-9. 

Ideology is a process accomplished by the so-called thinker consciously, indeed, but with a 
false consciousness. 7he real motives impelling him remain unknown to him; otherwise it 

would not be an ideological process at all. Hence he imagines false or apparent motives, 
Engels, in a letter to Mehring, sanctioning the one-sided view that ideology is "false- 

consciousness", thus jettisoning the Hegelian many-sided dialectical view, Marx and Engels 

(1934) page 5 11. 

The development of the dialectic in the writings of Engels is a microcosm of its journey from 
its brilliant use by Hegel in the Phenomenology and Logic, further developed by Marx, in 
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Capital and elsewhere, to its gradual degradation via Plekhanov, Lenin and Mao, to the 
function of either more or less empty formulae or a justification of the Realpolitik of the 
intellectuals of the state capitalist central committees. Although Carver (1981) discusses the 
dialectic in Engels' thought, he seems unaware of the extent of the influence of the Young 

Hegelians on Engels, and on Marx. Carver uses quotes from Engels to indicate that he was 
heavily influenced by the prevailing positivist orthodoxy, with its emphasis on accumulating 
facts, analogies with natural laws, the application of cause and effect determinism and logical 

'proof. After Marx's death, Engels tried to attribute this position to his friend, "my viewe' 
becoming "views held by Marx and myself'. In short, Engels often tried to fit Marx's multi- 
faceted methodology into a narrow economic determinist straight-jacket. It was this view, "the 

materialist conception of history", rather than that of Marx himself, which was to become the 

model for 'Marxism' in the Second International and beyond. Whilst Carver is generally 

correct in pointing this out, it must be noted that Marx at times did appear to accept an 

economic determinist view of history. However, this may to a degree be the result of faulty 

translations, and generally he rejected epiphenomenalism and determinism in favour of an 
interpenetration between thought and being, superstructure and base. Similarly, it is the case 
that Engels at times rejected fixed dualisms in favour of a totalising dialectic. 

Marx was reluctant to express his views on Engels' synthesis between positivistic natural 

science and set dialectical formulae, tending to patronise Engels' efforts. In answer to a letter 

from Engels which begins: "In bed this morning the following dialectical ideas on the natural 

sciences came into my head", Marx replied: "Have just received your letter which has pleased 

me greatly. But I do not want to hazard an opinion before I've had time to think the matter 

over and to consult the 'authorities"', quoted in Carver (1981) pages 51-2. Carver notes that 

one "authority", the chemist Schorlemmer, found the science "more agreeable than the 
dialectice', page 52. 

Carver summarises the appeal of Engels' version of dialectics for the Second International 

and Leninism, "because of its claims to encompass scientifically all the disciplines of physical 

and social studies within a single science. According to Engels this science predicts the 

'inevitable downfall' of capitalism and justifies a political programme of emancipation for the 

workers of the world", page 6 1. In contrast to Engels' repetition of his "materialist conception 

of history 
... Marx wisely refrained from calling his views anything. He only rarely referred to 
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himself as a 'materialist', and then did not specify what this was intended to indicate except 
that he was not an 'idealist"', page 63. Engels' ideas were always more readable and easier to 

understand, and 'refute', than those of Marx with his complex Hegelian influenced idioms. So 

both the Second Internationalists, and their bourgeois critics alike, had an interest in 

promoting the view that Marx and Engels "were in agreement on all fundamentale', Carver, 

page 74. 

Engels' early writings on Schelling 

These polemical writings were the result of Engels' outrage at Schelling's attacks on Hegel 

and his followers, including Engels himself. Schelling, who had abandoned his early radicalism 
becoming a conservative, was brought to Berlin University to counter the influence of Hegel 

amongst the staff, students and wider population. Engels, in Marx and Engels (1975b), writes: 
"Ask anybody in Berlin today on what field the battle for dominion over German public 

opinion in politics and religion, that is, over Germany itself, is being fought, and if he has any 
idea of the power of the mind over the world he will reply that this battlefield is the University, 

in particular Lecture-hall No. 6, where Schelling is giving his lectures on the philosophy of 

revelation7, page 181. The texts were well written for a twenty one year old: "For Hegel the 

reality of the Idea is nothing but - nature and spirit. That is also why Hegel does not have the 

absolute twice. At the end of logic the Idea is there as ideal-real, but for that very reason it is, 

of course, also nature. If it is only expressed as Idea it is merely ideal, merely logically 

existing. The ideal-real absolute, complete in itself, is nothing but the unity of nature and spirit 
in the Idea. Schelling, however, still conceives the absolute as absolute subject, for, although it 

is filled with the content of objectivity, it still remains subject without becoming object, i. e., 
the absolute is for him real only in the shape of the personal God", page 216. 

However, as the texts develop it becomes apparent that Engels is not aware of the genesis of 

the relationship between Schelling and Hegel, nor of the historical development of dialectical 

thought. He attacks Schelling's "mysticisne' and "gnostic fantasy", unaware that the latter's 

brilliant early work, which inspired Hegel, had acknowledged the influence on dialectics of 

neo-Platonist religious thought. The effect of Engels' religious upbringing, and his 

considerable knowledge of scripture, emerge as he engages in an ironic comparison of 
Schelling's arrival in Berlin and Christ's ministry. 
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The Outlines 

Engels' Outlines of a Critique ofPolitical Economy, his first major work, was referred to by 

Marx as a "brilliant essay", Marx (1970) page 22. Although employing the ideas of Adam 

Smith, Engels failed to see the implicit dialectics in the Wealth of Nations. Other influences 

were Fourier and the English Socialists' ideas on political economy, developing these with the 

aid of the Hegelian dialectic. The article was written when the author was 24 years of age, and 

attracted the attention of Marx, who had not then met Engels, and at that time knew relatively 
little of political economy. In the tradition of Mandeville, who he does not mention, Engels 

highlights the contradictions generated by the capitalist mode of production, which is "bom of 
the merchants' mutual envy and greed ... The nations faced each other like misers, each clasping 
to himself with both arms his precious money-bag, eyeing his neighbours with envy and 

mistrust ... trade, like robbery, is based on the law of the strong hand. No scruples whatever 

were felt about exacting by cunning or violence such treaties as were held to be the most 

advantageous", quoted in Stepelevich, pages 278-9. Engels uses Hegelian and Feuerbachian 

idioms, particularly the former's idea of historical development, to theorise contradictions: 
"The eighteenth century, the century of revolution, also revolutionized economics. But just as 

all revolutions of this century were one-sided and bogged down in antitheses - just as abstract 

materialism was set in opposition to abstract spiritualism, the republic to monarchy, the social 

contract to divine right - likewise the economic revolution did not get beyond antithesis. The 

premises remained everywhere in force: materialism did not attack the Christian contempt for 

and humiliation of Man, and merely posited Nature instead of the Christian God as the 
Absolute confronting Man ... The (Malthusian) premises begot and reared the factory system 

and modem slavery, which yields nothing in inhumanity and cruelty to ancient slavery", page 
279. On McCulloch and James N% he writes: "It will become evident that the sham humanity 

of the modem economists hides a barbarism of which their predecessors knew nothing; that 

the older economists' conceptual confusion is simple and consistent compared with the 

double-tongued logic of their attackers, and that neither of the two factions can reproach the 

other with anything which would not recoil upon themselvee', pages 280-28 1. 
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Engels gives an example of the fundamental contradiction faced by the trader: "each must 

seek to sell as dear as possible and buy as cheap as possible. In every purchase and sale, 

therefore, two men with diametrically opposed interests confront each other ... The result is that 
in trade it is permitted to take the utmost advantage of the ignorance, the trust, of the 

opposing party, and likewise to impute qualities to one's commodity which it does not 

possess. In a word, trade is legalised fraud. Any merchant who wants to give truth its due can 
bear me witness that actual practice conforms with this theory", pages 281-2. The most 

significant observation here is that concerning the way that traders "impute qualities" to their 

commodities, and subsequently Marx employed Hegelian methods to explain why at the level 

of appearance commodities possess reified qualities. In Capital Marx further explained 

reification, locating it at the contradictory essence of the capitalist mode of production, 

generating the one-sided perspectives of political economy. 

The antithesis between exchange-value and use-value is considered by Engels, inspiring Marx 

to progress in political economy by his discovery of surplus value: "The economist who lives 

by antitheses has also of course a double value - abstract or real value and exchange-value. 
There was a protracted quarrel over the nature of real value between the English, who defined 

the costs of production as the expression of real value, and the Frenchman Say, who claimed 

to measure this value by the utility of an object ... The utility of an object is something purely 

subjective, something which cannot be decided absolutely, and certainly something which 

cannot be decided at least as long as one still roams about in antitheses. According to this 

theory, the necessities of life ought to possess more value than luxury articles. The only 

possible way to arrive at a more or less objective, apparently general decision on the greater 

or lesser utility of an object is, under the dominion of private property, by competition; and yet 
it is precisely that circumstance which is to be left aside. But if competition is admitted 

production costs come in as well; for no one will sell for less than what he has himself invested 

in production. Thus, here, too, the one side of the opposition passes over involuntarily into the 

other", page 284-5. Using a Feuerbachian inversion analogy, Engels continues: "Thus 

everything in economics stands on its head. Value, the primary factor, the source of price, is 

made dependent on price, its own product. As is well known, this inversion is the essence of 

abstraction; on which see Feuerbach ... capital and labour are identical, since the economists 
themselves confess that capital is 'stored-up labour"', page 286-7. Engels notes the alternate 
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unity and separation of capital and labour in the cycle of capitalist production in which "the 

general and the individual interest are diametrically opposed to each other", page 291. 

On periodic commercial crises, Engels writes: "What are we to think of a law which can only 

assert itself through periodic upheavals? ... If the producers as such knew how much the 

consumers required, if they were to organise production, if they were to share it out amongst 
themselves, then the fluctuations of competition and its tendency to crisis would be impossible. 

Carry on production consciously as human beings - not as dispersed atoms without 

consciousness of your species - and you have overcome all these artificial and untenable 

antitheses", page 292. Applying this to Britain, Engels says of the "mad situatiorf': "One part 

of the workers works fourteen or sixteen hours a day, whilst another part stands idle and 
inactive, and starves ... the flow of capital suddenly freezes; the workers have no employment, 

and the whole country labours under surplus wealth and surplus populatioe', page 295. The 

young Engels was thus able to articulate the fimdamental contradictions of the capitalist mode 

of production, contradictions which remain relevant today. 

The Condition of the Working Cass in England 

The text resulted from the empirical work done by Engels from 1842-4, whilst working at a 
branch of his father's cotton mills in Manchester. Critics attacked the work of the 24 year old 
Engels due to his use of untypical examples, Irish stereotyping and general political bias. In 

answer to this Carver (198 1) writes: 
his account of the situation was not intended to be a mere rej7ection of circumstances, but 

was designed to assist certain developments in society and discourage others. While his work 

was avowedly pqrtial to what he took to be working-class interests, critics today must think 

carefully before dismissing it for failing to be impartial, neutral and non-engaged What 

would an impartial account of misery be like? Should one be neutral about suffering? What 

is the point of research and theorising if it does not help to alter the structure of an imperfect 

world? ý pages 19-20. 

Engels reveals the influence of both his economic studies and implicit dialectics in the 

following extract, beginning with Hobbes' "battle of all against all", comparing this to the total 

competition of capitalist society, which simultaneously creates and destroys human life: 
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Competition is the completest expression of the battle of all against all which rules in modem 
civil society. 7his battle, a battle for life, for existence, for everything, in case of need a 
battle of life and death, isfought not between the different classes of society only, hut also 
between the individual members of these classes. Each is in the way of the other, and each 
seeks to crowd out all who are in his way, and to put himsetf in their place. 7he workers are 
in constant competition among themselves as the members of the bourgeoisie amongst 
themselves, Engels (1993) page 87. 

The essential financial compulsion faced by the worker, 'described as "the slave of the 
bourgeoisie", is matched by "the appearance of acting from a free choice, of making a contract 

with free, unconstrained consent, as a responsible agent who has attained his majority", Engels 

(1993), page 88. Similarly he writes of the appearance of a "surplus" population, or "reserve 

army", created by capitalist social relations, whilst showing that this 'surplus' is in essence 

only relative to the immediate needs of production. Whilst keeping down wages for those in 

work, the "surplus" population creates the mass of problems. The problems are movingly 
described by Engels, who quotes a letter from "A Lady" to the editor of the Manchester 
Guardian complaining that "our main streets are haunted by swarms of beggars, who try to 

awaken the pity of the passers-by in a most shameless and annoying manner, by exposing their 

tattered clothing, sickly aspect, and disgusting wounds and deformities", page 283. Such a 

situation, increasingly common in contemporary British cities, led to the paradox that the 
bourgeoisie, against its wishes, had to erect a state apparatus for, 'Tree competition will suffer 

no limitation, no State supervision; the whole State is but a burden to it. It would reach its 

highest perfection in a wholly ungoverned anarchic society, where each might exploit the other 
to his heart's content. Since, however, the bourgeoisie cannot dispense with government, but 

must have it to hold the equally indispensable proletariat in check, it turns the power of 

government against the proletariat and keeps out of its way as far as possible", pages 282-3. 

Like Mandeville before him, Engels notes how the "surplus population7' paradoxically presents 

an opportunity for the wealthy and cultivated English to conceal their "vilest hypocrisy" by 

founding "philanthropic institutions, such as no other country can boast of! ", page 283. 

Again Engels could be speaking about contemporary Britain, when noting the existence of 

that most profound contradiction of capitalist social relations, the economic crisis, "which then 

takes precisely the same course as its predecessor, and gives place in its turn to a season of 
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prosperity. So it goes on perpetually - prosperity, crisis, prosperity, crisis, and this perennial 

round in which English industry moves is, as has been before observed, usually completed 

once in five or six years", page 96. Finally, Engels ironically notes the views of the English 

economist MacCulloch who, explaining the static, colonialist inspired, theory of comparative 

advantage, recommends that "a country so young as America, which is not even properly 

populated, cannot carry on manufacture successfiffly or dream of competing with an old 

manufacturing country like England ... better far for them to stick to their agriculture", when 

even in the 1840s Americans were taking "possession of one market after anothee,, page 299. 

Luthvig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy 

(there exists) an imperishable desire of the human mind - the desire to overcome all 
contradictions, Engels (1964) page 17. 

the Young Hegelian school revealed itseý' directly as the philosophy of the aspiring radical 
bourgeoisie and used the meagre cloak ofphilosophy only to deceive the censorship, Engels 

(1964), rather oversimplifying the Young Hegelian movement, page 10 

the question of the relation of thinking to being, the relation of the spirit to nature - the 

paramount question of the whole ofphilosophy - has, no less than all religion, its roots in the 

narrow-minded and ignorant notions of savagery. .. Religion arose in ve? y primitive times 
from erroneous, primitive conceptions of men about their own nature and external nature 

surrounding them, Engels revealing his ignorance of the achievements of earliest society, 

pages 23 and 55-6. 

If religion can exist without its god, alchemy can exist without its philosopher's stone, Engels 

pages 34-5. 

If the state andpublic law are determined by economic relations, so, too, of course is private 
law, which indeed in essence only sanctions the existing economic relations between 

individuals which are normal in the given circumstances, Engels, giving an example of his 

economic determinism, page 54. 
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the dialectical conception of nature makes all natural philosophy both unnecessary and 
impossible, Engels coming close to claiming that dialectical formulae can be a substitute for 

positive knowledge in natural science, page 60, thereby distancing himself from Marx. 

the more ruthlessly and disinterestedly science proceeds the more it finds itseý'in harmony 

with the interests and aspirations of the workers, Engels anticipating the one-sided Bolshevik 

view that the natural sciences are neutral, page 6 1. 

Engels' revised text was published in German in 1888, fives year after Marx's death, and 

where possible he tried to attribute to Marx views which he either clearly did not hold or may 

not have held. Thus on page 7, Engels (1946), we read: "the materialist conception of history 

which was elborated mainly by Mane'. As it stands, this a false claim, predicated on Engels' 

routine, but not exclusive, fixed dualism between materialism and idealism. On page 14 Engels 

writes: "Truth lay now in the process of cognition itself, in the long historical development of 

science, which mounts from lower to ever higher levels of knowledge without ever reaching, 
by discovering so-called absolute truth, a point at which it can proceed no further ... dialectical 

philosophy itself is nothing more than the mere reflection of this process in the thinking brain! '. 

Such a view of truth, with its linear development from the simple to the complex, and its 

reflection and parabola metaphors, owes little or nothing to Marx and, whilst typical of 
Engels, is distinctly undialectical. Subsequently it was taken over, more or less verbatim, by 

Lenin in his Materialism and Empirio-Criticism. Similarly, Engels writes: "Are we able in our 
ideas and notions of the real world to produce a correct reflection of reality? In philosophical 
language this question is called the question of the identity of thinking and being", page 24. 

The question, like the claim that "mind itself is merely the highest product of matter", page 27, 

reveals Engels' philosophical nalvet6. Specifically, Engels fails to understanding Hegel's 

dialectic of thought and being, form and content, society and nature, which are neither fixed 

dualities nor reducible one to the other, employing reflection metaphors, but rather 
interpenetrate and are subject to historical development. Engels famously says: "there is an end 

to the Kantian ungraspable 'thing-in-itself. The chemical substances produced in the bodies of 

plants and animals remained just such 'things-in-themselves' until organic chemistry began to 

produce them one after another, whereupon the 'thing-in-itself' became a thing for us", pages 
24-5. Despite its insight in sublating Kantian dualism, the passage has been the subject of 
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criticism, notably by Pannekoek, due to its equating the 'thing-in-itself with the reified 

products of natural science. 

Finally Engels, unlike Marx, is keen to distinguish between the Hegelian revolutionary method 

and its conservative content or system: "Whoever placed the emphasis on the Hegelian system 

could be fairly conservative on both (religion and politics); whoever regarded the dialectical 

method as the main thing could belong to the most extreme opposition... Hegel himself, despite 

the fairly frequent outbursts of revolutionary wrath in his works, seemed on the whole to be 

more inclined to the conservative side", page 18. The passage suggests that Engels understood 
little of the complexity of Hegel's life and philosophy, content and form, nor the 

interpenetration between them. 

The Dialectics of Nature 

force and matter are inseparable, Engels (1940) page 18 9. 

Dialectics, which likewise knows no hard andfast lines, no unconditional, universally valid 
"'either-or! " which bridges the fixed metaphysical differences, and besides "either-or! " 

recognises also in the right place "both this-and that! " and reconciles the opposites, Engels 

(1940), page 206, anticipating, and responding to, the Keirkegaardian critique of dialectics. 

Though avoiding the question of decision making here, on the next page he writes: in history 

progress makes its appearance as the negation of what exists .. motion in opposites is most 

markedly exhibited in all critical epochs of the foremost peoples. At such moments a people 
has only the choice between the two horns of a dilemma: "either-or! ". 

Yhe interaction of dead natural bodies includes both harmony and collisions, that of living 

bodies conscious and unconscious co-operation equally with conscious and unconscious 

struggle. Hence, even in regard to nature, it is not permissible one-sidedly to inscribe only 
'struggle' to one's banners, Engels qualifying his support for the Darwinian theory of the 

struggle for life which, under the influence of Marx's criticism of Darwin, he describes as 
simply the transference firom society to organic nature of Hobbes' theo? y .. and of the 
bourgeois economic theory of competition, as well as the Malthusian theory ofpopulation ... it 
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is very easy to transfer these theories back again ftom natural history to the history of 

society, page 208 . 

Neither the doctrine of ultimate causation nor that of the connection o economic phenomena 

with matter as conceived by physical scientists was ever explored in Engels's works, and was 

therefore certainly not explained andjustifiled Engels's own three laws of dialectics did not 
help in this task, since they have never been accepted hy physical scientists as intrinsic to 

science. Nor were they, in any case, testable propositions, since it was not clear in Engels's 

account what was and what was not an instance of their operation. Engels'sformulde simply 
did not have the general character, hut precise referents, of, for example, Newton's laws of 

motion and Boyle's law concerning the behaviour of gases .. Engels departedfrom Ma? x in 

claiming that he hadfound a historical law in accord with some ultimate causal sense with 

all events .. interpreting 'material life' to imply the materialism of the physical sciences, 
Carver (198 1), revealing Popperian influence in Ws criticism of Engels, pages 65-6. 

Engels's causal determinism encouraged certain socialist leaders to act as if proletarian 

revolution would simply arrive as history took its course, so that their adherence to 

revolutiona7yprinciples couldremain largelyformal-and made it easyfor some socialists to 

entertain ambiguous notions of historical inevitability and the dialectic of history, Carver 

(1981) page 69. 

the deepest darkness and the brightest, most gZaring, light have the same effect of dazzling 

our eyes, and so for us also they are identical, Engels, sublating passive reflection theory, 

page 2 10. 

Engels' text consists of a set of unfinished notes, which regress to themes established by the 

earliest dialectical philosophers, though taken up by Hegel, applying a universal immanent 

dialectic to the study of nature. The revival of the ancient dialectic, updated to take account of 

developments in modem science, has become the subject of much controversy, since Marxist- 

Leninist commentators embraced Engels' approach. It grounded the Leninist claim that only 

the radical intelligentsia, which formed the leadership of the Bolshevik, and later Communist, 

Party, correctly understood Engels' dialectical formulae, now applied to explain nature and 

society. Engelsism legitimated the claim that the intelligentsia were the 'scientists' of society, 
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and therefore best qualified to make the important decisions in the new Russia. Such a view 

underpins Haldane's bogus claim, in the preface and notes to the text, that Engels' dialectical 

method led to significant anticipations of future scientific discoveries. Although a keen 

observer of scientific developments and widely read in a number of areas, Engels 

acknowledged that in his day the natural sciences had already become so specialised in their 
division of labour. Therefore, Engels cannot be considered more than a keen amateur scientist, 

and this must be kept in mind in any assessment of the Dialectics ofNature. 

The notes begin with a brief history of the natural sciences, Engels expressing the orthodox 

pro-Greek ideas of his day, failing to realise the Greek views, that the universe had emerged 
from chaos and that nature has a history rather being subject to eternal identical repetition, 

were taken from the Egyptians. Surprisingly, he acknowledges the Muslim contribution to 

science, which "left behind the decimal notation, the beginnings of algebra, the modem 

numerals, and alchemy", Engels (1940) page 4. However, Engels displays an ignorance of the 
history of science and of dialectics in polemicising against "the inductive ass Newton ... a 

plagiariser and corrupter" compared to Leibniz, page 155. Although Engels can hardly be 

blamed for knowing nothing of the importance of alchemy, and its dialectical formulations, to 
Newton's discoveries, he ought to have been aware of Newton's scientific achievements and 

the influence his methods exerted on Adam Smith and political economy in general, such as 
ideas offorce and equifthrium. Similarly, Engels ought to have been aware that, despite the 
dialectical idioms we have observed, for the most part Leibniz's thought was the antithesis of 
dialectics. 

Engels studies the "general nature of dialectics to be developed as the science of 
interconnections, in contrast to metaphysics. It is, therefore, from the history of nature and 
human society that the laws of dialectics are abstracted. For they are nothing but the most 

general laws of these two. aspects of historical development, as well as of thought itself. And 

indeed they can be reduced in the main to three: The law of the transformation of quantity into 

quality and vice versa; The law of the interpenetration of opposites; The law of the negation of 

the negatiorf', page 26. He asserts that "All three are developed by Hegel in his idealist fashion 

as mere laws of thought ... The mistake lies in the fact that these laws are foisted on nature and 

history as laws of thought, and not deduced from them". After the polemic against Hegel, 

Engels writes that dialectical laws "are valid also for theoretical natural science". In fact, 
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Hegel's dialectical examination of both nature and society is more subtle, and practically and 
theoretically useful, than that of Engels, who by and large simplifies and codifies the former's 

views. 

Hegel is referred to, and extensively quoted, in the text and appendix. Speaking of polar 

opposites Engels says: "at a definite point the one pole becomes transformed into the other, 

and ... all logic develops only from these progressing contradictions. - This (is) mystical in 

Hegel himself, because the category appears as preexisting and the dialectics of the real world 

as its mere reflection. In reality it is the reverse: the dialectics of the brain is only the reflection 

of the forms of motion of the real world, both of nature and of history", page 153. To the 

extent that Hegel's "idealism7' derives being from thought, Engels' materialism merely reverses 
the process, deriving thought as a passive reflection of being, thus eliminating any idea of 
human agency and reducing thought to a mere ephiphenomenal dead end. Such a view is an 

example of Enlightenment thinking, utterly refuted by Hegel. In contrast, Marx, for example in 

the discussion of method in the Grundrisse, revealed a deeper understanding of Hegel's 

dialectical method. Only occasionally does Engels understand the agency, the active side, of 
thought, and the many-sided nature of Hegelian dialectics, as when he quotes Hegel's point 
that the appearance of the thing-in-itself "had the entire manifold wealth of the world as 

content", the translation of "being into appearance", page 161. All of Engels' significant 
dialectical formulations and arguments are mere simplifications of Hegel, including the 
following remark on the "inclusion of 'difference within identity'... Abstract identity, like all 

metaphysical categories, suffices for everyday use, where small-scale conditions or brief 

periods of time are in question; the limits within which it is usable differ in almost every case 

and are determined by the nature of the objecV, page 183. 

Engels discusses the dialectical aspects of mathematics, however, although generating 

stimulating ideas, compared to Hegel in the Logic, he is often artificial and shallow. Finally, 

Engels distinguishes between objective dialectics, which he says "prevails throughout nature', 

and suhjective dialectics which is "dialectical thought ... only the reflex of the movement in 

opposites which asserts itself everywhere in nature", page 206. The significance, and influence, 

of Engels' contribution to the debate on objective, or immanent, dialectics is considered in the 

next chapter. 
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Anti-Diihiing 

not every petty sum of values is enough to be transformable into capital, but that in this 

respect each period of development and each hranch of indust? y has its definite mimum 
sum ... Marx observes. -... "that merely quantitative differences beyond a certain point pass into 

qualitative changes', Engels (1947), page 154. 

Marx was well versed in mathematics, but we could keep up with the natural sciences only 
piecemeal, intermittently and sporadically, Engels (1947) page 16. 

Every kind of thing therefore has a peculiar way of being negated in such a manner that it 

gives rise to a development .. Men thought dialectically long hefore they knew what dialectics 

was, Engels, pages 173-4. 

in nature, amid the welter of innumerable changes, the same dialectical laws of motionforce 
their way through as those which in history govern the apparentfortuitousness of events, the 

same laws which similarlyform the thread running through the history of the development of 
human thought and gradually rise to consciousness in thinking man... A ctive social forces 

work exactly like natural forces blindly, forcibly, destructively, so long as we do not 

understand, and reckon with, them, Engels, pages 16 and 339. 

Both Hegel and Engels, however, tended to write as if the dialectic reflected a necessary, 
inevitable process of development to which human agency was ultimately subordinate or even 

subjected, and both Hegel and Engels considered natural processes to he in thennelves 
dialectical, Carver (198 1), page 50. 

the two poles of an antithesis, positive and negative, e. g., are as inseparable as they are 

opposed, and that despite all their opposition, they mutually interpenetrate .. universal action 
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and reaction in which causes and effects are eternally changing places, so that what is effect 
here and now will be cause there and then, and vice versa, Engels page 32-3. 

truth becomes error and error truth, Engels page 114. 

Engels' Anti-Diffiring is another polemical work, the author admitting that "it was not my 
fault that I had to follow Herr Dahring into realms where at best I can only claim to be a 
dilettante. In such cases I have for the most part limited myself to putting forward the correct, 

undisputed facts in opposition to my adversary's false or distorted assertions. This applies to 

jurisprudence and in some instances also to natural science ... Conscious as I am of the 

inadequacy of my knowledge of physics and chemistry, I nevertheless believe that I know my 
Herr Diffiring", Engels (1947) pages 11-12. In view of the fact that this text, rather than 

anything written by Marx himself, became the philosophical underpinning to Second 

International Marxism, it is important to consider the extent to which Marx and Engels "were 

in agreement on all fundamentale' as to its content. Only in the 1885 Preface, added after 
Marx's death, does Engels announce that he "read the whole manuscript to (Marx) before it 

was printed", page 14. Engels' claim, as Carver (1981) points out, is not supported by any 

other evidence. That Marx should sit and listen patiently whilst a text of well over 300 pages 

was read to him, rather than simply reading it himself, seems improbable and in no way proves 

that Marx agreed with the views expressed by Engels. Carver continues: "By 1894 Marx 

loomed even larger in Engels's view of Anti-Dahring, since Engels then added some of 
Marx's manuscript material to chapter 10. Having previously cut Marx's drafts for the section 

of the work on political economy, Engels incorporated what was cut and repeated his 

acknowledgement of 1885, the first time he had revealed publicly that Marx had helped him in 

composing a small part ofAnti-Dfihring" page 47. 

The text contains examples of Engels' linear economic determinism: "the economic structure 

of society always furnishes the real basis, starting from which we can alone work out the 

ultimate explanation of the whole superstructure ofjuridical and political institutions as well as 

of the religious, philosophical, and other ideas of a given historical period", page 37. Similarly 

he writes that "idealism was driven from its last reffige, the philosophy of history; now a 

materialist treatment of history was propounded, and a method found of explaining man's 
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'knowing' by his 'being', instead of, as heretofore, his 'being' from his 'knowing"', pages 37- 

8, again emphasising his epiphenomenalism. 

Engels quotes Diffiring as follows: "The first and most important principle of the basic logical 

properties of being refers to the exclusion of contradiction. Contradiction is a category which 

can only appertain to a combination of thoughts, but not to reality. There are no contradictions 
in things, or, to put it another way, contradiction accepted as reality is itself the apex of 

absurdity ... The antagonism of forces measured against each other and moving in opposite 
directions is in fact the basic form of all actions in the life of the world and its creatures. But 

this opposition of the directions taken by the. forces of elements and individuals does not in the 

slightest degree coincide with the idea of absurd contradictions ... The more contradictory a 

thing the truer it is, or in other words, the more absurd the more credible it is. This maxim, 

which is not even newly invented but is borrowed from the theology of the Revelation and 
from mysticism, is the naked expression of the so-called dialectical principle", page 147. 

Engels' bitter polemic prevents him addressing the specific points made by Diffiring, thus 

robbing us of the chance to see the depth of Engels' understanding of dialectics and its 

genesis. In reply Engels merely repeats the ancient Greek view that "Motion itself is a 

contradiction: even simple mechanical change of position can only come about through a body 

being in one and the same moment of time both in one place and also not in it. And the 

continuous origination and simultaneous solution of this contradiction is precisely what motion 
is", page 148. 

The Correspondence 

I have got so far that I could be finished with the whole of the economic shit in five weeks. And 

that done I shall work out the economy at home and pitch into another science in the Museum. 

Yhis is beginning to bore me, Marx, in Marx and Engels (193 4), page 3 6. 

after what we saw yesterday, the people cannot be relied on for mijihing and it really seems as if 

old Hegel in his grave were acting as World Spirit and &recfing history, ordaining most 

conscientiously that it should all he unrolled twice over, once as great tragedy and once as a 

wretchedfarce, Engels commenting on Louis Bomparte's coup dWat in 185 1, Marx and Engels 

(1934), page 48. 
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the lad is even &eaming of urifing a new Hegelian philosophy raised to the secondpower. -His 
objections to Hegel's philosophy of law are for the most pan perfectly correct.... 7he ideologising 

pervades everwhing and the dialectical method is falsely applied Hegel never called dfalectics the 

subsumption of a mass of 'cases' under a general principle, Marx polemicising against Lassalle, 

page 127-9. 

In this hook Prowfl2on's relation to St. Simon and Fourier is ahout the same as that of Feuerhach 

to Hegel. Compared with Hegel, Feuerbach is verypoor, Marx, page 169. 

1 am of course no longer a Hegelian, but I still have a greatfteling ofpiety and devotion 

the colossal old chap, Engels, page 200. 

It is only by substitutingfor conflicting dnmas the conflictingfacts and real contradictions which 

form their hidden background that we can ftwisfonn political economy into science, Marx, page 

249. 

7he want of dialectics comes out in every word these people utter, Marx commenting on the work 

of various of lis contemporaries, page 299. 

Men make their history themselves .. Yheir efforts clash, andfor that very reason all such societies 

eve governed by necessity, which is mpplemented by and appears under the forms of accident 

Engels page 5 18. 

Tomorrow I will at kist have the time to spend several hours reviewing all the manuscripts which 

. 
ft us. In particular there is an outline of the dialectic which he always wanted to do. Mohr has le 

But he always kept the state of his work a secret; he knew that, once warned about arything he 

had ready, we would have bullied him until he agree to publish it, Engels in a letter to Lavrov, 

Marx and Engels (1983) page 217. 

A number of the letters, selected in Marx and Engels (1934), between Marx, Engels and others, 

contain discussions of dialectics, although some quotes have been repeated so frequently they have 

become clich6s. In its editing and commentary the text, published by Lawrence and Wishart then 
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the publishing house of the British Comrminist Party, seeks to establish a unity of thought not only 
between Marx and Engels, but also between the two and Lenin. 

Writing in 1858, Marx acknowledges his debt to Hegel's Logic, which "has been of great service 

to me7. Obtdining some of Bakunin's copies of Hegel's work, Marx added, given enough time, I 

should greatly Eke to make accessible to the ordinary human intelligence, in two or three printer's 

sheets (ie less than fifty pages-SS) what is rafional in the method which Hegel discovered but at the 

same time enveloped in mysticism! ', page 102. That Marx never completed the task is perhaps not 
due solely to lack of time, but may be related to the misgivings Marx felt about presenting Hegelian 

dialectics in a way which separated its form from its content. It could be argued that volume one of 
Capital is Marx's attempt to show "what is rational in the method". In the event, Marx left Engels 

to write on dialectics specifically, revealing his own dialectical "method of presentation! ', rather 

than his more open "method of analys&', in his work on political economy and other topics. 

One of Marx and Engels' political rivals, Ferdinand Lassalle, wrote a book entitled Yhe Philosophy 

of Herachtus the Da* of Ephesus. Marx described the text as "at bottom a very feeble 

compilatiod', scorning Lassalle's approach as "like a schoolboy who has got to prove in his 

exercise that he has thoroughly learned his 'essence', 'appearance' and 'dialectical process'. And if 

that is what the schoolboy is speculating upon one can be sure that he will only after all be able to 

conduct this process of thought according to the prescribed recipe and in the sacred forms ... Still 
less does it occur to the fellow to betray any critical reflections on the dialectic itself-He will learn 

to his cost that to bring a science by criticism to the point where it can be dialectically presented is 

an altogether different thing from applying an abstract ready-made system of logic to mere inklings 

of such a systenY', pages 103-5. The last sentence is highly significant being a clear reference to 
Marx's distinction between the respective methods appropriate to analysis and presentation. 

Marx, in a letter to Lassalle, who was himself ldfled in a duel, wrote a few lines on duelling with a 

somewhat dialectical twist: "There is no doubt that the duel in itself is irrational and the refic of a 

past age of culture. At the same time the result of the one-sidedness of bourgeois society is that 

certain individualistic feudal forms assert their rights in opposition to it. The most stfildng proof of 
this is to be found in the civil right of duelling in the United States of America. Individuals can get 
into some unbearable collisions with one another that the duel seems to them to be the only 
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solutiorf', page I 11. Still on Lassalle, Engels said of him that "as an agitator he utterly forgot the 

little dialectic he had leamt from Heger', page 403. 

Marx and Engels discussed the method appropriate to Capital, as the following letter by Marx 

makes clear: "As to the development of theform of value I have and have not followed your 

advice, in order to behave dialectically in this respect as well ... In the preface I then tell the 
'non-dialectical' reader that he should skip pages x-y and read the appendix instead. This is 

not merely a question of the philistine, but of youth eager for knowledge ... in the text I refer to 

the law Hegel discovered, ofpurely quantitative changes fuming into qualitative changes, as 
holding good alike in history and natural science", page 222-3. The latter part of the quotation 
is perhaps the only occasion on which Marx appears to agree with Engels on the existence of a 

universal dialectic. On Engels' polemic against Diffiring Marx notes ironically "that Diihring is 

a great philosopher. For he has written a Natural Dialectic against Hegel's 'unnatural' one. 
The gentlemen in Germany (all except the theological reactionaries) think Hegel's dialectic is a 
'dead horse'. Feuerbach has much to answer for in this respect", page 233. 

Engels, in a letter to Bloch, gives some explanation of "the materialist conception of history", 

according to which, he writes revealingly, "the determining element in history is ultimately the 

production and reproduction in real fife. More than this neither Marx nor I have ever 

asserted ... past history proceeds in the manner of a natural process and is also essentially 

subject to the same laws of movement... Marx and I are ourselves partly to blame for the fact 

that younger writers sometimes lay more stress on the economic side than is due to it. We had 

to emphasise this main principle in opposition to our adversaries, who denied if', pages 475-7. 

On the relationship between economic relations and legal principles, despite the use of terms 

such as "reflection! ' and "reflexes! ', Engels observes correctly that law "reacts in its turn upon 

the economic basis and may, within certain limits, modify it", page 482. Writing about his 

contemporaries Engels again sublates vulgar materialism, saying: "What these gentlemen all 

lack is dialectic. They never see anything but here cause and there effect. That is a hollow 

abstraction, that such metaphysical polar opposites only exist in the real world during crises, 

while the whole vast process proceeds in the form of interaction (though of very unequal 

forces, the economic movement being by far the strongest, most elemental and decisive) and 

that here everything is relative and nothing is absolute - this they never begin to see. Hegel has 

never existed for them", page 484. 
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Engels makes the crucial point that "only too many of the younger Germans simply make use of 
the phrase, historical materialism, (and everything can be turned into a phrase), in order to get their 

own relatively scanty historical knowledge (for economic history is still in its cradle! ) fitted together 
into a neat system as quickly as possible, and they then think themselves something very 
tremendoue', page 473. Further distancing himself from the theory, on page 480, Engels puts the 

term historical materialism in quotation marks. It is important to repeat that Marx himself never 

used the term that came to theorise Second International economic determinisra. Leninist repeat the 

claim that it was the basis of Marx's social theory, ignoring the point that Engels appears only to 
have mentioned its use by others. 

Concluding remarks 

By comparison with the relative unity of the development of Marx's thought, it is dffficult to 

avoid the impression that Engels' dialectic was limited by his failure to fully understand the 
interpenetration of thought and being, superstructure and base, concept and thing, i. e. agency 

and the active side of cognition. Engels says: "the dialectic in our heads is only the reflection 

of the actual development which is fulfilled in the world of nature and of human history in 

obedience to dialectical forms", Marx and Engels (1934), page 495. Similarly, Engels' 

approval of Schmidt's mathematical analogy demonstrates both his lack of consistency and 
failure to understand the complex relationship between thought and practical need: "The 

identity of thought and being, to express myself in Hegelian fashion, everywhere coincides 

with your example of the circle and the polygon. Or the two of them, the concept of a thing 

and its reality, run side by side like two asymptotes, always approaching each other yet never 

meeting. This difference between the two is the very difference which prevents the concept 
from being directly and immediately reality and reality from being immediately its own 

concept", Marx and Engels (1934), page 527. 

However, it is not possible to assess comprehensively the respective merits of Marx's 

dialectical method and that of Engels purely on the basis of the discussion contained in the 

current chapter. Such an assessment would be abstract, speculating on who came nearest to 

the 'true' or 'correct' method. Only in the light of subsequent developments, can we hope to 
identify the theoretical and practical usefulness of the contrasting approaches, abstracting from 
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inconsistencies in both. In the following chapter, we consider the fate suffered by both Marx's 

dialectical "method of presentation7 and Engels' universal immanent dialectic. 
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Chapter Nine 

Dialectical Materialism as the Metaphysics of the Radical Intelligentsia 

Dialectic, which stands for complexity, and materialism, which results in a narrow one- 
sidedness of view, are as mutually repellent as water and oil, Losslcyý quoted in Wetter 
(195 8) page 551. 

This chapter's discussion centers around the uneasy relationship between dialectics, or more 

specifically Engels' 'codification' of Hegel, and vulgar materialism, defined as according 

matter ontological primacy. There follows a detailed examination of the social conditions 

giving rise to the relationship in the specific form of dialectical materialism, in late 19th 

century Russia. The final chapter examines Western Marxism, concentrating on its practical 
critique of dialectical materialism, as the ideology of the radical intelligentsia claiming 
leadership over the working class. 

The genesis of dialectical materialism as nationalised metaphysics 

... the &sfinction between the lowly mmmal world ad the lofty intellectual one continues - no 
longer as lord and serf, hut as officer and subaltern, pany cadre and pany member, expert wd 

everyone else Even after the fights ofproperty have been unmaskeg those of intellectual labour 

remain, R-L. HeRbroner, quoted in Levy (1987) page vii. 

Class antagonism within the rw&s of revolutionmy cadres remains the great unwritten history of 

nineteenth century ra&cal politics, K Sennett, who could, with justification, have extended the 

history to the twentieth century, quoted in Levy (1987) page viiL 

It has become commonplace for commentators to attribute the first use of the term &alecfical 

matefialism to Engels, and first use of histofical materialism to Engels wd Marx Collettiý for 

example, in his introduction to Marx (1975) writes: "Of the two founders of historical materialism, 
it was Engels who had developed what one might call its 'phflosophical-cosmological' aspect, its 

philosophy of nature; it was he who had successffilly extended historical materialism into 

'dialectical materialism'. Indeed, he was the first to employ this ternf', page 10. The claim that 
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Engels was the first person to use the term &aJectical materialism is quite simply false, as is the 

often repeated myth that Marx used the term historical materialism. As we have observed, Engels 

used the latter term, disapprovingly, to refer to a form of economic determinism already in use by 

Marx's epigones in Germany. Neither of the terms, in themselves, have any inherent problematic 

connotations, they were regularly used by left-wing Communists such as Korsch and 

Pannekoek, who rejected their determinist and formulaic aspects. However, their use by 

supporters of state-capitalist orthodoxy to bolster their status as the leaders of the worldng 

class, the upholders of the "dictatorship of the proletariat", is crucially important for the 

history of dialectics. 

A state-capitalist society is one where wage labour predominates, but the means of 

production, though 'publicly' owned, are controlled by political leaders, state officials or 

managers. In early 20"' century Russia, the most articulate theorisation of state capitalism was 

Lenin's vanguard party, which can only be understood by reference to the growth of an 

ambitious radical intelligentsia in most nations of the world in the later 19'h and early 20'h 

century. In the capitalist west, the corresponding section of the middle class was by and large 

to be integrated into the rapidly growing economies, particularly in the professions, arts, 

journalism and other growing cultural activities. In the semi-feudal, often colonised, nations of 

the 'east', the integration of a radical modernising intelligentsia was not possible. In Russia, as 

elsewhere, a minority of this fraction of the middle class turned to revolutionary politics of a 

particularly centralist and conspiratorial kind. The most able representative of the fraction, 

Lenin, learned much from the thinking of Bakunin and Nacheyev, his version of the vanguard 

party becoming the means by which a new master-slave dialectic was to be legitimated in 

Russia. Once in power, Lenin used the theory to lend authority to a new division of labour, 

between party workers and leaders, a microcosm of the wider wage labour relation. 

Wage labour was peripheral to predominantly agrarian economies, but came to predominate in 

the nationalised industries and collective farms of Russia. The 1920s saw intellectuals, along 

with large numbers of technocrats and managers, join the Party, the latter being sometimes the 

old factory owners or managers encouraged by the Bolsheviks to return. Such groups realised 

the new rigime was willing to maintain their privileges vis 6 vis the working class. The 

"dictatorship of the proletari , at", a term used by Marx to describe the early period of power in 

a workere state prior to an abolition of classes, under the Bolsheviks became the dictatorship 
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of the party leadership. The "dictatorship" was 'necessary' because, according to Lenin 

following Kautsky, only the leaders were capable of understanding "scientific socialisnP, a 

term taken from Engels, to bolster which historical materialism and dialectical materialism 

were given central significance. The leaders were the 'value-free scientists' of the new 'workers 

state', the only ones capable of understanding the 'laws' of nature and society implicit in the 

two terms. 

The twentieth century saw the working class of the world develop numerically and 
intellectually, however, as manufacturing moved from first world to third world countries, 

workers in the most advanced sectors of the capitalist world increasingly found themselves in 

service industries, performing concrete labour often requiring considerable levels of education. 
There can be no question of the potential of these workers, by their own efforts and 
irrespective of the intelligentsia, to organise the overthrow of capitalism, and in turn maintain 

and expand the functions necessary to produce sufficient use values for the world's population. 
The Kautsky-Lenin theory, legitimating the need for leadership of the working class by the 

radical intelligentsia, therefore possesses even less relevance to contemporary western 

countries, than it had in late 190' century Russia. 

Obviously, each strike or demonstration, each revolutionary situation, throws up ad hoc 

leaders, due to differences in self-confidence, education, personality, and the all-pervasive 
h ierarchy which remains a feature of capitalist society. However, the Kautsky-Lenin theory 
hypostatises leadership, thus denying the ability of workers to develop intellectually, thinking 

and acting for themselves. The theory takes the vantage point of the radical intellectual 

subject, who in turn objectivises the worker, attempting to freeze what is actually a dialectical 

unity of leaders and led, and, in the context of modernising backward countries, legitimising 

state-capitalism. Such a mode of production initially takes the form of the party leadership at 
the head of the vast network of wage labour relationships, where the means of production 
have been entirely "nationalised" by the new state. According to Lenin, there would be an 

eventual "withering away of the stat&"', the leaders agreeing to abolish wage labour and 

money, thus creating a classless society. That any ruling class, especially one so prepared to 

use the totalitarian techniques of the Bolsheviks, should give up power in this way has no 
historical precedent, and therefore as a description of the genesis of a classless society can 
hardly be taken seriously. In the mean-time, Bolsheviks discussed greater or lesser equality of 
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income, and the introduction of scientific management, according on the dialectic of power 
between the state-capitalist r6gime, the working class and the pressure of international market 

capitalism. It is hardly surprising that post- 1917 Russia became the envy of radical intellectuals 

and many managers, technocrats and scientists throughout the capitalist world, especially 
during slump conditions in the 1930s. In Britain, for example, the Webbs, Shaw and other 

Fabians, along with some of the nation's leading scientists like J. D. Bernal, took on the mantle 

of enthusiastic support for Russia. - 

Franz Mehring and the "profession of historical materialism" 

Mehring (1846-1919) studied classics at the universities of Leipzig and Berlin, taking up 

work as a journalist whilst maintaining his links with academic life. Although his early views 

were liberal, Mehring later made an intensive study of the works of Marx and Engels, joining 

the S. D. P. in 1891.11is writings in Die Neue Zeit were influential in developing orthodox 
Marxism on behalf of the party, then under attack from revisionists who sought to replace 
Marxism with neo-Kantianism. Mehring's friendship with Kautsky ended with the onset of the 

first world war, he left the S. D. P. due to its support for the Kaiser, working with Karl 

Leibknecht and Rosa Luxemburg until their death. 

In On Historical Materialism, Mehring (1975) routinised use of the term historical 

materialism, suggesting the desire to become a professional representative of the working class 

when speaking of the "profession of historical materialism7'. According to Mehring, compared 

to the profession of "historical idealisrif', his chosen profession brings with it only "poverty, 

persecution and slander", - page 15. In a letter to Mehring, Engels distanced himself from the 

economic determinism which, under the name of historical materialism, was being presented 
by people like Mehring as 'Marxism'. Mehring's essay links the natural and social sciences in 

speaking of "laws of historical motion7V which the materialist approach to history identifies. 

He sets a precent when in quoting deterministic passages from Engels, and the famous preface 

to the Contribution to a Critique of Political Economy, in which Marx untypically expresses 

determinist views on the relationship between economic base and superstructure. 

There is much that is useful in the text, such as the enlightened views on ancient Egypt, 

however, Mehring, in common with Kautsky, pioneers the vulgar, anti-dialectical, linear cause 
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and effect determinism, captured in the historical materialism of the Second International. 

Mehring does this by suggesting complete accord in the thought of Marx and Engels, insisting 

on a one-sided, universal rejection of the "idealism! ' of German philosophy in favour of Engels' 

"materialisre'. Pannekoek explains the social basis for the historical materialism of orthodox 
Marxism, and Leninism, writing: "historical evolution has partly transformed the spiritual 

element linked with the labour process into a distinct function peculiar to certain people, to 

certain classes, and has thus induced a shrinkage of 'human quality' at both levels. Hence, 

these specialists, the intellectuals, are coming to regard their work, the spiritual, as a higher 

form; they are thereby becoming blind to the organic, social unity of these two elements. That 

is why their idea of historical materialism cannot fail to be wrong in every particular", quoted 
in Bricianer (1978), page 49. 

Karl Kautsky: ideologist of the German radical intelligentsia 

Revolutions cannot he made hut arise out of conditions, Kautsky, quoted in Geary (1987) 

page 8 1. 

Yhe theory of history wishes to he nothing else than the application of Danvinism to social 
development, Kautsky, quoted in Bricianer (1978) page 14. 

Karl Kautsky was born in Prague, the son of an artistic father and an actress-writer mother. 
He studied history and the natural sciences at the University of Vienna. After meeting both 

Marx and Engels in London, Kautsky became the pivotal figure in 'interpreting' and 
'popularising' Marx's rather complex dialectical method. In Practice this meant conflating 
Marx with the more accessible views of Engels set out in Anti-Dahring. Kautskys task was 

carried out in the forum of the Second International, whose members referred to him 

ambiguously as "the Pope" of "scientific socialism7. His articles in Die Neue Zeit, and his 

work in the German Social Democratic Party, combined the 'softening' of Marx's ideas with 
'quietist' democratic reforms. Kautskys views came to be known as orthodox Marxism, and 

sought to gradually improve the quality of working class fife, which suffered due to the 1878 

Anti-Socialist Law and the economic slump of the 1880s. His early reputation meant that 

Kautsky could initially count on the support of Luxemburg, Pannekoek and Lenin. However, 

he came to be reviled by all three, although for different reasons, once his 'quietism' and 
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'evolutionism' became manifest. It is useful to compare Kautsky's dismissive views on trade 

unionism with the dialectical view of Rosa Luxemburg, who refýrred to trade union struggle as 

a "labour of Sisyphus", making the point that "the living dialectical development gives rise to 

organisations as the product of struggle", quoted in Geary (1987) pages 25 and 67. 

Kautsky was not keen on dialectical thinking, admitting in a letter to Plekhanov, 22.5.1898, 

that philosophy had never been his "strong poinf'. It is apparent from his writing, that he 

possessed little knowledge of German idealist philosophy, including Hegel, instead combining 

determinism with evolutionism, the latter based on popularisations of the writings of Darwin, 

which he read in his youth. Marx had at first been impressed by Darwin's work, later 

becoming lukewarm, whereas Engels retained an enthusiasm for Darwin throughout his life, a 

view transmitted to Kautsky. In his first article in Die Neue Zeit, Kautsky said that the effects 

of Darwinist theory would "reach the most distant areas of knowledge and help us understand 

not only the intellectual life of man but throw new light on the doctrines of political economy 

and even the laws of our modes of behaviour", quoted in Geary page 95. Kautsky eventually 

rejected social Darwinism, however, as we shall see, Darwinism remains influential today in 

the thinking of Leninists, who link it to dialectical and historical materialism. 

Kautsky believed, rather mechanistically, in inexorable "laws of motion7 of capitalism, 'laws' 

allegedly discovered by Marx, subscribing to an inevitable class conflict resulting from the 

contradictions resulting from the acting out these 'laws'. He believed that the conflict would 

cause more and more workers to join the S. D. P., so that socialism would "evolve' from the 

growing party, with its emphasis on organisation, resulting in an eventual seizure of power, 
but without the need for violent revolution. Although he argued that the ever increasing 

productive capacity of capitalism would in itself be a major factor in the gradual evolution of 

socialism, he was keen to stress the need to avoid "rigid mechanisnf', quoted in Geary page 

92. However, Kautsky, no doubt influenced by his natural scientific studies, was attracted by 

the weakest, and most mechanistic, elements in Engels' thought. He eschewed the praxis of 

the working class, stressing instead of the identity of the natural and social sciences, with their 

"natural lawe' and "natural necessity", arguing that "economic necessity is the decisive factor 

in history", quoted in Geary page 93. 
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Kautsky's greatest service to the interests of his class, the radical intelligentsia, was to insist 

that the working class needed to be "organised", rather than acting "spontaneously". The idea 

that workers should be organised is unexceptional, but with the full approval of Lenin in What 

is to be Done?, Kautsky asserted that the working class, even in struggle, was not by itself 

capable of developing the theory and practice adequate for abolishing capitalism. Therefore, 

Kautsky concluded, the working class needed the assistance of a "consciousness from 

without", or more specifically it needed to be led by the intellectuals of the S. D. P.. In Die 

Neue Zeit he wrote: "science today is stiff a privilege of the property-owning classes. Thus the 

proletariat is incapable of creating on its own account a viable Socialist theory. Such a theory 

has to be brought to it... Socialist consciousness is therefore something carried into the class 

struggle of the proletariat from outside, not something that grows out of it automatically", 

quoted in Geary page 3 1. Kautsky's view became central to the development of dialectical 

materialism in the 20'h century. 

Plekhanov invents dialectical materialism 

777e philosophy of Marx and Engels is not only a materialist philosophy; it is dialectical 

materialism, Plekhanov (undated) page 89. 

Man is only a part of Nature, a part of being,, there is therefore no room for any 

contradiction between his thinking and his being-In general, the laws of being are at the 

same time laws of thinking, Plekhanov (undated), page 21, who attributed such views to 

Feuerbach, Engels and Marx. On page 28, however, he correctly points that: materialism 

recognises the unity of subject and object, not their identity. 

I am referring, not to the arithmetic of social development, hut to its algebra, Plekhanov, 

page 32, developing a view that remains influential amongst Leninists today. 

Political relations indubitably influence the economic movement, hut it is also indisputable 

that before they influence that movement they are created by it, Plekhanov page 55. 
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Parmenides called them the 'two-headed' philosophers, who saw things simultaneously in a 
double aspect - as existent and non-existent, Plekhanov, page 97n, referring to the disciples 

of Herachtus. 

Plekhanov, a member of the Russian radical intelligentsia, spent much of his life in political 

exile. Until their eventual estrangement, he was friendly with Lenin who was deeply influnced 

by Plekhanov's brand of dialectical philosophy. Plekhanov's (undated) Fundamental Problems 

ofMarxism, first published in 1908, was described by V. Fomina, the official representative of 

Soviet state capitalist orthodoxy, in the preface to the text as "the finest 'exposition of the 

philosophy of Marxism"', page 5. Plekhanov employed a number of mathematical analogies, 

being particularly attracted by the idea of an "algebra of revolution7, although he fails to 

inform his readers of its precise algebraic equation. Noting Herzen's remark that dialectic is 

"the genuine algebra of revolutioe', Plekhanov says: 'With Hegel, however, this algebra 

remained entirely unapplied to the burning problems of practical life 
... 

it is quite different with 

Marx's materialist philosophy, in which revolutionary 'algebra' manifests itself with all the 

irresistible force of its dialectical method", quoted on page 37. On the materialist algebra of 

social development, Plekhanov argues it has room for both ... leaps' (of the epoch of social 

revolutions) and for gradual changes. Gradual quantitative changes in the properties of a 

given order of things lead ultimately to change in quality, i. e., to the downfall of the old mode 

ofproduction". pages 52-3. Fomina asserts mechanistically that Plekhanov's Predetermined 

"correct method" provides a dialectical "scheme of human society, of social being and social 

consciousness, summed up in a five-point formula7, page 9. 

Under the influence of Engels, Plekhanov's text begins with a polemic in favour of 

"materialism! ' and against "idealisnf'. Taking the former to be based on Democritus' atomism, 

Plekhanov reveals how little he understands of the importance of German idealist philosophy 

to the development of dialectics, particularly the work of Fichte and Kant. The "materialis&' 

he advocates is generally so reductive, "thinking is conditioned by being! ', and mechanical, 

with long discussions of economic and geographical determinism, that it appears that the 

French Enlightenment is being repeated in Russia with a delay of 150 years. Plekhanov uses 

the term historical materialism, taken from Mehring, describing it routinely as the "world 

outlook! ' of Marx and Engels, who are tacitly assumed to be in complete agreement on all 
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fundamental matters. When speaking of "Marx and Engels", Plekhanov actually means 
Engels, his text being peppered with quotes from the latter's Anti-Dahring, Ludwig 

Feuerbach and Notes on Dialectics, along wiih some quotations from Marx's work. These are 
designed to give the impression that Marx took the view that Hegel's dialectic was one- 

sidedly "mysticar' and "idealist' ', when, as we have seen, such an approach is belied by Marx's 

use of Hegel's dialectical form and content, thus distinguishing him from Engels' remarks 

about the Hegel's "revolutionary" form and "conservative" content. 

We discern the extent of Plekhanov's determinism, in claiming that the social is determined by 

the economic, which is in turn determined by the geographical: 'Ve know that the 

development of the productive forces, which in the final analysis determines the development 

of all social relations, is determined by the properties of the geographic environment", page 

42. He writes of armaments in similar, if rather less determinist, fashion: "To every stage in the 

development of the productive forces there corresponds a definite character of armaments, the 

art of war, and, finally, of international law", page 42. Marx occasionally wrote in such a 
determinist way, however, more routinely he utilised Hegel's methods of mediation and 

totalisation as a means of explaining social phenomena. 

Plekhanov discusses dialectical logic, which according to Bernstein is summed up by "yes is 

no, and no is yes". Following Engels, Plekhanov compares dialectics to "metaphysical" logic, 

in which, according to Bernstein, "yes is yes, and no is no". Still following Engels, he argues 

that the dialectic is immanent in, or "at the root of', all natural phenomena, page 90. To 

demonstrate the argument, he follows Engels' repetition of Zeno's aporia, or paradox, that a 
body in motion is both located and not located at a particular place at a particular moment, 

adding other examples from the Dialectics of Nature and Anti-DiMring. Plekhanov reasons in 

dialectical materialist fashion that "the contradictions embodied in concepts are merely 

reflections, translations into the language of thought, of those contradictions that are 

embodied in phenomena owing to the contradictory nature of their common basis, ie, 

motion-For us, the course of ideas is explained by the course of things, and the course of 

thought, by the course of life ". page 96. Such reductive materialism was, through the conduit 

of Lenin, to become the stuff of Bolshevik dialectical materialism, forming basis of the 

legitimisation of their right to subordinate and lead the Russian working, the scienti Ic 

understanding of nature and society. However, in practice the philosophy amounted to little 
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more than repeating a few dialectical materialist formulae, codified by Engels and repeated by 

Lenin, derived from Plekhanov's view that: "Marx brought the dialectical method into 

socialism, thereby turning it into a science and dealing utopianism its death-bloW, page 99. 

Lenin, dialectical materialism and the totalitarianism of the revolutionary intelligentsia 

... the workers did not possess, nor could they have possessed, the consciousness of the 

irreconcilable antagonism of their interests to the whole of the modem political and social 

system, Lenin (1978) page 37, denigrating the thinking of Russian workers during strikes in 

the 1890s. 

The task the Soviet Government must set the people in all its scope is - learn to work ne 

Taylor system, the last word of capitalism in this respect, like all capitalist progress, is a 

combination of the refined brutality of bourgeois exploitation and a number of the greatest 

scientific achievements ... ne Soviet Republic must at all costs adopt all that is valuable in 

the achievements of science and technoloSy in thisfield, Lenin, quoted in Me (1984) page 
82, articulating the contradictions of Taylorism in order to justify imposing its use on Russian 

workers. 

We are not worried about recruiting the mass; let us pick the ilite of the proletariat, and with 

this minority we will govern the majority, koberto Farinacci, friend of Mussolini and secretary 

of the Italian Fascist Party, expressing views similar to the Kautsky-Lenin vanguard theory, 

quoted in Bfick (1995), page 39. Lenin bemoaned the defection to fascism of Mussolini: "a 

strong man who could have led our party to victory"; whilst Trotsky called him a "tn=p 

card ... the only Tan who carried through a revolution ... our best pupil ... Mussolini stole from 

the Bolsheviks", pages 40 and 46. 

Revolution is a taskfor a determined minority immune to discouragement. It is the Wk of the 

minority whose first steps will not he understood hy the majority, Jos6 Antonio Primo De 

Rivera a Spanish fascist, illustrating the Leninist influence on European fascism in the 1930s, 

quoted in Bfick (1995), page 40. 

441 



Vie Russian Communist Party is the only guarantor of the Revolution and, just as the 

Jacobins saw themselves obliged to guillotine the Herbertists, even though they represented a 

tendency to the Left... so our Russian comrades see themselves inevitably obliged to smother 

implacably every attempt to break their power. It is not only right but their duty. 77ze health 

of the Revolution is the supreme law, The Leninist Andreas Nin explaining the 'dialectic' of 

totalitarianism with reference to the need for the Bolsheviks to slaughter the Kronstadt sailors 

in 1921, quoted in Blick, page 50. 

Lenin was the archetype of the Russian intelligentsia. Having trained as a lawyer, .e most 

members of the class, he felt the weight of the autocracy maintaining a semi-feudal mode of 

production, stifling the class's yearning for the freedom and privilege offered by European 

liberalism. Lenin was in effect a Russian Fabian, although living under radically different social 

conditions than his English counterparts. He defined socialism as "merely state-capitalist 

monopoly which serves the interests of the whole people... in which the land is socialised and 
factories nationalised", quoted in Blick (1995) page 3. As a radical modemiser, Lenin 

hypostatised Russian social conditions, universalising the gulf between the forward looking 

intelligentsia, on the one hand, and the mass of the peasantry and new working class, on the 

other. From this foundation Lenin developed a view of the respective roles, the division of 

labour, of the intelligentsia and the working class in Russia, a view in accord with that of 

Kautsky. In nat is to be Done? Lenin (1978) says that leadership of the working class is 

vital to prevent it from acting "spontaneously", developing only an "economistic" or trade 

union consciousness: "The history of all countries shows that the working class, exclusively by 

its own effort, is able to develop only trade-union consciousness, i. e. the conviction that it is 

necessary to combine in unions, fight the employers, and strive to compel the government to 

pass this or that necessary labour law, etc. The doctrine of socialism, however, grew out of the 

philosophic, historical and economic theories elaborated by educated representatives of the 

propertied classes, by intellectuals. By their social status, the founders of modem scientific 

socialism, Marx and Engels, themselves belonged to the bourgeois intelligentsia. In the same 

way, in Russia, the theoretical doctrine of Social-Democracy arose altogether independently of 

the spontaneous growth of the working-class movement; it arose as a natural and inevitable 

outcome of the development of thought among the revolutionary socialist intelligentsia", page 
38. 
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In order for the revolutionary intelligentsia to set up state-capitalism in Russia, Lenin, as its 

most able thinker and practical politician, had to combat any attempt by the Russian working 

class to establish its independence from the revolutionary intelligentsia. Therefore, newspaper 

articles containing statements such as: "The vitality of the working-class movement is due to 

the fact that the workers themselves are at last taking their fate in their own hands, tearing it 

away from the hands of the leaders", quoted on page 44, were contested vigorously. Lenin 

makes his position transparent in claiming that "opponents of any non-worker intelligentsia 

(even a socialist intelligentsia) are compelled, in order to defend their positions, to resort to 

the arguments of the bourgeois 'pure trade-unionists'... any worship of the spontaneity of the 

working-class movement, any belittling of the role of 'the conscious element', of the role of 
Social-Democracy, means, quite independently of whether he who belittles that role desire it 

or not, a strengthening of the influence of bourgeois ideology upon the workers ... the 

spontaneous development of the working-class movement leads precisely to its subordination 
to bourgeois ideology", pages 47 and 50. To further bolster the interests of his class, Lenin 

brings into play the "profoundly true and important word of' Kautsky: "Modem socialist 

consciousness can arise only on the basis of profound scientific knowledge ... The vehicle of 

science is not the proletariat, but the bourgeois intelligentsia". quoted on page 48. Such views 

suggest that, however true Lenids views were when applied to Russian conditions, the 

doctrine applies to the working-classes of even the most advanced capitalist economies. 

Lenin! s practical theory was derived from the Russians Bakunin, Nacheyev and Tkachev, 

mediated by his studies of the French revolution, in particular the ideas of Maximillien 

Robespierre and the later Auguste Blanqui. As a consummate pragmatist on the question of 

tactics, Lenin became aware of the urgent need to write State and Revolution in 1917.11is 

well developed class instincts led him to the view that only through a "hard" small 

conspiratorial party could state-capitalism be achieved, only be such means could Russia be 

led into the 20'h century by the radical intelligentsia. Despite the philosophical and economic 

weaknesses of his text, Blick (1995) traces the development of Lenin's view that only with the 

aid of what was, in effect, the first totalitarian state could Russia be modernised. Blick 

convincingly demonstrates the lack of an organic link between the views of Lenin and those of 
Marx. Russian conditions were quite unlike those in which Manes "dictatorship of the 

proletariat" and "a new and greater spontaneous international" could become a reality. 
Spontaneous action by workers was utterly rejected by Lenin, workers had to be led by a 
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"revolutionary general staff', a term taken from Bakunin, or a "dozen wise men7. Therefore, 

according to Lenin, and Trotsky after he embraced Bolshevism, a party of revolutionary 
intellectuals should "substitute" itself for the proletariat, ruling on its behalf Lenin thereby 

accepted precisely what Marx and Engels had rejected in 1844: "a few chosen individuals as 

the active Spirit are counterposed to the rest of mankind as the spiritless Mass", quoted in 

Blick page 18. 

Blick rejects the Trotskyist fiction implied in the term "Stalinisnf', a theory which attempts to 

establish a radical break, an absence of organic continuity, between the forms of state 

established respectively by Lenin and Stalin. Rejecting the theory, Blick identifies a similarity 

of views, an organic link, between the two leaders, pointing out that Lenin referred to Stalin as 
the "marvellous Georgian", recommending him for the post of Party General Secretary: 

I'suggest any better candidate than Comrade Stalin ... 
(a) man who enjoys high prestige", 

quoted on page 106. Stalin eagerly embraced the Lenin-Kautsky vanguard party theory, 

arguing that manual workers had "neither the time nor the opportunity to work out socialist 

consciousness", whereas the revolutionary intelligentsia "possess the time and opportunity to 
do so", quoted in Blick, pages 37-8. Lenin promoted Stalin through the ranks of the party, 
despite opposition from others of the "general staff', expressing criticisms of Stalin only in his 

unpublished Testament, in effect groomed him for the "conductor's baton". Opposition to 

Stalin did not initially include Trotsky, who vigorously opposed the publication of Lenin! s 
Testament. Trotsky's support for Stalin's progress dated from his own conversion to 
Bolshevism until his expulsion from the Party in 1927, and he joined Stalin in opposing both 

the Right Opposition of Bukharin, and the Workers' Opposition of Alexandra Kollontai. Only 

after his own fall from grace, did Trotsky rewrite the history of his relationship with Stalin. As 

late as 1936 Trotsky stated that given the choice between the "Stalinists" and the Mensheviks, 

he would "obviously have to pick the Stalinists", quoted in Bfick, page 100. 

According to Blick, Lenin was "the founder of the world's first totalitarian state", page 33. 

The claim raises a number a issues connected with the term totalitarianism, employed by 

bourgeois liberals, such as Popper and Hayek, to describe the "twin evils" of communism and 
fascism. A number of Marxist writers have developed the totalitarian argument by employing a 
dialectical methods, an approach notably absent from Blick's one-sided empirical text, in which 
the similarities between the French and Russian revolutions are merely outlined, rather than 
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developed dialectically. Similarly, in Blick the stimulating view that the revolutionary 61ite, 

through its increasing isolation and internal competition for power, totalises its substitutio ism 

through the emergence of a single leader remains undeveloped. The struggle for power was a 

process in which Lenin was able to reveal his ability. After his death, the contest sharpened, 

allowed Stalin to display his profound understanding of "substitutionis&', in contrast to 

Trotsky's alooffiess from the 'dialectic' of totalitarianism. Blick is unaware that a modernising 

61ite will necessarily create a class of managers, bureaucrats and technicians, who wait in the 

wings until the blood-letting ends, and the "cultural revolutions", employed by both Lenin and 

Mao, are the rearguard actions of the party leaders against the new class who, if modernisation 

is to continue, will itself take political power. 

Evidence for Blicles totalitarianism thesis includes the "red terror", the slave camps, the 
famines, and the 1920 policy of removing "counter-revolutionary" or "harmfur' books from 

public libraries, administered by the People's Commissariat for Education under the 

supervision of Lenids wife Krupskaya. As the policy of thought control expanded, books by 

Kant, Plato, Descartes, Nietzsche, Kropotkin, and others, were removed from libraries and, in 

some cases, destroyed. Blick notes ironically that many of Lenids works were freely available 

under the Tsars r6gime, and during his leadership Lenin's bookshelves contained works by 

"counter-revolutionary" authors. The existence of another organic link between Lenin and 
Stalin is noted by Blick, in that Stalin's theory of "socialism in one country"' was anticipated by 

Lenin, who argued in 1923 that Russia possessed "all that is necessary and sufficient (to) build 

a complete socialist society", quoted on page 72, without the assistance of socialist revolutions 
in advanced European countries. We shall leave to the next chapter consideration of the 

assertion that Lenin wanted to see a successful proletarian revolution in Germany, especially 

one led by the workers themselves, thus refuting in practice the theory of the vanguard party. 

Materialism and Emphrio- Criticism 

"Eternal and imperishable matter exists practically, in reality, only as the sum total of its 

perishable phenomena. " In short, matter is an abstraction ... physics nowadays, when it 

assumes its fundamental concepts matter, mass, energy as fixed, well separated entities, is 

plunged into a crowd of unsolvable contradictions. Ae contradiction is cleared up when we 

simply consider them as what they are: abstractions servicable to render the ever extending 
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world ofphenomena, Pannekoek (1975) commenting on a quote from Dietzgen, pages 39 and 

41, in order the demonstrate the superiority of Dietzgen's understanding of science over that 

of Lenin. 

Yhe supreme philosophy of a natural scientist is to he content with an incomplete world view 

and to prefer it to an apparently complete hut unsatisfactory system, Emst Mach, quoted by 

Pannekoek (1975), pages 5 0-5 1, as a means of undermining Lenin's 'complete' system. 

in our party, religion remains a private matter, Anton Pannekoek, quoted in Bricianer (1978) 

page 53, distinguishing his view of religion from that of Lenin, who attempted to universalise 
Russian conditions by applying its need to fight against religion to the advanced capitalist 

nations. 

-philosophical conflict is infact not an issue of innerparty dispute and, in the opinion of the 

editors, it should not become so, Lenin, speaking on behalf of the editorial board of Prolelwy 

months before publishing his polemic against the influence of Mach in the party, quoted in 

Korsch (1970) page 3 In. 

The most significant, and least dialectical, of Lenids philosophical texts is Materialism and 
Empirio-Criticism, Lenin (1972). Written in 1909, it is a polemic against "idealist", or 
"fideist", tendencies displayed by Bogdanov, Bazarov and others within the central committee 

of the Bolshevik party, a party intent on establishing state capitalism in Russia. Although the 

titles of Chapters One and Two of the text both contain the term dialectical materialism, 

taken from Lenin's mentor Plekhanov, in fact there is very little about dialectics in the book. 

The text attempts to reinforce a number of myths taken from orthodox Marxism, including the 

identity of thought between Marx and Engels, a necessity for Lenin since he utilises Engels as 

the principal source for his version of Marxism. Lenin asks rhetorically: "Does the lecturer 

acknowledge that the philosophy of Marxism is dialectical materialism? If he does not, why 

has he never analysed Engels' countless statements on the subject? ... Does the lecturer 

acknowledge that recognition of the external world and its reflection in the human mind form 

the basis of the theory of knowledge of dialectical materialism? ", page 1. Lenin compounds his 

vulgar philosophy by making the utterly false claim that "Marx and Engels scores of times 

termed their philosophical views dialectical materialisrif', page 5, when, as we have noted, 
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neither Marx nor Engels ever used the term. The text is marked by a dualist distinction 
between "materialism7' and "idealism7', although Lenin demonstrates little understanding of 

either the complex genesis of the two philosophies or the social context of the philosophers 

adopting the views. 

Pannekoek (1975) is the most penetrating critic of Lenin's undialectical text, observing that it 

combines the views of Engels with "middle class materialism!, including the reflection theory 

of the asocial passive observer. Pannekoek writes: "The young Russian intelligentsia, owing to 

the barbarous pre-capitalist conditions, had not yet, as in Western Europe, found its social 
function in the service of a bourgeoisie. So it had to aspire for the downfall of Czarism, and 
join the socialist Party. At the same time it stood in spiritual intercourse with the Western 

intellectuals and so took part in the spiritual trends of the Western world. Thus it was 
inevitable that efforts should be made to combine them with Marxism", page 66. According to 

Lenin, chief amongst these "barbarous pre-capitalist conditions" was the influence of the 

Russian Orthodox Church. Like the French Enlightenment thinkers of 150 years before, the 

Bolsheviks tried to root out "fideism! ' and "obscurantisnf' by an appeal to "reason7' and "free 

thinking". Although Lenin's book was translated into the languages of the advanced capitalist 

countries, and published there in several editions, religion had been largely overcome by the 

working class in these nations. Western workers did not need dialectical materialist 

metaphysics, adapted from Engels' views on the natural sciences, but a new revolutionary 

theory developed from their day to day struggles. Lenin! s reason for republishing the book was 

to influence the intellectuals, managers and technocrats rushing to join the Russian Communist 

Party in the 1920s, along with their counterparts in the west, some of who sympathised with 

the Party. The Russian Party, led by well-disciplined 'scientists' armed with dialectical 

materialist theory, tried to establish a reputation for always being correct in its views, 
bolstering the claim by pointing out that, since leading a "successful revolutiorf', it was most 

capable of leading the world communist movement, represented by the Third International. 

Lenin! s book sought to re-establish the dominance of, what was actually, reductive 

materialism over the idealist apostasy of the supporters of Ernst Mach and Richard Avenarius. 

Pannekoek distanced himself from the determinist philosophy of Lenin, summed up in 

"historical materialism! ', following Engels and placing the term in inverted commas, page 13, 

similarly distanced himself from Lenin's one-sided description of Hegel's philosophy as 
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"idealism". He argued that for Marx materialism referred to a "working method ... a method 
for the study of the world", pages 134, whereas for Lenin it was an "infleible doctrine or a 

sterile dogma of imposed truths. Society changes, the proletariat grows, science 
develops ... Forms of thought and struggle, that under former conditions were necessary must 

under later conditions give way to other ones ... Mar)dsm itself is a living theory which grows, 

with the increase of the proletariat and with the tasks and aims of its fight", page 2 1. 

According to Pannekoek, Lenin understood neither the technical aspects of the scientific 

theories of Mach and Avenarius nor the social basis for their theories. The basis, as with 

philosophy from Descartes to the present, was the atomised individual meditating on the 

contents of the bourgeois world. Pannekoek explains that Mach and Avenarius were not 

solipsists, as Lenin argued, they "start from personal experience. It is their only basis of 

certainty; to it they go back when asked what is true. When fellow-men enter into the play, a 
kind of theoretical uncertainty appears, and with difficult reasonings their experience must be 

reduced to ours. We have here an effect of the strong individualism of the middle-class world. 
The middle-class individual in his strong feeling of personality has lost social consciousness; he 

does not know how entirely he is a social being", page 63. The legacy of Lenin's obsession 

with rooting out "idealisd' and promoting dialectical materialism was the U. S. SR's 

Academy of Sciences' declaration that: "modem bourgeois cosmogony is in a state of deep 

ideological confusion resulting from its refusal to accept the only true dialectical-materialistic 

concept, namely the infinity of the universe with respect to space as well as time", quoted in 

Pannekoek page 82. The depth to which "dialectical materialist science" had sunk became 

apparent when the Academy stated that acceptance of Einstein's theory of relativity was 
"counter-revolutionary". 

Pannekoek argued that industrial and financial capitalism in Russia, unlike advanced western 

nations, was experienced only as a large-scale colonial import. Foreign loans to the Czar had 

to be serviced by high taxes levied on the workers and peasants, whilst the new working class 

was viciously exploited in massive factories in the cities. Therefore, the Bolsheviks' appeal for 

patemalistic state control over production was calculated to receive enthusiastic support from 

workers, and sections of the middle class. The call was combined with the "hard" materialism 

set out in Lenin! s text, seeking to influence scientists and technologists throughout the world 

to accept the Partys modernising programme. Although the reality of Russian factory life was 
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to remain brutal under Bolshevik planning, or state-capitalism, with the growth of industrial 

production and agriculture "uneveif', the Party's publishing houses appealed to western 
intellectuals to support the new mode of production in preference to the anarchy of private 

capitalism, where the life of the intellectual or technocrat was often insecure and lacking in 

status. 

Lenin becomes acquainted with Hegelian dialectics 

Lenin's (1961) Philosophical Notebooks, when first translated into English, was eagerly 

presented by western Leninist intellectuals as proof that the master had progressed beyond the 

vulgar materialism, reflection theory, amateur statements on natural science and lack of 
dialectical thinking contained in Materialism and Empirio-Criticism. However, despite the 

preface's claim that it is "an outstanding achievement of Lenids creative genius", page 16, the 

text is actually a collection of short articles, summaries of Hegel's and other writers' texts, and 

marginal notes written between 1895 and 1916. The remarks on Lassalle's book on Heraclitus 

are largely repetitions of Marx's comments in letters to Engels, and unsurprisingly Lenin 

declares Lassalle, Hegel and Heraclitus himself to be "idealists". Lenin does not employ the 

method of totalisation, failing to link the thought of philosophers to their life and times, rather 

like contemporary analytical philosophers, he treats the views of philosophers ahistorically, as 
if they were being expressed in a Central Committee debate. 

On the Question of Dialectics, another item in the Notebooks praised by Lenin's supporters, 

consists of 5 pages of notes written in the style of Engels' Anti-Diihring, demonstrating 

Lenin's tendency to discuss the dialectic in a formal way, i. e. abstracting from any specific 

content. Lenin follows Engels by advocating a universal or objective dialectic, an a priori 

application of the dialectic, thereby rejecting Marx's distinction between the method of 

presentation and the method of analysis. Lenin, who did not have Mar)es Grundrisse available 
to him, writes: "Such must also be the method of exposition (or study) of dialectics in general 
(for Marx the dialectics of bourgeois society is only a particular case of dialectics)... dialectics 

is a property of all human knowledge in generar', pages 361-2. Suggesting some philosophical 

sophistication, Lenin says "Philosophical idealism is only nonsense from the standpoint of 

crude, simple, metaphysical materialism! ', but, disabusing us of this, he adds "Idealism is 

clerical obscurantism! ', page 363. 
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On the Significance ofMilitant Materialism, Lenin (1968), written in 1922 shortly before the 

author's death, corresponds to that point in the Party factional struggle when Lenin moved 
away from any idea of working class self-emancipation and returned to a commitment to the 

vanguard party. The revolutionary intelligentsia is urged to use the militant materialism of 
Plekhanov, Chemyshevsky and the "keen, vivacious and talented writings of the old eighteenth 
century atheists", page 655, as the basis of their propaganda against religion. Those of Lenin! s 
supporters claiming that he had advanced beyond his former crude materialism were 
disappointed with the text. Despite his study of Hegel's dialectic, the text contains neither a 
discussion of the social basis for workers' support for religion, nor an analysis of religion 

which sublates Lenin's earlier view of "consigning God and the philosophical rabble that 
defends God to the rubbish heap", quoted in Dunayevskaya (1989) page 97. Although the text 

advocates a study of Hegelian dialectics, Lenin apparently discovered nothing in Hegel to 

challenge the fixed duality between materialism and idealism, worrying that Einstein! s 
"idealist" views, which were becoming popularised in 1922, would undermine the Party's 

militant materialism. 

Raya Dunayevskaya (1989) approvingly quotes Plekhanovs theory that dialectics is the 
"algebra of revolution", a view embraced by contemporary Leninists. Dunayevskaya ignores 

Lenids tactical twists and turns on the question of working class involvement in government, 

changes dictated by political necessity in the factional struggles within the intelligentsia. She 

has difficulty in acknowledging that Lenin's key text, What is to be Done?, articulates his 

proposed division of labour, thus consigning workers to the role of foot soldiers, subject to the 
dialectical materialist inspired wisdom of the party leaders. Dunayevskaya expresses 
disappointment at the advocated by the champion of her class, the revolutionary intelligentsia, 

indicated by the title of her third chapter: 77ze Shock of Recognition and the Philosophical 

Ambivalence of Lenin. Although committed to the need for a "mature" leadership of the 

vanguard party, she advocated the need for the leadership to advance beyond Lenin! s early 
"vulgarly materialistic photocopy theory". page 101. Arguing that Hegel's influence moved 
Lenin beyond such view, she produces no evidence to support the claim that Lenin, "the 

genius of the concrete ... had gained from Hegel a totally new understanding of the unity of 

materialism and idealism", pages 101 and 103. 
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Disappointment at Lenin's late writings is apparent when Dunayevskaya notes his advice to 
Soviet youth to study "everything Plekhanov wrote on philosophy", page 117, and his 

ordering the reprint of Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, rather than any of his "Hegelian! ' 

writings. Dunayevskaya writes of Lenin! s "tragedy", rejecting accusations of his "lack of 

courage", however, her failure to apply an Hegelian totalising method to the class basis of 
Bolshevism, results in a shallow explanation of event in Russia consisting of the struggle 
between "good" people, such as Lenin and, "bad" ones, such as Stalin. As a result, 
Dunayevskaya can offer no explanation for Lenin! s retreat from dialectics to vulgar 

materialism. 

Slaughter's (1962) text rarely rises above sycophancy, describing Lenin as "the greatest 

thinker of this century", page 1. Representing the interests of the intelligentsia, Slaughter 

insists on the need for "revolutionary leadership" of the working class. He acknowledges 
Lenin! s rejection of reflection theory but, unlike Dunayevskaya, fails to appreciate, let alone 

explain, Lenin's mere paying of lip service to Hegelian dialectics, and the return to vulgar 

materialism in his last writings. Slaughter regresses to vulgar materialism, referring to what he 

- calls the "brilliant statement" of Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, assailing Dunayevskaya 

and others deviating from such views as "idealists". That Leninism. and Trotskyism, 

underpinned by dialectical materialism, lack the vibrancy and dynamism of the dialectical 

critique of Western Marxism, considered in the next chapter, and are thus irrelevant to the 

needs of the contemporary working class, is perfectly demonstrated by Slaughter's text. 

State and Revolution 

A number of Leninist writers have argued that Lenin! s views, in What is to he Done? ý on the 

vanguard party and the inherent intellectual limitations of workers, were an aberration, and 

were later rejected by him. The main piece of evidence for the argument is the views expressed 
by Lenin in Yhe State and Revolution, written in 1917, between the February and October 

revolutions. The background to the work is the realisation by Lenin that the Russian working 

class was beginning to show its ability to educate itself, perhaps eventually organising a 

genuinely proletarian revolution. In short, day to day event were refuting the central thesis of 
nat is to he Done?, with activity in the independent workers' factory committees threatening 

to marginalise the Bolsheviks, who controlled the ma ority of Soviets and trade unions. i 
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Therefore, ever the tactical pragmatist, Lenin's book reasserted "the dictatorship of the 

proletariaf' in an attempt to recapture working class support. 

However, despite its critical corroboration of the views of Pannekoek, against those of 
Kautsky, a careful reading of the text, and subsequent events, makes explicit Lenin's short- 

term tactical needs, thus negating any idea of a fundamental change in his view that the 

"vanguard" will act on behatf of the working class. Lenin (1968) writes astutely: "the 

dictatorship of the proletariat, i. e., the organisation of the vanguard of the oppressed as the 

ruling class for the purpose of suppressing the oppressors, cannot result merely in an 

expansion of democracy ... Only in communist society, when the resistance of the capitalists 

has been completely crushed, when the capitalists have disappeared, when there are no 

classes ... only then the state ... ceases to exist", pages 324-5. Explaining his vision of socialisrn, 

centralised state-capitalism, Lenin argues: "Accounting and control - that is mainly what is 

needed for the smooth functioning, for the proper functioning, of thefirstphase of communist 

society. All citizens are transformed into hired employees of the state, which consists of the 

armed workers. All citizens become employees and workers of a single country-wide state 

'syndicate'. All that is required is that they should work equally, do their proper share of work, 

and get equal pay", page 334. Lenin omits to mention who organises and controls the 

centralised "armed workers", who performs the intellectual and disciplinary functions, who 

prepares the ground for when "quantity turns into quality" and there is a "complete withering 

away of the state". All of which presents powerful evidence for the view that, outside of his 

notes on philosophy, it was mystificatory Realpolitik, rather than authentic dialectical critique, 

that underpinned the thinking of the principal advocate of state capitalism. 

Trotsky and dialectical materialism 

.. the proletariat would have to introduce in the economy a series of very important reforms, but 

not another social revolution, Trotsky (1972), page 253, rubg out a proletarian revolution to 

follow the bourgeois October Revolution- 

Doctrinaires 
... would like categoficalfonnulae: yes-yes, and no-no ". Trotsky utilising the views of 

Plekhanov, who he called "a remarkable propagandist of dialectical materialism! '. as the basis of an 

argument against formal logic, page 255. 
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Trotsky's stw*oint was that of the working class; both inside the Soviet Union wd 

internationally, Doug Jemess, in Trotsky (1990) page HL offering "leadership" to the potential 
foot-soldiers and factory fodder of world state capitalism, including the regime signing a "non- 

aggression pact" with Hitler in 1939. 

A sophist will (say) a pound of sugar is equal to itseý' "at any given moment"... How should we 

really conceive the word "moment"? If it is an infinitesimal interval of time, then a pound of sugar 

is subjected during the course of that "moment" to inevitable changes. Or is the "moment" a 

purely mathematical ahstractjoi4 that is, a zero of time? But eveWhing exists in time; and 

existence itseyýis an uninten-uptedprocess of transformation; time is consequently afundwnental 

element of existence. Yhus the axiom 'A " is equal to 'A " signifies that a thing is equal to itse#'if it 

does not change, that is, if it does not exist, Trotsky (1990) page 49. Although the remark on the 

sophists reveals a lack of knowledge of the history of dialectical thought, particularly a lack of 
familiarity with Hegel's views on the sophists, Trotsky displays good understanding of the dialectic 

of movement. 

.. the &aIectic of Marx, Engels and Lenin ... Yhe &alectic, permit me to recall once again, is the 
logic of evoludot4 Trotsky (1990), page 72, creating the Darwin-Engels-Lenin connection, 'with 

Marx used as a means of legitimation. 

. Jo identify logic (the dfalectic) with religion reveals utter ignorance mid superficiality in the 

basic questiOns Of humQn thOught, TrOtskY (1990) page 73, again displaying his own "utter 

ignorance' of the history of dialectical thought. 

To young comrades I recommend that they sh* on this queston the works of Engels (And- 

LWhring), Plekhanov and Antonio Lahriok4 Trotsky (1990), page 11 9n, revealing his influences, 

which do not include Marx, on the question of the relationship between the economic base and the 

ideological superstructure. 

Mussolini stole ftom the Bolsheviks... Hiller imitated the Bolsheviks and Mussolini, Trotsky, 

quoted on pages 96 of Blick (1995). Blick argues that Bukharin claimed that Italian fascism 
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adopted and applied in practice the experiences of the Russian revolution ... (a) complete 

application ofBolshevik tactics, quoted on page 97. 

I-Es use of the term dialectical matMalism, borrowed from orthodox Marxism, is to be explained 
by Trotsky's inability to apply a revolutionary dialectical critique to, and thereby accept the state- 

capitalist nature ot post-1917 Russia. In Yhe Revolution Betrayeg Trotsky (1972) argues that 
"nobody knows exactly" what the term state-capitaftsm means, claiming that it originally meant "all 

the phenomena which arise when a bourgeois state takes direct charge of the means of transport or 

of industrial enterprises ... During the war, and especially during the experiments in fascist economy, 
the term 'state capitalism! has oftenest been understood to mean a system of state interference and 

regulation", page 245-6. Trotsky avoids the central question of Russian state capitalism, vaguely 
defining social classes "primarily by their relation to the means of productioe', page 248, adding to 

the mystification by mention of "castee' or "ruling strata! '. The mystification intensifies when he 

defines a "proletarian state' as one in which there is "nationalization of the land, the means of 
industrial production, transport and exchange, together with the monopoly of foreign trade', page 
248. Trotsky's argument that "socialism" indicates merely nationalisation is not critique, but 

Rea, ýDolitik intended to support the claim that capitalism is defined only by private ownership of the 

means of production: "The Soviet bureaucracy has expropriated the proletariat politically... (it) has 

neither stocks nor bonds... (and) enjoys its privileges under the form of an abuse of power", page 
249-50. 

Marx had argued that it was perfectly possible, and indeed likely, that the means of production 

could be owned by the state, or even in large measure by the working class itselý yet capitalism 

would remain- In other words the definition of capitalism is not concerned with ownership, but the 

predominance of wage labour. As the post-1917 Russian economy developed, so did the 

predominance of wage labour, especially in agriculture, with the advent of forced collectivisation. 

Therefore, when Trotsky argues that "the bureaucracy has betrayed the revolution! ', page 25 1, it 

important to realise that "the revolutiod' was bourgeois, rather than proletarian, with the 

Bolsheviks substituting themselves for private controllers of the means of production. Trotsky says 

as much when asserting that the bureaucracy "would lirnit inequality in the payment of labor to the 

life necessities of the economy and the state apparatus ... 
it would introduce profound changes in the 

distribution of the national income in correspondence with the interests and will of the worker and 

peasant massee', page 252. Such views are social democracy applied to Russian conditions and, as 
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subsequent events showed, there was no intention to abolish wage labour, nor its necessary 

corollary money, and with it all social classes. Unlike Stalin, Trotsky did not realise that state- 

capitalist Russia was locked into an internal unity of opposition with the advanced market-based 

capitalist states. Such competitive opposition eventually, through the arms race, uneven Russian 

industrial development, the failure of forced coflectivisation and an ideological leadership which 

eventually lost the will. to govern a decaying empire, led to the eventual "collapse of communism! '. 

"Stalinism! ', a term developed by supporters of Trotsky, surnmarises the theory that the 
"bureaucracy" was not continuous in its aims, i. e. that Lenin and thegood'Bolsheviks had intended 

to create a workers' state, whereas Stalin and the 'bad' Bolsheviks created a permanent "ruling 

stra&'. As one supporter of Trotsky explained: '"Stalinism! refers to the counter-revolutionary 

policies of the privileged social caste that emerged and consolidated its power at that time", Doug 

Jenness, in Trotsky (1990) page I Subjecting such mystification to an immanent critique, i. e. one 

which follows its internal logic, the argument has no explanation for the social genesis of the I)ad' 

individuals forming the "ruling strata7, which is actually the radical intelligentsia transforming itself 

into an organising committee for a new Russian capitalist class, preparing the ground for the 

routine extraction of surplus value from the Russian working class. 

In the United States, as elsewhere, "Trotskyisnf' described a cabal of intellectuals, mainly of 

rniddle class origins, whose claim to power was legitimated by their understanding of "scientifie, 

socialism and dialectical materialism. In reality, the movement was little more that a venue for 

sectarian squabbles between members of the radical intelligentsia jockeying for "leadership" of a 

working class scarcely aware of their existence. An issue which emerged in the American 

intellectual faction struggle was dialectical materialism itselt accepted as crucial to Trotskyism by 

the majority faction, led by Trotsky, then in exile in Mexico, but rýected by the minority, including 

Burnham and Shachtman. For Trotsky and his supporters, including Novack and Hansen, 

dialectical materialism, interpreted in the same Engelsian way as by their "Stalinisf' opponents, 

explained "not only the course of gradual changes in natural, social, and mental processes but also 

the sharp breaks and qualitative leaps whereby things are transformed into their opposites", Trotsky 

(1990) page xvii. However, dialectical materialism was often used, following Trotsky's lead, as a 

means of Realpolifik mystification, specifically explaining away embarrassing developments in 

Russian foreign policy. Trotsky, who argued Russia was a workers! state, had difficulty explaining 

the invasion of Finland and Poland, not to mention the Hitler-Stalin pact. He seems to have been in 
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favour of the party producing textbooks on dialectical materialism, in the same way that academics 

produce textbooks on formal logic, the desire to codify dialectics leading him to make the simplistic 

assertion that Hegel's Logic "establishes a series of lawe', page 5 1. Trotsky produced a number of 

anecdotes, revealing the "appreciable value in the dialectic", page 48, and, unwittingly, his own 
intellectual arrogance. 

Support for the idea of a universal immanent Engelsian dialectic is revealed in Trotsky's remarks 
that "dialectic and formal logic bear a relationship similar to that between higher and lower 

mathematics ... Darwinism ... was the highest triumph of the dialectic in the whole field of organic 

matter ... Dialectical logic expresses the laws of motion in contemporary scientific thought", pages 
49 and 51-2. Implying awareness of the reality of factory conditions, Trotsky writes: 'Tvery 

worker knows that it is impossible to make two completely equal objects ... When the tolerance is 

exceeded the quantity goes over into quality, in other words, the cone bearings become inferior or 

completely wofthless7, page 50. He routinely uses dialectics to engage in Rea, ýDofifik for the 

purposes of faction fighting: "the U. S. S. R. is still a degenerated workers' state ... It is not surprising 
that the theoreticians of the opposition who reject dialectical thought capitulate lamentably before 

the contradictory nature of the U. S. S. R. ", pages 52-3. The text is replete with examples of Trotsky 

employing dialectical materialism to obfuscate the fact that the U. S. S. R_ is engaging in colonial 

expansion, or revolution "from above! ': "the new authorities invited the population to expropriate 

the land-owners and capitalists ... the social revolutionary measures, carried out via bureaucratic 

military means, not only did not disturb our, dialectic, definition of the U. S. S. R. as a degenerated 

workers state, but gave it the most incontrovertible corroboration ... Tomorrow the Stalinists will 

strangle the Finnish workers. But now they are giving - they are compelled to give -a tremendous 
impulse to the class struggle in its sharpest fornY', page 54 and 57. 

A blatant example of the use of diamat, the universal dialectic of nature and society, occurs in 

following passage: 
A housewife knows that a certain amount of salfflavors soup agreeably, but that added salt makes 

the soup unpalatable Consequently, an illiterate peasant woman guides herseý( in cooking soup 
by the Hegelian law of the tranVbmation of quantity into quality. Similar examplesfirom daily 

life could be cited without end Even animals wrive at their practical conclusions not only on the 
basis of the Aristotelain syllogism hut also on the basis of the Hegelian aUdlectic. 771us afox is 

awzv-e that quad-upeds and birds are nutritious and tasty, On sighting a hare, a rabbit, or a hen; a 
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fox concludes this particular creature belongs to the tasty and nutritive Oe, and - chases after 

the prey. We have here a complete syllogism, although the fox, we may suppose, never read 

Aristotle. nen the same fox, however, encounters the first animal which exceeds it in size, for 

exwnple, a wop, ' it quickly concludes that quantity passes into quality, and turns to flee. Cleorly, 

the legs of afox are equipped with Hegelian tendencies, even if notfully conscious ones, page 84. 

Assuming Trotsky's ironic positing of a universal dialectical metaphysic has a serious intent, it 

represents a regression to the anthropomorphic dialectic of the hunter-gather in the discussion of 

the fox, and is unexceptional in its discussion of the "illiterate peasant womarf'. Trotsky seeks the 

authority of Marx for such views, arguing they are "The most finished exTression to date of the 

laws of the dialectic which prevail in nature and society has been given by Hegel and Mane', page 

85. In reply the anti-dialectical Trotskyist James Burnham speaks of the "idle and profligate way 

we intellectual!? ' engage in discussion, quoted in Trotsky (1990) page 187. Burnham argues, in an 

open letter, that in Trotsky's usage the dialectic is a "Ifterwy conception of proot of 

evidence ... treating persuasive rhetoric as logical demonstration, a brilliant metaphor as 

argument ... the dialectic, for you, is a device ofstyle - the contrasting epithets, the flowing rhythms, 

the verbal paradoxes which characterize your way of writing! ', page 188. Although hostile to 

dialectical thought Burnham makes some telling remarks on Trotsky's Engelsism., arguing, on the 

natural sciences and scientific method: "I find about 75% of what Engels wrote in these latter fields 

to be confused and outmoded by subsequent scientific investigations - in either case of little 

value ... Engels was a true son of his generation... of popularizers of Darwin who thought that by a 

metaphorical extension of the hypothesis of biological evolution they had discovered the ultimate 
key to the mysteries of the universe... You, however, serve up to us only a stale re-hash of 
Engels ... your introduction of dialectics is an evasion, a perfumed trap for the unwary", pages 190 

and 194. Burnham adds: "your central strategical orientation - defense of the Stalinist state and its 

army - is now in direct conflict with the fundamental objectives of our movement, and you are 

attempting the impossible - to juggle them both in the same hand. Your appeal to 'fundamentals' is 

of exactly the same character as your essays on dialectics: a red herring to divert attention from the 

political issues at stake", page 197. 
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Stalin and dialectical materialism 

Me US. S. P, has already done away with capitalism and has set tp a socialist system ... where the 

social ownership of the mean of production fully corresponds to the social character of the 

process of production, and where, because of this, economic crises and the destruction of 

productive forces are unknown, Stahn (1976), obscuring the profound contradictions of Russian 

state-capitalism, page 856 and 861. 

.. present day Soviet philosophy consciously &ssociates itseyftom the ea? bi philosophy Of 
Marx ... In the course of the development ftom early Marx to contempormy Soviet &alectical 

materialism, a breach occurred somewhere - and in our opinion it was definitely made by Engels, 

Hence it has come about that in Soviet philosophy nowadays &aIectic simply betokens an 

evolutionism progressing via the emergence and &ssoludon of opposites, Hommes, quoted in 

Wetter (195 8) page 549. 

After Lenin! s death, the most significant supporter of the Engels-Plekhanov-Lenin dialectical 

materialist ideology was the philosophy professor Deborin, who built his reputation by berating his 

philosophical opponents. With the authority of Stalin, Deborin assailed both KorscIYs "deviatiod' 

and Bukhar&s "mechanisd'. The Jesuit writer Wetter (195 8) indicates that Deborin was orthodox 
in most of his views, praising both Lenin and Engels' Dialectics of Nature, whose materialist 
dialectic was an "abstract science of the general laws and forms of motion, exemplified alike both in 

Nature and also in society and human thought", a sort of "algebra of the sciences", quoted on page 
16 1. Rather more dissident and Marxian, is Deborids view that "the dialectical method is intended, 

not to replace the concrete investigation ofphenomena, but to guide it", page 162. 

Deborin and his associates, most of whom were intellectuals of middle class origin, proved useful 

to Stab in his initial consolidation of power. However, Stab eventually turned on Deborin, with 

the standard Leninist charge of "idealisnY', in what came to be known as the New TurrL Stalin 

sought to establish his own philosophical credentials, turning to academics of more proletarian 

origin, though suitably trained by the Party, moving them into key positions in the academies, 

supported by an intake of students of similar proletarian origin. The Deborinites were accused of 
being supporters of Trotsky's Left Opposition, and forced to confess their "idealist errors". The 

resulting philosophical change meant a return to 'pure' Marxism, i. e. Leninist orthodoxy, with 
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emphasis on the Est of sixteen rules of dialectical thought from Lenin's Notebooks, and a redoubling 
of effort in the fight against "idealism!. There evolved a separation between the "philosophy" of 
dialectical materialism and the "science7 of historical materialism, with Engels' three "lawe' of 
dialectics revived as a governing principle of all the social and natural scientific disciplines. The 

distinction between antagonistic and non-antagonistic contradictions was also introduced during the 
New Turn period. 

Having overcome his rivals in the struggle for dictatorial power, Stalin published Prohlems of 
Leninism, containing the article Dialectical and Historical Materialism, written in 193 8, Stalin 

(1976). Stalin defined dialectical materialism as "ffie world outlook of the Marxist-Leninist party", 

and historical materialism as "the extension of the principles of dialectical materialism to the study 

of social life 
... the study of society and of its history", page 835. Following Engels, Stalin referred 

to formal logic as "metaphysie' and reaffirmed the idealism-materialism duality, basing the latter 

term on "matter", though ornitting any discussion of the problems associated with this theoretical 

entity. Stalin argues that the slave system "represents an advance on the primitive communal 

systerrf', page 842, declining the opportunity to exTlain why this is the case. Although LenWs 

reflection theory, concerning the relationship between thought and being, is much in evidence in the 

text, apparently unaware of any contradiction, Stalin rejects the idea that thought is a mere 

epiphenomenon of being. Generally the text is flat and replete with dialectical chch6s, with 

numerous quotes from Engels and Lenin, though with a surprising number from Marx. As 

Stalin actually wrote the text it is apparent that Trotsky, though not Lenin, underestimated his 

intellectual ability and, despite his relatively humble class origins, Stalin was the master of Trotsky 

in his understanding of the nature of power and "leadership" in state-capitalist social relations. 

R6e (1984) is unable to explain Stalids decision to omit the "lav/' of the negation of the negation 

from the diamat cannon. Stalin realised that the "lavl' gave credence to the view that workers 

might be justified in negating the original Bolshevik negation of the pre- 1917 Russia. However, the 

philosophers of the C. P. S. U. had not anticipated the omission of Engels' third law in the 1930s, 

since a text by Shirikov (undated), director of the Leningrad Institute of Philosophy, contained a 

long final section on the negation of the negation. Stalids book History of the CPSU (B) was 

translated into the world's leading languages, its few pages on diamat were published as a separate 

pamphlet and became the last word on the subject for orthodox Communists in the 1940s. The 

Hungarian Rudas, who had also made a reputation by attacking Korsch and Lukics, summed up 

459 



the new interpretation of diamat as "a still more general law than that of the conservation of energy, 

which latter is only a physical special case of general dialectics... The dialectics of society is only a 

special case of the general &alecfics of the world, since society in the last resorý is also part of 

nature and is developed from nature ... With the continual application of the dialectical method, the 
Soviet Union is celebrating one triumph after another in the construction of socialism", quoted in 

Me (1984) pages 734. It is apparent that such a universal dialectical metaphysic, in being applied 

to everything, negates the possibility of applying a revolutionary critique to anything. 

Kharin (198 1) wrote one of the last books on dialectical materialism published by Progress prior to 

the "collapse of communism", and the text contains no mention of the then disgraced Stalin. There 

are a number of references to BrezhneVs political overtures to India, so in order to bolster the 

foreign policy initiative the text in notable for its positive attitude to Indian philosophy and politics. 
The author insists on the need to master "the Marxist-Leninist scientific world outlook", page 8, 

and reaffirms the adherence of the state capitalist regime to the view that the unity of dialectical and 
historical materialism explains the metaphysical basis of both society and nature. Until the end of 
"communism7, Parry ideologists such as Kharin stressed the materialist-idealist duality, where the 

latter collapses in the face of Lenin! s "militant materialism". In an allusion to Lenirfs Matefialism, 

chapter 3 of Kharin's text, entitled "The World as Law-Governed Movement of Matter", argues 

that "Leninism is the only true and consistent creative development of Marxism", page 5 1. 

Although Sta&s name is ornitted, the text employs the ideological function of his distinction 

between antagonistic and non-antagonistic contradictions. Kharin similarly distinguishes between 

internal and external contradictions, major and minor contradictions and basic and non-basic 

contradictions. In each case only the latter term is applicable to the U. S. SK, which is ironic, since 

although the text argues that the contradictions of the major capitalist nations are becoming more 
intense, in less than a decade the contradictions of Soviet state-capitalism were to lead to its total 

collapse. Much of the text is mere repetition of Engels' Dialectics qfNature, with its "universal law 

of development", page 158, its only contemporary use being its hints about the ideological twists 

and turns of the rigime during its final years. 
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Mao Tsetung: dialectical materialism is transported to China 

Why is there identity hetween war andpeace and none hetween wa, - and a stone? Why can human 
beings give birth only to human beings and not to wo4hing else? Mao (197 1) quoting examples of 
his famous rhetofical questions. 

-without the poor peascmis there can be no question of a revolution, Mao, summing up Chinese 

reality, quoted in Brendel (undated) page 17. 

Leaving aside their genius, the reason why Mwx. Engels, Lenin and Stalin could work out their 

theories was mainly that they personally took paH in the practice of the ckiss struggle and the 

scienfific experimentation of their fime; lacking this condftjoA no genius could have 

succeeded .. Our ckgmatists have violated Lenin's teachings, Mao (197 1) pages 70 and 100, 

transporting the Bolshevik cult of the "true revolutionary leaders", page 79. 

Dialectical matefialism is universally true because it is impossible for anyone to escape from its 
domain in his practice ... the law of the unity of opposites, is the fimdamental law of nature and 

society and therefore also thefundamental law of thought, Mao pages 77 and 128, displaying the 

influence of Engels, following whom he referred to formal logic as "metaphysics7'. 

Not to have a correct political point of view is like having no soul. Yhe ideological remoulding 

carried on in the past was necesswy and haspeldedpositive results ... Ours is a great Pany, a 

glorious Pany, a correct Pany. Ais must he affinned as afact, Mao, page 459, embracing the 
Kautsky-Lenin theory of the vanguard party. 

Brendel (undated) contains a Manist critique of the Chinese bourgeois revolution, in which the 
KT. T., the Chinese Communist Party, defeated the Kuo Min Tang and erected state-capitalism. He 

notes the stfildng resemblances between the class structure of pre-revolutionary China and that of 
Tsarist Russia. Since both nations also underwent a modernising bourgeois revolution, it is no 

surprise the philosophy of the two r6gimes is similar. Mao Tsetung, China! s Lenin, and a number of 

other intellectuals adopted Bolshevism, introduced into China by Chen Tu Hsiu, as the political 
form most appropriate to their struggle for power in China. Mao adopted the universal metaphysic 

of Bolshevism, dialectical materialism, as the KT. T. 's philosophy, and historical materialism as its 

461 



political ideology. Despite Mao's early Bolshevik inspired views on the role of the proletariat, the 
Chinese working class was even smaller than that of pre-revolutionary Russia. The native 
bourgeoisie was also small, most capital in China being foreign owned, therefore Leninist theory 
had to be adapted to Chinese conditions. So the historic role of the KT. T. was to industrialise a 

predominantly agricultural China, a Mandst inspired proletarian revolution being a near 
impossibility, and create the circumstances in which wage labour was to become the dominant 

mode of production. 

The core of the KT. T. was composed of revolutionary intellectual leaders, who alternately 

cooperated and jockeyed for power, but its rank and file was overwhelmingly peasant, with 

relatively few workers. The Party leaders resisting the recruitment of peasants, including its founder 

Hsiu, were expelled, and replaced by intellectuals like Mao. Mao himself came from peasant stock 

and, despite his early commitment to the central role of the proletariat, recognised the need to 

reorientate his thinking towards the more radical peasants, a strategy which proved to be 'correct' 

because, unlike in Russia, the revolution took place in the country. However, the revolution was led 

not by the Party but by revolutionary peasants, and only later spread to cities like ShangbA where 

the Party was able to grasp and consolidate power. Therefore, after the revolution, when a minority 

of peasants became wealthy and conservative, whilst others remained poor and revolutionary, as in 

Russia, the fight against the peasants became crucially important for the consolidation of KT. T. 

power, and the Party pressed ahead with the collectivisation of agriculture. 

Mao (1971) contains a number of essays on philosophy, which became synonymous with 

dialectical materialism, written in form of homilies: "In a suitable temperature an egg changes into a 

chicken, but no temperature can change a stone into a chicken. -There is nothing that does not 

contain contradiction; without contradiction nothing would e)dst ... Contradiction is universal and 

absolute", pages 89,92 and 94. The function of Mao's prose is to transport Bolshevism, in 

particular the dialectical materialism of Lenin and Stalh to China: "dialectical materialism is in the 

service of the proletariat", page 67. In order to create an ideology to underpin Chinese state- 

capitalism, Mao took over Russian dialectical materialism in every detail, including Lenin's 

reflection theory and "militant materialism! '. Mao kept up with the philosophical twists and turns 

associated with the Russian struggle for power, writing of the "idealism of the Deborin schoor, 

page 85, and discussing the polemics against Bukharin and Trotsky in 1937. The reductivism, of the 

Engels-Lenin tradition is evident in Mao's work: "Man's knowledge of matter is knowledge of its 
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forms of motion, because there is nothing in this world except matter in motiod', pages 95-6. That 

dialectical. materialism was to be a cure for all ills is apparent in the claim that once the "principal 

contradiction is grasped, all problems can be readily solved", page 112. 

The Realpolifik involved in the theory of non-antagonistic, or the closely related non-fundamental 

or non-principal, contradictions was taken over by Mao from Stalin. The original context was a 

polemic against the strike weapon frequently used by Chinese workers against their new state- 

capitalist masters, who stressed the need for "labour discipline! '. Mao rejected the view that there 

existed an "antagonistic" contradiction between the Chinese working class and the Party, saying 

that the "contradictions between ourselves and the enemy are antagonistic contradictions. Within 

the ranks of the people, the contradictions among the working people are non-antagonistic, while 
those between the exploited and the exploiting classes have a non-antagonistic aspect in addition to 

an antagonistic aspect", pages 433-4. Mao's ideological intention was transparent when he argued 
that in "socialist society" in general contradictions "are not antagonistic", page 443. 

Brendel quotes a 1953 Chinese Trade Union Congress, stating that "the direct and selfish interests 

of the working class must be subordinated to those of the stat&", page 18. That the Chinese Party 

could be so openly hostile to the Chinese working class was an indication of its weakness compared 

to the workers in the immediate post-1917 situation in Russia. The threats issued by Mao to 

recalcitrant workers, and others, were at times subtle and dialectical: "the Party must on the one 
hand wage a serious struggle against erroneous thinking, and on the other give the comrades who 
have committed errors ample opportunity to wake up ... Within the ranks of the people, democracy 

is correlative with centralism and freedom with discipline. They are the two opposites of a single 

entity, contradictory as well as united, and we should not one-sidedly emphasize one to the denial 

of the other ... All this is understood by the broad masses of the people", pages 127 and 436. 

However, on other occasions threats could be menacing and formal: "Law-breaking elements 

among the people will be punished according to law... After liberation, we rooted out a number of 

counter-revolutionaries. Some were sentenced to death for major crimes. This was absolutely 

necessary, it was the demand of the broad masses of the people", pages 436 and 448. Mao quoted 
Lenin in this context: "Antagonism and contradiction are not at all one and the same. Under 

socialism, the first will disappear, the second will remain", page 127. Mao's coup de grace was to 

threaten workers with the same treatment to that meted out to workers in Hungary in 1956 who 
"made the mistake of resorting to acts of violence against the people's government", page 437. in 
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case workers had failed to notice, Mao made the point. that in China "the system of exploitation of 

man by man has been abolished and the interests of the people are basically the same", page 440. 

As Chinese state-capitalism consolidated its power, as in Russia, there developed a fundamental 

clash between the ideologues of the party who, led by Mao, clung to their power and privileges, 

and a "new clase' of managers and technocrats who felt stifled by the Party. The struggle which 

ensued came to be known as the "Great Socialist Cultural Revolution! ', becoming bitter and bloody 

when Mao turned the Red Guards on his enemies. Events in China over the last 20 years suggest 

that the struggle, along with the one between these factions, on the one hand, and the rapidly 

growing Chinese worldng class, on the other, is developing sharply. 

Proletarian Philosophers 

Now dialectics is not an answer. Dialectics tells You nothing. But it enables you to 

understand emything, Jock Shanley, an upholsterer, showing the strengths and weaknesses 

of the influence of the intellectuals of the Central Labour College, which he attended in the 

1920s, quoted in Me (1984) page 148 note 54. 

in the early thirties the trickle became an incantatory flood, and the words came to be 

written, more often than not, with a respectNI capital D andM, folloiNing TA Jackson, Me 

(1984) explains how, following Lenin's popularisation of the terra, dialectical materialism 

came to viewed in Britain in the 1920s, page 59. 

... if students wished to study philosophy, they should concentrate on the latest and best 

works of the 'modem scientific philosophers' such as Karl Pearson and Bertrand Russell, 

Maurice Dobb, expressing his opinion on the philosophy most suitable for British workers, 

paraphrased by R6e, page 42. 

... not very much effort was made to explain what the dialectical process was ... 
It just 

corresponded with what you agreed with ... the parrot repetition of certain things ... Ae tactic 

that You wanted - that was the dialectical process operating ... It was a philosophy for the 

glite ... it hecame a sort of stomping groundfor intellectuals ... I don't think that many of the 
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workers were very much interested, Dudley Edwards, quoted in Me pages 77-8, discussing 

the role of diamat in the Communist Party of Great Britain in the 1920s and '30s. 

.. there was a British school of neo-Hegelian philosophy in the nineteenth century whose 

notablefigures were TH. Green and BernardBosanquet, but it left little lasting mark and its 

contemporary influence did not extend to the socialist movement With the notable exception 

of Ernest Belfort Bax, the nineteenth century Ma? xists in this count? y remained blissfully 

uninterested in Hegel's itfluence on Marx, Macintyre (1986) page 127. 

.. among the Welsh Miners during the past winter, (you) find that almost invariably when 
Philosophy was suggested as the subject for the class, the immediate reply was, 'That's 

Ditchkin, isn't it? 'For many thousands of worker-students during the first three decades of 

this century, the name Joseph Dietzgen was indeed synonymous with the study ofphilosophy, 

an academic, quoted in Macintyre, page 129. 

R6e (1984) contains considerable discussion of dialectical materialism, although one marred 
by a lack of socio-historical grounding. Me explains neither the significance of the struggle 
between the radical intelligentsia and the working class, nor its importance in the development 

of dialectical materialism. Despite such weaknesses, which could be partially remedied by a 

study of Lenin's TMat is to he Done? and commentaries on his philosophy by Korsch and 
Pannekoek, the text contains useful information on the development of Marxist' philosophy in 

general, and dialectical materialism in particular. 

Me's research leads him to the conclusion that it was Plekhanov, not Dietzgen, who in 1891 

first used the term dialectical materialism, noting that it was popularised by Lenin, as a result 

of which it acquired "a specious aura of classic authority", page 134 note 6. According to Me, 

the claim that Dietzgen first used the term is based on a mistranslation of a text written in 

1876, allied to creative interpretation of another text written in 1886. The one-sided dismissive 

attitude shown by Me to the work of Dietzgen is entirely unwarranted, and ignores the 

penetrating comments by Pannekoek, considered in the next chapter, on the significance of 
Dietzgerf s writings on philosophy. Me displays a similar lack of understanding of the 

significance of the scientism adopted by those British scientists, including Haldane, Bernal and 
Levy, who aligned themselves with the C. P. G. B. in the 1930s. This too is the result of Rie's 
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failure to explore the relationship between a radical intelligentsia, insecure in slump-ridden 

capitalist Britain, and the undernourished and brutalised working class of the time. Only a 

totalising approach can adequately explain the admixture of dialectical materialism, 

Darwinism, arguments in favour of a "scientific State' and eugenic theories of "innate human 

inequality" subscribed to by many of the "students, teachers, and scientists clamouring for 

admission7, page 89, to the Party. The intellectuals realised that Lenin and Stalin actually 

meant dictatorship of the Party, when they used the expression "the dictatorship of the 

proletariat". They saw the implications for the role and status of science, underpinned by 

diamat, and became alert to the possibilities for career advancement in a Britain in which 

private capitalists had been disappropriated. 

Hyman Levy, a proletarian by origin, was typical of the intellectual class to which he had 

climbed. However, he became disillusioned with the racism and oppression in the U. S. S. R., 

which he had visited. Although writing at length on the application of dialectical materialism to 

natural science, he later, like Korsch and Marcuse, rejected Engelsism, acknowledging that 

dialectics was of use principally in articulating the theory of revolution: "the so called laws of 

the dialectic, couched as they must be in very general terms, must have their principal 

application in the field of social and economic development. They appear to add little or 

nothing to the detailed methods of analysis that scientific workers have produced during the 

past century or so ... For science, therefore, it is primarily an interpretative method rather than 

a method of detailed investigation7, page 99. It is useful to compare this view, one close to 

that of Marx, to the more loyal Leninist Haldane who said, apparently in all seriousness, that 

he had had gastritis "for fifteen years until I read Lenin and other writers, who showed me 

what was wrong with our society and how to cure it. Since then I have needed no 

magnesia ... The Daily Worker may effect a permanent cure", page 164. 

Dialectical polemics: Fred Casey and Tommy Jackson 

So long as we live we cannot escape from struggle of some kind, and the only way to abolish 

the struggle between human beings for food, is to prosecute the class struggle to its end, 

Casey (193 3) page 164. 
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The faith in Lenin in Russia is of immense use to the Communist Party in Soviet Russia, 

Casey (1933) page 143. 

Lenin ... contributed nothing new to the principles of dialectics, notwithstanding that he was 

without doubt one of the greatest and most brilliant exponents of dialectics in practice, Casey 

page 190. 

ne Russian philosophers, in fact, do not appear to understand Dietzgen fully as yet ... Is this 

materialistic idealism? ... if it should do even a little towards restoring to its right standard 

that debased currency which now circulates in this country under the name of Marxism, it 

will have served a usefulpurpose, Casey page 194-5. 

Fred Casey was originally a plumber who, after losing a leg in an accident, retrained as a 

watchmaker. He later became a tutor in philosophy at the South-East Lancashire Labour 

College, a subject he learned from his reading of Dietzgen, considered in the next chapter. 

Casey's books and pamphlets were frequently used in labour colleges in Britain, some being 

published in America. Although highly sympathetic to the Russian revolution, in his later 

writings Casey revealed a healthy ambivalence to the writings of Engels and his Bolshevik 

epigones. Casey's (193 3) Method in Ainking, a course of lectures given to workers, like most 

writing of the 1930s on dialectics, was written in dry dogmatic style. Because of the high 

prestige of natural science, and the influence of Engels' pseudo-scientific texts amongst 

workers at the time, Casey relied heavily on examples appealing to a popular scientism. 
Demonstrating the dialectic between freedom and compulsion, in which the ancient term "the 

one7' features, Casey writes: "drop any small object and notice how gravity compels it to fall to 

the floor, and then ask how could gravity do this if the object were not free to fall? ... Looked 

at in this way everything in the universe is at times both free and compelled, just as things may 
be both absolute and relative, still and moving, singular and plural, strong and weak, etc. The 

man who cannot understand this contradictory nature of things, does not understand dialectics 

because he does not understand the division of the ONE into its contradictory parts, for if 

there is no freedom in the universe neither is there compulsion, because neither word can have 

any meaning without the other", pages 118-9. 
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Casey applies the approach to society in which "murderers, for example, are compelled by 

forces of some kind, these forces are not general, or, of course, society would soon cease to 

exist. Society therefore rightly regards them as free agents, and consequently responsible for 

their acts, for this is the way in which society protects itself and thus serves its General 

interests", page 121. Although such homilies is typical, Casey's thought then moves up a few 

gears, criticising Engels for his view that "freedom is the knowledge of necessity", which 

Casey interprets as meaning that "the only freedom man has, lies in the knowledge that he has 

none at all because all things are necessary, and consequently that his passage towards the 

future will be all the more easy in proportion as he discovers and obeys the laws of nature, and 

likewise those of social development, or economic development, willingly instead of 

otherwise", page 122. Arguing instead for the central importance of human agency, Casey 

commits the 'idealist' heresy against dialectical materialist orthodoxy: "men are compelled to 

fight to assert their desires. Some are compelled through starvation, some through religious 

motives, others for the advancement of science or literature or invention or to avoid 

bankruptcy and so on. In this fight idealism plays a great part, but here again is a dialectical 

contradiction that we may note in passing, for in as much as such idealism is working towards 

the overthrow of some given economic system it is in fact materialism", page 125. Casey 

strengthens his case by using a lesser known text by Engels himself, which repudiates the key 

tenet of dialectical materialist dogma: economic determinism. 

Although often sympathetic to Lenin, the master of dialectical materialism himself is not 

spared by Casey, who argues that Lenin did not really understand that "while mind and matter 

are for some purposes considered as being two contradictory parts or poles, they are taken as 
being One and not two, in speaking of the universe... when rightly understood, (they) are two 

things that are at the same time ONE thing - the Universe", pages 131-2. Casey implies that 

Lenin! s views are those of "mechanical materialism of the eighteenth century", views which fail 

to comprehend that "a thing is what it is only because of its relationships", page 133. Although 

not always consistent, Casey argues that an interaction exists between mind and matter, 
leading, for example, to politics "having an influence on economic development... we should 

clear away the mental rubbish left as a legacy by the old-fashioned materialists who regarded 

thought as a purely mechanical product or throw-off from matter. This old materialism, when 

consistent, never considered thought as having any initial power to do anything in its own 

right. Such a notion, to be sure, treats thought always as a reflex or picture of some object or 
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other", pages 134-5. Taking on the C. P. G. B. ideologues, Casey courageously takes the view 

that thought is the basis of praxis, or the "practical power to modify its surroundings", page 
135. 

Bukharin too comes in for criticism, since he "wants the unity of theory and practice to be all 
due to one of them - the practice"; whereas for Casey "practice and theory ... lose their 

distinctions when under the name of 'social life'... Each may be primary or secondary 

according to the nature of the relationships in each special case", page 137. Casey's, at times 

rigorous, dialectic assails Lenin! s "militant materialist" view of religion, he writes in 

Feuerbachian style, that "God, it will be seen, is really the good or desirable parts of abstract 

man elaborated past all human possibilities or limitations, and thus carried in the form of 

thought to infinity. And since man! s ideas of what is good vary in different parts of the world, 
due to the different material conditions, or at different times in the same parts, this is why gods 

vary ... Merely to deny God gets us no further, but to explain IEM is the best way, so far as 

serious argument is concerned", pages 140-1. Similarly, despite lapses into Bolshevik inspired 

scientism, Casey says "ordinary people are mystified by what the 'great' scientists say, and are 
inclined to believe them, and thus are the workers kept subject to that authority which is 

against their interests, instead of learning how to manage their own thinking. In short they 

accept the scientific god in exchange for the religious one", page 143. On morality, Casey says 

that it is "nothing beyond the upholding of the general interests over the particular, and if force 

is necessary to do that it is justified even to the extent of war-there is no abstract right 

without the corresponding concrete right, for there is no right that will serve for all people and 
for all time", page 163. 

Casey's anti-Bolshevik views roused the anger of the ideologues of the British Communist 

Party, whose views both R6e and Macintyre rely upon for their dismissive attitude to Casey. 

Tommy Jackson, for example, accused Casey of being the "High Priest of neo- 

Dietzgenianism", and of "idealistic bemuddlement", quoted in Macintyre (1986), page 137. 

Jackson, like Casey, and Dietzgen in the 19th century, was a published philosopher of working 

class origin. He was born in the East End of London, and after leaving school, aged 13, 

became an apprentice in the printing trade, his father being a skilled compositor. Using his 

dinner money to buy books, he developed an interest in philosophy, turning to politics as a 

result of becoming involved in a rally against the Boer War in 1900 and his studies of Marx, 
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Engels and de Leon. Jackson was struck by De Leon's 'idealist' comment that "a ruling class 

dominates, not only the bodies, but the mind also of the class that it rules", quoted in Me 
(1984) page 13. 

A major theme in Jackson's political life was the attempt to reconcile the contradiction of 
belief in working class self-education with unquestioning obedience to the leadership of the 

Communist Party of Great Britain, which he joined in the 1920s. "Jackson asked whether the 

Party must now become a band of 'yes-men"', reports Me, page So. Like many workers who 
became disillusioned with the reality of the Communist Party, Jackson constructed an idealised 

Lenin and Stalin as guiding lights for workers in their struggle against both capitalism and the 

party intellectuals: "Titanic efforts will be required to prevent a spurious substitute being 

palmed off upon the proletariat for the Marýdsm, by whose aid Lenin lived, fought and 

conquered", quoted in Me page 53. Jackson was subsequently removed from both the Central 

Committee and his job at Party headquarters. 

Despite some maverick views of his own, Jackson could not stomach Casey's rejection of 
dialectical materialist orthodoxy. Casey and other Dietzgenites, later referred to by Communist 

Party members as "social fascists", took the German worker-philosopher to be a reference 

point for those dialectical thinkers who felt that Bolshevism was oppressing the working class. 
Jackson eventually published Dialectics, Jackson (1933), written and rewritten under the 

supervision of the Comintern. Although a better writer than Casey, Jacksods book contained a 
bitter polemic of 105 pages, including personal abuse, against the views expressed in Method 

in Thinking. Casey had dared to challenge not only "Dialectical Materialism", Jackson usually 

capitalised the words to show his reverence, but also the icons of the Party, including Engels, 

Plehanov, Bukharin, and even Lenin himself Jackson! s polemic against Casey's philosophy, 
including the accusation of "solipsistic idealism", merely restates Bolshevik dogma, and so is 

only of historical interest. 

Maurice Cornforth and the challenge to dialectical materialism 

In my opinion, one should reserve any detailed discussion of 'dialectics' until one has 

already discussed various questions about science, of how we produce our information about 

ourselves and the world we inhabit, and about language and logic. Ae habit of rushing in 
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with pronouncements about 'dialectics' as though one must first have a clear conception of 
'dialectics' before one is in a position to discuss anything else is, I would suggest, one major 

reason why such abstract discussions as would-be Marxists engage in about 'dialectics' are 

usually so confused and inconclusive. In particular, 'dialectics' is often spoken of as though 
it superseded 'logic' , or as though we needed a special 'dialectical logic. But it is my 

contention that one must have a grasp of logic before one can make much sense of 
'dialectics', Cornforth (1980) page 59. 

Marxist philosophical criticism, in short, flows ftom and depends on scientific discovery... It 

is not criticism ftom philosophicalfirst principles which are supposed to have been somehow 

proved by philosophical as distinctftom other sorts of argument, Comforth page 6 1. 

.. m streets are my streets of my imagination, Comfortk page 13 1, quoting William Blake to y 

undermine empiricism, arguing that all observation of 'facts' is mediated, in this case by 
imagination. 

Maurice Comforth was typical of communist middle class intellectuals of the 1930s, studying 

philosophy at London University and logic at Cambridge. He became a member of the 
Communist Party in 193 1, and never saw "any good reason (as many of my ffiends have done) 

to cease being a member", Cornforth (1980), page 2. Like most C. P. intellectuals, he realised 
that Engels, rather than Marx, was of more use in developing an immanent dialectic, forming 

the Engels Society in the 1950s. Comforth published a number of books explaining dialectical 

materialism, and seemed set on a career propagating Leninist orthodoxy. However, the 
Hungarian uprising in 1956, ruthlessly crushed by Russian tanks, and the "Prague Spring" of 
1968, which suffered a similar fate, led Comforth to question Leninist orthodoxy. 

Lawrence and Wishart, the publishing house of the C. P. G. B., was affected by the groundswell 

of critical thinking within the Party and agreed to publish Comforth's unorthodox Communism 

and Philosophy in 1980. The author rehabilitated Karl Korsch, challenging the vulgar 

economic determinism that formed the basis for the orthodox interpretation of historical 

materialism, and its "laws" of economic development. Cornforth rejected his earlier 
"metaphysicar' dialectic of nature, taken from the writings of Engels and Lenin, 

acknowledging the view had no basis in the writings of Marx. He took Engels to task for 
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muddying the waters by using the term "metaphysics" to refer to formal logic, with its fixed 

atomised categories. Comforth notes the more accepted use of the term, arguing that in his 

immanent dialectic of nature Engels "proceeded to talk a great deal of 'metaphysics'... (which) 

ended up in the adoption of a metaphysic of 'dialectical materialism' as the officially adopted 

and taught philosophy of the communist movement", pages 50-5 1. 

According to Comforth, Marx's adoption of the term "materialism! ' involved no connection 

with the matter *of the natural sciences which, in the name of dialectical materialism had been 

dogmatised into "the dubious status of a metaphysical principle, the opposite of 

'idealism'... 'matter' developing eternally in accordance with its inherent 'laws of motion"', 

pages 55 and 58. That such things could now be said in Party publications indicated that times 

had changed in the C. P. G. B.. With the split over Euro-communism and the debate on New 

Times in the party monthly magazine Marxism To&ry which, in effect, advocated communist 

conspicuous consumption, it is no surprise that the Party soon collapsed. 

Even in his last work, however, the residue of Lenin's thinking remains, and Comforth made 
the following inaccurate remark: "Lenin was the major source of understanding of 
'dialectics"', page 73. The influence of "at is to he Done? remains, with Cornforth keen to 

stress the need for intellectuals to lead the working class: "scientific socialism ... (was) 

originally produced, and can continue to be developed, not on factory floors but in the 

workshops of science ... the working class will always 's pontaneously' prefer to get such 

concessions as they can out of the e)dsting system and in so doing will accept the propaganda 

of the e)dsting systern", pages 24-5. 

Dialectical materialism in the post-1945 Leninist and Trotskyist sects 

With the realisation that the U. S. S. R- was not a model on which workers could base their 

goal of a classless society, in the 1940s and '50s a number of radical intellectuals followed 

Trotsky, describing the mode of production in the U. S. S. R, and later China, as "Stalinist". In 

Britain such intellectuals, often e)dles and mainly of middle class origin, formed the 
Revolutionary Communist Party, only to splinter into a number of Leninist and Trotskyist 

parties. Each of the parties claimed to be the intellectual vanguard of the working class, able to 
lead the working class to a proletarian revolution. The division of labour inside each party, 
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theorised from Lenin's nat is to be Doneý consisted of thinkers, some paid, who controlled 

the decision making body, the central committee, and workers and students paying 

subscriptions, selling papers, going on demonstrations, attending meetings, buying party 
literature and generally obeying Central Committee orders according to the principles of 
democratic centralism. The party intellectuals constructed a Leninist organisational structure 

to suit either their interests as career politicians or to provide a means of publishing their ideas 

in the party's weekly paper, monthly review or quarterly journal. Rank and file turnover was 
high, workers leaving the party when it became clear that the Leninist division of labour meant 

their permanently relegation to the role of loyal foot-soldier and repeater of party slogans. 

Many workers saw no practical alternative to the Leninist party, becoming permanently lost to 

revolutionary politics. 

Without exception the party intellectuals propagated a "mflitanf' or "hard" materialism, taken 

from the writings of Engels and Lenin, along with a form of scientism, central to which was 
"matter" and Darwinian evolution. Some leaders gave the impression that dialectical 

materialism, universally applied to society and nature, was a means by which they could, in 

principle, explain the solution to any problem, writing on subjects on which they possessed no 

specialist knowledge, relying on dialectical and historical materialism to pull them through. As 

one Trotskyist explained, these leaders were the custodians who advocate "materialist 

dialectics, the logic of scientific socialism! ', Novack (1969), employing their understanding of 

"materialist dialectice' to legitimate their positions in the party. 

Trotkyism and dialectical materialism 

Marxism, for instance, was relatively realized in each of the first three internationals, 

realized with ascending grades ofperfection. It is heing more thoroughly realized through the 

Fourth International, which is heing created at a higher stage of working class struggle and 

bases itseý' upon the enduring achievements and a critical appraisal of its predecessors, 

Novack (1969), page 115, denying the fact that the respective internationals had increasingly 

less connection with, and relevance to, working class struggle and self-organisation. 

You cannot know what Trotskysim is until you plumbed to the depths of the essence of its 

political antithesis, Stalinism, Novack (1969), page 20, helping to develop the "Stalinisf' 
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mystification: despite all the changes in the U. S. S. R. produced by its degeneration under the 

Stalinist regime, the Soviet Union retained the socio-economic foundation of the workers' 

state created by the Russian workers andpeasants through the October revolution ... Surely 

the Stahnists don't know what Stalinism really is and what it necessarily leads to. If they did, 

they would no longer be Stalinists but would be on their way to becoming something else, 

pages 24 and 27. 

Reality is too full of contradictions, too elusive, too manifold, too mutable to be snared in 

any single form or formula or set of formulas, Novack, page 70, expressing views 
inconsistent with the claim that the Leninist vanguard party is the organisational form 

universally applicable to the creation of a proletarian revolution. 

.. for materialist dialecticians it is the movement of matter, now expressed as in natural 

science as mass-enerV, that is decisive, not the transient or particular forms which that 

material movement has at any given stage and in any specific formation, Novack, page 75, 

making the commitment to scientism explicit. 

-dialectical activity is universal. Aere is no escape ftom its unremitting and relentless 

embrace, Novack, page 94. 

Feuerhach is the bridge over which Marx and Engels crossed in their evolution ftom 

Hegelian idealism to dialectical materialism ... Feuerbach Is thought, they pointed out, had two 

serious errors. It was non-dialectical and it was incompletely materialist ... Hegel's system was 

an idealist one ... the Absolute Idea, which is Hegel's pseudonymfor God .. As Trotskyphrased 

it: 'Hegel operated with ideological shadows as the ultimate reality'... Yhose revisionists who 

claim that dialectics does not apply to nature hut only to society or to the mind contradict the 

plain words ofMarx and Engels. 7hey are either ignorant or wilffid deceivers, Novack, pages 
100- 102,103 and 107, propagating the bogus tenets of Trotskyism. 

The archetype Trotskytist intellectual, George Novack has written several books on 

philosophy. He routinely uses the term "StalinisrW', ' thus personalising history: "Stalinism 

debased the teachings of materialist dialectics into scholasticism and sophistry to serve the 

needs of the Soviet bureaucracy. But genuine dialectics has taken ironic revenge upon the 
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dictator who abused if', Novack (1969) page 8. Such passages demonstrate the dehistoricised 

Trotskyist analysis of the mode of production employed in the U. S. S. R-, China, Cuba, North 

Korea, and elsýwhere. Terms such as "Stalinist", "degenerate workers states" and 
"dictatorshipe', are mystificatory and eschew the application of both immanent and totalising 
dialectical critique to these societies. Novack's term "Stalinist" only repeats the idea of a 

radical discontinuity with "Leninist", implying the former was a 'bad' leader and the latter was 
'good', in the style of the satirical text 1066AndAll 77zat. 

The argument that Lenin had the interests of the working class at heart, in a way that Stalin 

did not, is supported by evidence that the most revolutionary members of the working class, 

that is the members of the Bolshevik party, were killed during the civil war and the foreign 

invasions after 1917, therefore the revolution degenerated, a process accelerated by the failure 

of the German revolution. Novack, and other Trotskyists, omit to mention the awkward fact 

that sailors and workers were killed by the Bolsheviks at Kronstadt and elsewhere, insisting 

that the "first proletarian revolution7 degenerated after the death of Lenin, gradually 
degenerating into a "Stalinist" dictatorship. The argument that the revolution was bourgeois, 

creating the first state capitalist society administered by the Bolshevik central committee, is 

dismissed. Novack attempts to combine the contrasting views, claiming that "the plebeian (sic) 

revolutionists, the Jacobins, remodeled the French state and society", page 69, and that 

"Russia experienced a twofold revolutionary process in 1917, passing through both a 
bourgeois-democratic and a proletarian revolutioif', page 98. 

Novack's attitude to Lenin hagiographical: "Lenin, in e)dle at Beme, Switzerland, resumed his 

study of Hegel's logic simultaneously with developing his Bolshevik program of struggle 

against imperialist war. The impress of this theoretical work can be discerned in all his 

subsequent thinking, writing, and acting. Lenin prepared himself and his party for the coming 

revolutionary events by mastering dialectice', page 16. The idea that Lenin, a career politician, 

used both the Realpolitik of dialectical materialism and "his party" for tactical purposes in his 

personal rise to power, is rejected. Novack's limited knowledge of the genesis of dialectical 

thought is suggested by his claim that "dialectics has grown out of formal logic in the course 

of historical development", page 18, dehistoricising the circumstances under which Aristotle 

codified formal logic. He writes nothing on ancient dialectics in Egypt, India and China and, 
due to his Leninist inspired polemic against "idealism7, omits the contribution of Buddhism, 
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mysticism and hermeticism to the development of dialectics. The view that Novack's 

dialectical materialism, drawing heavily on Trotsky's immanent universal dialectic surnmarised 
in In Defense qfMarxism, is static and conservative is supported by Novack's claim, falsified 

by the next chapter, that "since Hegel, not a single new law of dialectics has been discovered 

in addition to those listed by him7, page 55. Novack redeems himself, stating that: "Since 

dialectics deals with an ever changing, complex and contradictory reality, its formulas have 

intrinsic limitations. In its interactions with objective reality and in its own process of self- 
development connected with that activity, dialectical thinking creates, maintains and then casts 

aside formulas at each stage of its growth", page 71. In other words, restricting dialectics to a 

set of "laws" set out by Engels, Lenin, or the Soviet dialectical textbook writers, transforms 

the revolutionary dialectic to a static orthodoxy, in the style of Leibniz's principle of sufficient 

reason, which surprisingly Novack quotes with enthusiasm. 

A more recent Trotskyist text on philosophy is Woods and Grant (1995). The authors, quite 

unself-consciously, refer to dialectical materialism, the idealism of Hegel, Darwinian evolution, 
Engels'three laws of dialectics and other terms, which have become clich6s of a culture owing little 

to Marx and a great deal to Engels, Plekhanov and Lenin. The main thrust of the text is the 

relationship between natural science and dialectics, applying dialectical materialist "lawe' to 

complex issues in contemporary science. Such mechanical applications suggest the authors are 

unfamiliar with the Western Marxist debates on dialectics, considered in the next chapter. 

John Rees and 77ie Algebra ofRevolution 

Kautsky ... repeats the elder Hegel's worst vice: the argument thatfreedom is only the recognition 

ofnecessity, Rees (1998), page 140, omitting to mention that Engels engages in the same "vice' in 

Feuerbach. 

One of the few surviving British Leninist organisations is the Socialist Workers Party, whose 

quarterly journal, Intenzational Socialism, regularly features articles on Manist philosophy. The 

Party's main writer on philosophy is Alex Callinicos who seems, however, somewhat unreliable, 
flirting with the views of Popper, Lakatos, Althusser and the analytical Marxists. A more reliable 
dialectical materialist is John Rees, who recently published 7he Algebra of Revolution, Rees 
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(1998), although, in common with Herzen and Plekhanov, he ornits to mention the precise 

algebraic formula. The function of the book's subtitleý 7he aUdlectic and the classical Marxist 

ftn&fiog is to establish an organic link between Marx and Lenin, a fink which, as we have seen, is 

either tenuous or non-existent. Rees employs the term &a1ectical materialism with no indication 

that neither Marx: nor Engels ever used it, repeating the ideas synthesized from the writings of 
Engels, Plekhanov and Lenin, apparently unaware of the Realpolilik connotations of dialectical 

materialism when utilised by the ideologues of state-capitalist countries. Rees approaches his 

subject from the standpoint of "hard" or "mifitanf' materialism, and an early introduction to Engels 

"three laws" of dialectics. The discussion of the negation of the negation suggests no awareness of 

the historical development of the term, such as the reason for its ornission by Stalin. Rees elides the 

views of Marx and Engels, thus avoiding discussion of Oferences in their respective views on the 

dialectic. The claim that Marx did not write his promised text on dialectics because he "never did 

have the time", page 54, suggests a lack of awareness of Marx's distinction between method of 

presentation and method of analysis, considered in the previous chapter. The text asserts that 

"Marx and Engels first laid the foundations of historical materialism in the 1840s", page 13, thus 

perpetuating the myth that Marx: used the term, and failing to acknowledge that Engels normally 
did so by placing the term in inverted commas. The oft-repeated quote fi-om. Lenin, on the need to 

study the "whole of Hegel's Logic", is anticipated, and Rees duly obliges on page 13, although there 
is no discussion of Althusser's views on the subject. 

The text contains no discussion of the genesis of the dialectic, thereby giving the impression that 

Hegel single-handedly invented the dialectic. A reason for this is the "hard" Leninist attitude to 

religion, and alchemy, therefore acknowledgment of the contribution to the development of the 

dialectic made by religion would break with orthodoxy. It is to Rees's credit that he historicises 

Hegel's thougK although, as is typically of Leninist writers, he propogates the Hegelian triad myth: 
"the terms of this relationship form the characteristic Hegelian triad, of thesis, antithesis, and 

synthesis", page 39. Rees notably omits discussion of the revolutionary aspect of Hegel's "what is 

real is rational", whilst the claim that "Hegers Philosophy of History spells out the key concepts of 

his dialectic more clearlý than any of his other writings", page 39, implies lack of fimiliarity with 

Hegel's texts, since it is widely acknowledged that the lecture notes are Hegel's least dialectical, not 

to mention most racist, writings. 
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Rees argues that "Marx and Engels do not for example, talk of- a direct and immediate 

correspondence between thought and reality, preferring the terms 'reflexes' and 'echoes"', page 64. 

Such views suggest a lack of familiarity with the problems associated with the dialectical 

relationship between thought and reality. More generally Rees seems unaware of the major debates 

on dialectics over the last half century or so, including the meaning of the term contra&cfion, 
Manes views on method of analysis and method of presentation, the Darwinian evolutionary 

process, and the alleged universality and immanence of the dialectic. The text features only a 

cursory discussion on the application of the dialectic to nature in the chapter on Lukics, who is 

referred to as an "ultra-left" prior his 'accommodation' with Leninist orthodoxy. Such labels can be 

no substitute for a discussion the important contribution to the development of dialectics contained 
in LukAcs' critique of Leninist dialectical materialism Rees in correct both in pointing out that 

LuUcs' views on the dialectic of nature are not well developed, and in the argument that 

consciousness is the "factor that divided dialectical from non-dialectical systems", page 252. 

However, the idea that Lukics failed to understand "human labour as the original form of 

conscious, unalienated practice - and its ultimate origins in a natural world that preceded 

consciousness", page 252, is a regression to Lenids views on nature prior to the existence of 
humanity presented in Materialism and Empirio-Crilicism. The Leninist synthesis of Darwin and 

dialectical materialisin, with its universal immanent dialectic of nature and society, is considered in 

the final chapter. 

Rees will perhaps raise a few S. W. P. eyebrows when he argues that "Materialism ad Empitio- 

Oilicism is a flawed book, as Lenin implicitly recognizes in his Philosophical Notebooks", page 

171. However, Rees relegates to a footnote the awkward point that Lenin presented the former 

text, rather than the Notebooks that were never published by Lenin, as his last word on philosophy, 

republishing it in 1920. Rees is enthusiastic about the publication of Trotsky's notebooks on 

dialectics, omitting to mention out that these were written before the articles and letters published 

in In Defense ofMxxism, a text which, as we have observed, replaced revolutionary critique with 

Realpolifik and the immanent dialectic for purposes of faction fighting amongst the radical 

intellectuals of American Bolshevism Finally, to confirm his commitment to the Kautsky-Lenin 

vanguard theory, Rees uses the euphemism "unevennese' when arguing that a "revolutionary 

organisation remains the indispensable tool for overcoming the unevenness in working class 

consciousness", page 301. It is difficult to find evidence for the view that Rees' repetition of 
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dialectical materialist orthodoxy makes a contribution to developing the working-class's ability to 
theorise their experience and prepare for self-emancipation. 

Dialectics and the vanguard party 

From Blanqui's conception of every revolution as the coup de main of a small revolutionary 

minorityfollows of itself the necessity of a dictatorship after it succeeds: the dictatorship, of 

course, not of the whole revolutionary class, the proletariat, but of the small number of those 

who carried out the coup, Engels, quoted in Johnstone (1967) page 144. 

As the chapter draws to a close, we discuss of the relationship between the working class and 
the kind of political organisation best suited to represent its interests. The issue was crucial to 

the parting of the ways between Leninism, or orthodox Marxism, and the "voluntarist" 

tradition of Luxembourg, Pannekoek and others of the western Marxist tradition. Neither 

Marx nor Engels wrote anything comprehensive on the question of the organisation of the 

working class. However, they were keenly aware of the importance of the issue their 
discussions of Chartism, the League of Communists, the First International and the German 

Social Democratic Workers' Party. Johnstone (1967) quotes Marx: "The Association does not 
dictate the form of political movements ... In each part of the world some special aspect of the 

problem presents itself, and the workmen there address themselves to its consideration in their 

own way", page 152 footnote 142. Similarly Marx argues: "Where the worker is 

bureaucratically disciplined from childhood up and believes in authority and bodies placed over 
him, it is above all important to teach him to act independently", page 136. Marx and Engels 

found it ... incomprehensible' that the Party could 'tolerate ... in its midst any longer' people 

who were saying that the workers were too uneducated to emancipate themselves", Johnstone, 

page 137. Johnstone quotes Engels remark that "a distinct workers' party ... no matter in what 
form so long as it is only their own movement", page 139. 

However, despite these views, at times both Marx and Engels noted the importance of 

utilising universal suff-rage as a strategy, and at other times stressed the need for centralism, 

especially in the International. In other words for both Marx and Engels "the party" question 

could have no fixed solution, be it Leninist or "voluntarisf': "our theory is not a dogma but the 

exposition of a process of evolution, and that process involves successive phases", page 140. 
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Johnstone formulates the issue dialectically, saying: "Marx and Engels saw the party as a 
Moment in the development of the proletariat without which 'it cannot act as a 

class'... Theoretical consciousness and the Selhstdfigkeit (spontaneous self-activity) of the 

working class ... combining in different proportions in different conditions ... The r8le of the 

proletarian party is circumscribed by the very conception of dialectics and historical 

development put forward by Marx and Engels. Born at a certain moment in the life of the 

working class, evolving in step with the different stages in the development of that class in 

different countries and periods and in its turn reacting on and speeding up this development", 

pages 141-2 and 145. 

In contrast with such dialectical formulations of the issue, contemporary Trotskyists and 
Leninists remain fixated with the more static, and undialectical, Kautsky-Lenin vanguard party 

approach. John Molyneuxs (1978) Marxism and the Party remains the substantial statement 

of the Leninist view of the Socialist Workers' Party on both working class organisation and its 

relationship with the radical intelligentsia. Molyneux, hints at the 'natural' leadership role of the 

radical intelligentsia, arguing that: "the whole history of the class struggle shows that the 

working class cannot achieve power purely spontaneously: it requires organisation and 
leadership", page 9. Affmning use of a method which hypostatises leadership, he adds: "Firmly 

established is the concept of leadership won on the basis of performance in the class struggle 
in the service of the working class, and the principle of raising, within the everyday economic 

and political struggles of the workers, the overall aims of the movement", page 17. The reality 

of political leadership is made more explicit when Molyneux says: "The consciousness of the 
leader, however, is much more definitely formed and coherent (it is this which makes him a 
leader) and therefore much more resistant to change; moreover the leader is not subject to the 

same material pressures as the worker, but rather is likely to have carved out for himself a 

position of privilege (eg as MP or trade union leader)", page 35. Although Molyneux is 

referring to "reformist" leaders here, such views could equally be applied to the 'professional 

revolutionary' of the central committee of the vanguard party. 

The potential for a dialectical approach suggested in the remark that, "parties are moments in 

the development of classes", page 12, is not actualised, Molyneux writing instead of "Marxs 

lack of a clear definition of the political party ... Marx never made a fýtish of any particular 
organisational form or indeed of any particular party", pages 18 and 22. Molyneux is 
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committed to the "relatively narrow and disciplined vanguard party", page 3 1, asserting that 

Mar)es view is based on "economic determinism and optimistic evolutionism", page 30. For a 
Leninist to accuse Marx of "economic determinism" is problematic since, in the form of 
historical materialism, such determinism is central to the Leninist project. Although Marx does 

at times adopt this undialectical approach, notably in the Preface to the Critique, it is from 

Engels and Plekhanov that the method originates. Similarly, to accuse Marx of "evolutionism" 

is to associate Marx with a Darwinism which he, unlike Engels and the Bolsheviks, largely 

rejected. For Molyneux to describe Manes commitment to working class set(-emancipation 

and "the dictatorship of the proletariat", rather than the party, as "optimistic", surely tells us 

more about the Kautsky-Lenin view of the working class than it does about Marx. 

However, Molyneux! s claim is significant, since it implicitly acknowledges the gulf between 

Marx and Lenin on the question of working class self-emancipation. Molyneux fas to note 

that Marx's more dialectical, albeit not well developed, approach to the question minimises 
"economic determinism and optimistic evolutionism", relying instead on the agency of the 

working class, developed in the synthesis of struggle and self-education. Molyneux reverts to 

mystification, arguing that the "practice of Bolshevism and the organisational ideas of 

Lenin ... constituted a tremendous step forward for marxist (sic) theory", page 36. Lenin used 
Marx! s writings, in so far as these were available to, and understood by him, to appeal for 

support from the working class to legitimate his programme of setting up 'socialism', i. e. 

state-capitalism, in Russia. Molyneux implies, but fails to identify, the existence of organic 
links between Marx and Bolshevism, from which to retain any credibility he too must 
differentiate "StalinisnY'. 

The text asserts that Lenin! s views on the party were dialectical, even though such views were 
developed before Lenin! s reading of Hegel. It remains the case that Molynewes quotes from 

Lenin, and his supporters amongst the radical intelligentsia, suggest the static subjectivity of 
Lenin's class, viewing the working class as an object to be "trained" into accepting party 
"discipline". There is nalvet6 in Molyneu)es acceptance at face value of Lenin! s claim to have 

gone beyond the idea of "the party of declassed intelligentsia introducing socialism 'from 

without"', page 63. In the bid for state power Lenin, as leading thinker of his class, needed 

workers as foot-soldiers in the coming battles, as voting fodder to control the Soviets and 

trade unions, and to assist in the various faction struggles. 
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Leninists make great play of the failure of the German revolution in expWning the 
"degeneration" of what they describe as a proletarian Russian revolution. Actually, had a 

genuinely proletarian German revolution, organised through independent workers! councils, 

succeeded, far from welcoming this, Lenin would have seen this as a profound threat to 
Russian state capitalism and Bolshevik control of the Comintern. Not only would the German 

revolution had proved in practice the error of Lenins theory of the vanguard party, it would 

also have been instrumental in encouraging Russian workers to "negate the negation", rid 
themselves of the Bolsheviks and take power themselves. Despite promises of "the withering 

away of the state", Eke all ruling classes the Bolsheviks consolidated, rather than surrendered, 

power, Stalin wisely eliminated "the negation of the negation" from the dialectical materialist 

cannon. 

The important point of the debate is to assess the value of Lenin's vanguard theory for the 

contemporary world working class, and implication of Molyneuxs text is that the Leninist 

party will remain the model for the organisation of the working class in perpetuity. Such an 

assumption owes nothing to Marx's dialectical critique, ignoring as it does the unique 
historical conditions in Russia early this century, with mainly foreign-owned capital, a small 

working class, a large peasantry, revolutionary parties illegal, along with the other features 

with differentiate Russia from contemporary advanced capitalist countries with their large, 

often highly educated, working class. Molyneuxs conclusion is promising: "The role, tasks and 

organisational forms of the party are not fixed for all time and all places; they must necessarily 
be derived from and adapted to the concrete situation in which the party operates", page 164. 

However, he again eschews dialectics in his assertion that "centralism is essential because the 

party must wage a bitter struggle against the highly organised enemy", page 165, the party 
"must train revolutionary leaders", page 167. 

Despite Molynewes claims to the contrary, the abstract application of the reified vanguard 

party theory, based on the Kautsky-Lenin inspired relationship between workers and 
intellectuals, irrespective of the concrete conditions of advanced capitalism, is a paradigm of 

static anti-dialectical thinking. To hypostatise the vanguard party is to ignore the historical 

events of the 20th century, and represents a sublimation of capitalist social relations with its 

alienated leader-led dialectic. Surely a more promising approach to the issue of leadership and 
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the working class is for workers to adopt the Hegel-inspired dialectical method employed in 

Marx's Introduction to the Grundrisse. The political leader, be it Tony Blair, Tony Cliff or 

Lenin, to cite three concrete examples, is only an apparently concrete, or reified, phenomenon. 
To truly understand the political leader is to sublate the apparently concrete by proceeding 

through the moments of historical and social relations, finally arriving at the real concrete, the 

totality of relevant relations and processes. 

Russian critics of dogmatic dialectics 

Lest it appear that there was universal support for dialectical materialist orthodoxy in Russia, 

we note that, as well as the Mensheviks and anarchists, there were a number of brave critics of 

the view. The psychologist Lev Vygotsky made explicit his rejection of the apriori application 

of dialectical materialism, which had become routine amongst the ideologues of Boshevism. In 

the following passage Vygotsky hints at Marx's distinction between method of analysis and 

method of presentation: "Immediate application of the theory of dialectical materialism to the 

problems of science, and particularly to biology and psychology, is impossible, as it is 

impossible to apply it instantly to history and sociology", Vygotsky (1986) page xxiii. 
Vygotsky (1994) features papers on philosophical subjects, written in the 1920s and '30s, 

showing the author's rejection of economic determinism, and as a result, after his death in 

1934, Vygotsky was treated as a non-person by the r6gime. 

There was also a group of literary critics, linguists and philosophers who met regularly from 

1917 onwards, making open their opposition to the regime's orthodox metaphysic. Prominent 

amongst them were Bakhtin, Medvedev and Voloshinov (1996), although as Morris (1994) 

points out, there remains controversy over the authorship of the texts signed by the authors 

employing a rich dialectical approach in their criticisms of structuralism, Freudian psycho- 

analysis and other theories. However, their dialectical attacks on the one-sided nature of 

economic determinism, as exemplified in the Bolshevik theory of base and superstructure, 

were to prove too much for the r6gime. As a result Medvedev was shot and Bakhtin exiled. 
Given such a totalitarian environment, the majority of critics of Bolshevik orthodoxy came 
from outside Russia. 
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Concluding remarks 

As revolutionaries outside Russia began to read translations of the writings of Lenin, Trotsky, 

Stalin and the other Bolsheviks, a number realised that the dialectic had become debased in its 

role as a defence of the intellectuals of the Central Committee of the new state capitalist 

r6gime. The universal application of diamat was merely a metaphysical underpinning to the 

scientism of the party leaders. There gradually developed an authentic dialectical critique of 
Leninism in general, and dialectical materialism in particular, variations of which came to be 

known under the broad title of Western Marxism, to which we now turn. 
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Chapter Ten 

The Revolutionary Dialectic and Western Marxism 

The origins of Western Marxism 

The term Westem Marxism, like Pannekoeles West European Marxism, refers to a number of 

critiques of the capitalist mode of production having in common grave misgivings about, or 

outright rejection of, the Bolshevik vanguard party. Western Marxists are also notable by 

their refusal to accept the philosophical tenets of orthodox Marxism, including dialectical 

materialism and mechanistic historical materialism. Walicki (1989) claimed that the Polish 

philosopher and literary critic Stanislaw Brozozowskiý who died in 1911, anticipated many of 
the views of the better known Western Marxists. He notes that Brozozowski rejected the 
"scientific Marxism7 developed by Engels and his associates, and drew attention to 
differences in the views of Marx and Engels over ten years before Lukics. Brozozowski 

rejected the vulgar materialism associated with Engels, taken over by the Second 

International, presenting a critique, which owed much to Sorel, of the radical intelligentsia 

and its role in revolutionary politics. 

Although a near contemporary of Marx and Engels, and influenced by their work, Joseph 

Dietzgen was a source for one strand of Western Marxism: the dialectical philosophy of 
Anton Pannekoek, whose views were well known amongst members of the West European 

radical intelligentsia in the 1920s and 1930s. Pannekoek's critique of Bolshevism suggested it 

was not the party controlled Soviet, but the autonomous workers' council, or factory 

committee, through which workers would overcome the division between civil and political 
life which marks capitalist society. Through their self-activity, particularly direct democracy 

at the point of production, workers themselves could create a classless society. Such an 

approach, based on the day to day experiences of workers, possesses an organic link with the 

views of both Marx and Engels, and raises the question of the direction taken by Marxism' 

after the death of Marx, suggesting Marxism was debased in its appropriation by the 
ideologues of Bolshevism. Most western intellectuals continued to align themselves with 
Bolshevism, realising that Pannekoek's theory contained no leadership role, or other form of 

privilege, for their class. According to Pannekoek, middle class intellectuals should make 
themselves available in support of workers' self-education and activity, but were not to enjoy 
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any position that enabled them to impose their will by capturing leadership roles, thus 

subverting a potentially proletarian revolution and setting up state-capitalism. 

Workers' self-education in Britain, and elsewhere, was often influenced by the Dietzgen 
brand of dialectics. In some western countries the views of Karl Korsch, Antonio Gramsci or 
Rosa Luxemburg were better known amongst both workers and intellectuals. The theories of 

such writers and activists, in so far as they made contributions to dialectical thought, along 

with those of a number of more recent dialectical thinkers, are the subject of our fmal chapter. 

Joseph Dietzgen: the worker dialectician 

It is well known now that even rocks do not stand still, hut are continuously active, growing 

and decaying ... the science of the function of the heart is an infinite science which is 

connected with all others, Dietzgen(1906) pages377 and 380. 

Aere can be no natural things which are 'totally' differentfrom one another, because they 

must all of them have in common the quality of being natural... Predicates' of the monistic 
unity of the world, Dietzgen page 3 834. 

In its Hegelian form (the dialectical) method was unusable .. turned off its head, on which it 

was standing, and placed upon its feet .. this materialist dialectic, which for years has been 

our best working tool and our shmpest weapon, was, remarkably enough, discovered not 

only by us but also, independently of us and even of Hegel, by a German worker, Joseph 

Dietzgen, Engels (1964) pages 43 and 44. 

The German tanner Joseph Dietzgen (1828-1886) studied economics, literature and 

philosophy in his leisure time. Following his involvement in the events of 1848, he fled to 
America, earning his living in various occupations, spending the rest of his life involved in 

political activity, and socialist journalism, on both sides of the Atlantic. As a worker- 

philosopher, Dietzen's writings became important reading in workers' self-education groups, 
becoming a model for workers seeking to develop self-confidence in their intellectual ability. 
His 77ze Nature of Human Brainwork was first published in 1869, soon after attracting the 

attention of Marx and Engels. The text, along with the Letters on Logic and The Positive 

Outcome ofPhilosophy, is available in Dietzgen (1906). Dietzgen is often tentative, repetitive 
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and suffers from an excess of modesty, owing more to the work of Kant than that of Hegel. 

However, he provides dialectical formulations of the relationship between being and 

thinking, and develops an original way of linking thought on the Absolute, or God, to the real 

conditions of life. 

In his preface to the work, Dietzgen makes the totalising point that any philosophical system 

"is fertile only in the contact with the conditions and relations of the time in which it is borif', 

page 41. He argues that in capitalist society philosophy, as general reason, is really only 

possible for the working class, because the thought of the ruling class is always limited due to 

its special class interests: "A truly objective understanding requires a subjective theoretical 

freedom ... The man of the fourth estate represents at last the 'pure' man. His interests are no 
longer mere class interests, but mass interests, interests of humanity ... Class antagonisms 

were phenomena of humanity. The working class strives to abolish class antagonism in order 

that humanity itself may be a truth", pages 43-4. Against Engels and Lenin, who believed that 

knowledge was relative but progressed ever closer to absolute truth, Dietzgen writes that "the 

history of speculative philosophy, unlike the history of other sciences, consists less of a 

gradual accumulation of knowledge, than of a series of unsuccessful attempts to solve the 

general riddles of nature and life by 'pure' thought", pages 56-7. 

The Letters on Logic, written to Dietzgen's son, concern the development of what he calls a 
Democratic-Proletarian Logic which poses theory and practice as a unity. Dietzgen says: 
"The art of thought my son, for which we are striving, is not pure and abstract, but connected 

with practice, a practical theory, a theoretical practice. It is not a separate and isolated thing, 

not a 'thing in itself, but is connected with all things; it has a universal interrelation ... our 
logic excludes nothing, not even the transcendent ... The whole history of philosophy is but a 

wrestling with the dualism between matter and mind. It was only by degrees that it moved 

towards its monistic goar', pages 318-19. Dietzgen continues, showing that his thought on 

religion is in advance of that of Lenin and his followers: "Understand that everything is 

dialectically interrelated, that the infinite, eternal, divine, can live only in the finite, special 

things, and that on the other hand the parts of the world can exist only in the absolute. In 

shortý raise your conception to the universal conception, and at the same time, understand the 

supreme being in all its parts instead of idolizing it", page 323. 
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On the relationship between dialectical and Aristotelian, or 'Iraditional",, logic, Dietzgen 

argues that dialectics "does not deny the old rules of traditional logic, but adds a new, 
decidedly higher circle of logical perception to the former onee'. page 385. He considers 
Aristotle's three "laws of thought" and Leibniz's 'law of adequate cause", all of which are 
good enough for "household usd", - but inadequate "from the wider point of view of cosmic 
universal life". page 386. The problem with "traditional" logic is lack of awareness of its 

('narrownese': reality as it appears from one vantage point is negated from another and, as the 
bodies of humans are constantly changing, the law of identity is adequate for real human 
being and consciousness only when we can abstract from it in our "household" thinking. 
Although he occasionally uses determinist terms like "reflex". we are reminded of Heraclitus 

when Dietzgen says "things are not only the same permanent and stereotyped, but at the same 
time variable and in flow" , page 3 88. On Leibniz's law he writes 'Tormally everything must 
have its cause. But really everything has not only one cause, but innumerably causes ... Not a 
thing, not a process, not a change is the adequate cause of another, but everything is rather 
caused by the universe which is absolute", page 391. On truth he argues that "All errors and 
lies are true effors and lies, hence are not so far removed from truth that one should belong to 
heaven and the other to eternal damnation. Let us remain human ... The striving after an ideal 
is very good, but it does no harm to be conscious of the fact and clearly see that any ideal can 
never be realized without some admixture of its opposite'. pages 392 and 413. 

Given Dietzgen's circumstances and refreshing style, Engels was unsympathetic when he 

noted, in a letter to Marx, that as "a philosopher the man is no child of nature, and added to 

that is only half self-taught. Some of his sources (eg, Feuerbach, your book, and various 
rubbishy popular works on natural science) can be immediately recognised from his 

terminology, but one cannot tell what else he has read ... There is some dialectic in it, but 

appearing more in flashes than as a connected whole'. Marx and Engels (1934) pages 251-2. 

Marx's view is accurate, if harsh, when he writes: "It is bad luck for him that it is precisely 
Hegel that he has not studied", - page 253. Dietzgen's work was to prove very influential in 

working class self-education, though he was generally disliked by Communist Party 

ideologues. 
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Pannekoek's 'West European communism': Geist and the working class 

7he spiritual and the material phenomena, mind and matter together, constitute the entire 

real world, a coherent entity in which matter determines mind and mind, through human 

activity, determines matter, Pannekoek (1975) page 3 6. 

... we know phenomena that are only appearances. Yhis means that the evidences of different 

senses are not in accordance and have to he in a different way in order to get a harmonious 

world picture ... Ae idea that the entire world of phenomena should he nothing hut 

appearance could make sense only if we assumed another source of knowledge - e. g. a &vine 

voice speaking in us - to he hrought in harmony with the other experiences, Pannekoek 

(1975) page 37. 

Marxism, through this methodoloSy, had heen turned into a cosmogony, a total scientific 

synthesis of universal validityfor all questions of social, historical and natural developments, 

Bricianer (1978), page 9, summarising Pannekoek's attitude to Second and Third 

International's historical and dialectical materialism. 

Because the working class is the only class which has nothing to conceal, ang therefore, can 
look at social phenomena in an unbiased manner, it alone is in a position to discover and 

advocate the truth about society, Pannekoek, quoted in Bricianer page 12, showing the 
influence of Dietzgen. 

Kantian ethics mirrors the inner antagonisms of bourgeois society., the antagonism created 
by the fact that the character of production is individual on the one hand and social on the 

other, which engenders omnipotent but incomprehensible socialforces which rule the destiny 

ofmankind, Pannekoek, quoted in Bricianer page 46. 

.. matter to it means everything which exists and furnishes material for thought, including 

thoughts and imaginings ... the bourgeois idols: Freedom, Right, Spirit, Force, which Dietzgen 

shows to be onlyfantastic images of abstract conceptions with a limited validity, Pannekoek, 

explaining the wide meaning of matter in Dietzgen's philosophy, quoted in Bricianer pages 
47-8 
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Anton Pannekoek (1873-1960), famous astronomer and member of the Dutch radical 
intelligentsia, was well known amongst socialists, especially in America, long before Lenin 

and Trotsky became famous. Pannekoek drifted into political obscurity after leaving the 
Comintern, in part due his refusal to accept positions of leadership and because his prolific 

writings were largely inaccessible and written under various pseudonyms. His early political 

activity was in German and Dutch Social Democratic parties, during which time, along with 
Kautsky and Mehring, he wrote in Die Neue Zeit. As his political and philosophical views 
developed, Pannekoek moved away from orthodox Marxism, describing Kautskyism as the 
"theory of action-less waiting ... the theory of passive radicalism", quoted in Geary (1987) 

page 71, eventually aligning himself with Rosa Luxemburg and the other "left-wing" 

Communists. Pannekeok's writings were from the beginning influenced by his interest in 

both the practice and philosophy of science. He synthesized these with what he took to be 

valuable from the work of Marx and Dietzen, writing the introduction to the Charles Kerr 

edition of Dietzgen (1906). 

Pannekoek considered the philosophy of both Engels and Marx too determinist and, 
following Dietzgen's critique, lacking a theory of thought, or Geist, in general, and working- 

class consciousness, or "spiritual science", in particular. He rejected the idea that Marxism 

represented a set of absolute truths, arguing that to the extent that workers adopted such a 

view, they were accepting "a half-defeat, a laying down of one's arms", quoted in Bricianer 

page 13. Pannekoek believed that the key problem in the struggle to abolish capitalism was 

working class consciousness, which, like the consciousness of all social classes, develops in a 

unity with material reality. For Pannekoek, as for Gramsci, the problem was that in capitalist 

society the ruling minority was able to dominate "all spiritual development, all science', 
through its control over schools, religion, the mass media and the rest of the superstructure. 
Rejecting determinist historical materialism, he gives the superstructure an equal, and at 

times dominant, role in its relationship with the economic base. Pannekoek went further than 

other thinkers in examining the consciousness of workers, which, in contrast to the static 

present-oriented thought of the bourgeoisie was, according to Bricianer (1978), "based on 

conceptual opposites (which are later resolved in proletarian strategy and action) such as: 

revolution vs. evolution, theory vs. practice, end goals vs. daily activity. Although opposites, 

the categories are united in the sense that they are all different sides of the same process of 
development - the historical transition to socialism", page 19. 
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Pannekoek argued that in working class consciousness, as with all classes, there existed a 

social memory in which certain ideas, relating to past social conditions, persisted, even 

though those conditions were no longer in existence. Such ideas acted as a fetter to the 

development of new ideas more appropriate to the new social conditions in which workers 
found themselves. To the extent that workers overcame old ideas, they could create a spiritual 
"explosion7' or "revolutionary transformation7'. Pannekoek linked different forms of 

consciousness within the working class to their social differences. Specifically he linked 

anarchism, which he referred to as bourgeois individualism, to those elements within the 

working class who had links with the middle classes. Anarchists wanted a bourgeois 

revolution, rather than the overthrow of capitalism and the creation of classless mode of 

production. Revisionism, he wrote, was an alliance between middle class elements and the 

"labour aristocracy" of unionised workers earning high wages and working fewer hours. 

Therefore they felt no need to overthrow capitalism, calling instead for the peaceful evolution 

of socialism, stressing abstract bourgeois moral categories such as freedom, justice and 

equality. 

In contrast to such abstract notions Pannekoek, noted the concrete, but dialectical, morality 

adopted by class conscious workers whose aim was the overthrow of capitalism. Citing the 

example of the 1903 Dutch railway workers' strike in sympathy with striking Amsterdam 

dockers, Pannekoek showed how they rejected bourgeois notions of self-interest, risking their 
livelihoods in order to support the dockers, thereby producing a totalising critique of morality 
by demonstrating its class basis. Such views contrast with the Kantian view of morality 

which, argued Pannekoek, vainly struggles to find a universally valid morality in the social 

setting of the atomised individual against the rest of society. Finding no earthly answer for 

the morality, Kant seeks a heavenly solution. 

Pannekoek repudiated the ideas of Kautsky and Lenin on working class consciousness, 

representing the interests of the radical intelligentsia, arguing instead that a proletarian 

revolution, which necessarily involved a revolution in consciousness, would only be possible 
if the material power of the workers was accompanied by a spiritual revolution in their 

thinking. Towards the end of his life, Pannekoek, like Korsch, reflected on the dominance of 
the vulgar versions of Marxism implicit in terms like historical materialism and dialectical 

materialism. He advocated rejection of such terminology and slogans, where these were 
fetters to the spiritual development of the masses: "The science of Marx, the true lasting part 
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of his work, (which) remains the basis of all our opinions and thoughts. But to put it crudely: 
the word Marxism should disappear from our propaganda. Everything we tell is based upon 

what we see and what every worker can see. Every explication based on 'Marxism' floats 

over the heads of the masses and disappears", quoted on page 17n. Leninists have interpreted 

such views, and those of Korsch, as abandoning the goal of overthrowing capitalism. 
However, the interpretation is misconceived, since Pannekoek merely pointed out that the 

masses had nothing to gain by repeating the slogans of a moribund orthodoxy masquerading 
as Marxism. 

Although Dietzgen was less certain, Pannekoek rejected an immanent dialectic, arguing that 

contradictions were often the result of the human need to engage in abstractions and separate 
reality into relative and artificial component parts. He believed the process was a natural 
capacity, but one mediated socially and historically. Pannekoek thought developments in 19P 

and 2e century science gave the bourgeoisie a "spiritual power", or self-confidence relative 
to both the landowning and working classes, because the bourgeoisie used scientific 
knowledge in a way which furthered its interests. The way that science is organised in 

capitalist society means that the bourgeoisie, a class which cannot face up to its own limits 

and eventual eclipse, "has an interest only in the investigation and diffusion of those truths 

which directly advance it own living conditions ... the bourgeoisie ... strive for objectivity as 
defined with their clase', quoted in Bricianer pages 10- 11 and 13. Far from embracing the 

scientism of orthodox Marxism and the Bolsheviks, Pannekoek insisted that scientists in the 
2e century were "either isolated in their narrow specialities or bearers of reactionary ideas or 

old illusions ... (a) science of society lay outside (their) grasp", page 11. 

Pannekoek explained Kant's static dialectic of the world of phenomena and noumena by the 

rise of the Prussian bourgeoisie, arguing that, for this class, natural science had "codified the 

strict rules of causality" of phenomena; "therefore it was necessary to make room for freedom 

of will somewhere else, and so 'things in themselves', hitherto a phrase without value and 

meaning, assumed a higher importance. They were not bound to space, time or categories, 

they were free; they formed so to say a second world, the world of noumena, which stood 
behind the world of phenomena and which solved the contradiction between the lawful 

dependence of things in nature and between personal conviction of freedom of will", page 16. 

Similarly he linked Kant's ethics to the antagonisms of the growing capitalist economy: "it is 

the basis of the contradiction between virtue and vice, between freedom and dependence, 
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between faith and science, between phenomenon and 'thing itself ", page 18. However, for 

Kant such dualities were absolute, since he could not intellectually sublate the oppositions of 
bourgeois society. Only when "the material origin of morality could be uncovered", page 19, 

would its relative status become clear. 

Pannekoek advocated a dialectic of thought and being, centred around will: "The world 

around him determines man's wants and impressions, but these, on the other hand, determine 

his will and activity by which he changes the world; this will-directed activity appears in the 

process of social productioif', page 20. However, he takes a one-sided view of Hegel, as the 

absolute idealist, no doubt under the influence of Marx and Engels, and perhaps Plekhanov, 

who along with Dietzgen, may have inspired the following remark by Pannekoek: "The 

Hegelian philosophy was finally superseded by dialectic materialism which declares that 

absolute truth is realized only in the infinite progress of society and of scientific 
understanding", page 27. Pannekoek's English is not always clear, so that he probably meant 
to use the term dialectical materialisin here, as elsewhere in his work. However, unlike 
Leninists, Pannekoek did not use the term to indicate a universal immanent dialectic, which 
could be reduced to Engels' formulae. Thus he writes, "the dialectics (sic) henceforth 
becomes the sole correct method of thought to be employed by the real human mind in the 

study of the actual world and for the purpose of understanding social development", page 27. 
Pannekoek says of Dietzgen's dialectical philosophy that it "assigns to the human mind an 
equal place among the other parts of the universe ... While the statement that 'the 

consciousness of man is determined by his social life' could hitherto at best be regarded as a 
generalization of many historical facts and thus seemed imperfect and open to criticism, 
capable of improvement by later discoveries, the same as all scientific theories", page 3 1. 
Clearly such an interpretation of Dietzgen and Marx distances Pannekoek from the 
determinism implied in the use of dialectical materialism by orthodox Marxists and Leninists. 

Showing the influence of Hegel's Phenomenology, Pannekoek argues that Dietzgen's system 
is the "positive outcome of philosophy toward which all great thinkers have contributed, seen 
by the sober eyes of a socialist and analyzed, recounted and fimher developed by him. At the 

same time, it attributes to previous systems the same character of partial truths and shows that 
they were not entirely useless speculations, but ascending stages of understanding naturally 
related, which contain ever more truth and less error. Hegel had likewise entertained this 
broader view, but with him this development came to a self-contradictory end in his own 
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system ... It represents a scientific continuation of former philosophies, just as astronomy is 

the continuation of astrology and of the Pythagorean fantasies, and chemistry the 

continuation of alchemy", quoted from the Introduction to Dietzgen (1906), page 29. 

Pannekoek advocates a humanist dialectic, asserting that within the world "there are no 
absolute opposites. The mind merely constructs them, because it has not only the faculty of 
generalisation but also of distinguishing. The practical solution of all contradictions is the 

revolutionary practice of infinitely progressing science which moulds old conceptions into 

new ones, rejects some, substitutes others in their place, improves, connects and dissects, still 

striving for an always greater unity and an always wider differentiation ... (Marx) has not fully 

explained, by what means the nature of the human mind is involved in this material 

process ... This shortcoming of Marxism is cured by Dietzgen, who made the nature of the 

mind the special object of his investigations", Dietzgen, pages 33 and 37. 

Using the example of the mental faculty of abstraction, Pannekoek elaborates on his 

anthropocentric dialectic, saying that our mental conceptions "are essentially rigid, bounded, 

stable and unchangeable. This gives rise to the contradiction that our conceptions must 

always adapt themselves to new realities without ever fully succeeding; that they represent 
the living by what is dead, the absolute by what is incomplete; and that they are themselves 
fmite in partaking of the nature of the infinite. This contradiction is understood and 
reconciled by insight into the nature of the faculty of understanding which is simultaneously a 
faculty of combination and of distinction, which forms a limited part of the universe and yet 

encompasses everything; it is solved, moreover, when the nature of the world becomes 
intelligible. The world is a congregation of infinitely numerous phenomena and comprehends 
within itself all contradictions, so that they become relative and balance each other. Within it 

there are no absolute opposites: it is the mind which constructs them, because it has not only 
the faculty of generalization but also of distinction. The practical solution of all 

contradictions is the revolutionary practice of an infinitely progressing science which moulds 

old conceptions into new ones, rejects some, substitutes others in their place, improves, 

connects and dissects, striving for an always greater unity and an always wider 
differentiation", quoted in Bricianer (1978) page 48. 
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The debate on Darwinism 

Pannekoek believed an assault on the Darwinism of orthodox Marxism was crucially 
important for the "spiritual powee' of the working class. He fully accepted the contribution of 
Darwin to biology, and its implications for religion, however, he insisted on the need to 
distinguish the natural and social sciences, due to the way the former was organised in 

capitalist society. By this means Pannekoek avoided the kind of determinist reductionism 

posited by Kautsky, and bourgeois thinkers, in which natural laws of biology were transposed 

onto society. According to Pannekoek: "Marxism and Darwinism should remain in their own 
domains ... they supplement each other in the sense that according to the Darwinian theory of 

evolution the animal world develops up to the stage of man, and from then on ... the Marxian 

theory of evolution applies", quoted in Bricianer pages 14-15. Bricianer himself argues that 
"Marxism is concerned with physical theory only insofar as such theory is used for specific 
class purposes", page 16. 

Macintyre (1986) shows how, in Britain, the economic determinism associated with 
historical materialism was often compared, or reduced, to the biological evolutionary 'laws' 

popularised by Huxley. He quotes both Hyndman's remark that "Revolution simply meant 

that the evolution of society has reached the point where a complete transformation, both 

external and internal, has become immediately inevitable", and J. P. M. Millar's view that: 
"The man whose name is most clearly associated with evolution as applied to society is Karl 

Marx", page 113. Commenting on the technological determinism and evolutionism common 
in Marxist circles in the 1920s, Macintyre himself writes "mechanical inventions did not 

operate in the abstract, since their successful application depended upon appropriate 

economic and social conditions", page 118. 

McQuarie (1978) contains an article by Gerratana, Mwx and Darwin, noting "Darwinism 

was essentially a diffuse cultural atmosphere that imbued the most diverse, and even 

opposite, tendencies with its hues", page 134. Lenin and the Bolsheviks took up Darwinism 

as part of their "militant materialist" battle with religion, based on Engels' one-sided support 
for the anti-teleological aspects of Darwinian evolution. Marx's views on Darwin are more 
complex, greatly admiring aspects of his work, he allegedly wrote to Darwin in 

. 1880 

requesting permission to dedicate volume two of Capital to him, although this claim is 

contested. However, there can be no doubt that Marx was, despite Gerrantana's attempt to 
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demonstrate the opposite, at times highly critical of Darwin. In a letter to Kugelman Marx 

expressed ironical views on what was popularised as the "struggle for life", writing: "the 

whole of history can be brought under a single great natural law ... the content of this phrase is 

the Malthusian law of population... instead of analysing the struggle for life as represented 
historically in varying and definite forms of struggle, all that has to be done is to translate 

every concrete struggle into the phrase 'struggle for life"', quoted in McQuarie page 159n. In 

a letter to Engels, Marx says "It is remarkable how Darwin recognizes among beasts and 
plants his English society and its division of labour, competition, opening up of new markets, 
'inventions', and the Malthusian 'struggle for existence'. It is Hobbes's hellum omnium contra 
omnes, and one is reminded of Hegel's Phenomenolqy, where civil society is described as a 
'spiritual animal kingdom' while in Darwin the animal kingdom figures as civil society", 
quoted in McQuarie page 148. It seems clear that, in the opinion of Pannekoek and Marx, the 

attempt to apply Darwin's views, particularly his method, to society is inappropriate. 

Karl Korsch: dialectic as critique 

... so must the proletariat possess a sufficiently true knowledge in economic, political and 
other objective matters in order to cany the revolutionwy class struggle to a successful 
consummation, Korsch (197 1) page 67. 

Marxism as a theory andpractice was in essence totally unalterable, Korsch (1970), page 32, 

summarising an aspect of the degeneration of Marxism into the "extraordinarily banal and 

rudimentary vulgar-marxism", page 48, of the Second and Third Internationals. 

Karl Korsch (18 86-196 1) was another middle class product of the German university system 
turning to working class politics, but one who remained committed to the liberation of this 

class. Whilst in Britain, Korsch joined the Fabian Society, gradually moving towards the 

syndicalist ideas informing his criticisms of the Second International. He became enthusiastic 

about the advent of workers' councils after 1917, seeing them as the basis for an authentic 
"dictatorship of the proletariat". Korsch and Lukics were denounced by the leading 

Bolshevik ideologues as "professors" and "idealists" in 1924, due their respective challenges 

to the Comintern, which Korsch referred to as an instrument of Russian foreign policy. 
Korsch was expelled from the German Communist Party in 1926, because, unlike Lukics, he 

refused to reach an 'accommodation' with the Comintern. He developed a close friendship 
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with the playwright Bertold Brecht, who attended his lectures on Marxism. Korsch had to 
leave Germany in 1933, continuing political work first in exile in Denmark with Brecht, and 
later in America, where he lived by teaching sociology. Towards the end of his life, Korsch, 
like Pannekoek, advocated a radical rethinking of Marxism in order to assess its usefulness, 
or otherwise, to the goal of a workers' revolution. 

Korsch's (1970) cautious text Marxism and Philosophy aroused the animosity of the 

Bolsheviks. He made clear his belief that the philosophy, including the dialectic, of the Third 

International, owing more to Engels than to Marx, had degenerated into economic 
determinism and bourgeois reflection theory. It sought "an autonomous existence outside the 

objective movement of history 
... a set of purely scientific observations, without any 

immediate connection to the political or other practices of class struggle ... a kind of heuristic 

principle of specialised theoretical investigation... Marx's materialist dialectic freezes into a 

number of theoretical formulations about the causal interconnection of historical phenomena 
in different areas of society", pages 52,54 and 56. Rejecting the division of labour outlined in 

nat is to he Done?, Korsch called for workers to develop their own revolutionary dialectic, 

rather than confining themselves "to direct economic action alone", page 70, adding: 
"Intellectual life should be conceived in union with social and political life", page 71. On 

Marx's view that practice is the proof of theory, contained in the Yheses on Feuerhach, 

Korsch argues it is important not "to think that this means that criticism in practice merely 

replaces criticism in theory. Such an idea merely replaces the philosophical abstraction of 

pure theory with an opposite anti-philosophical abstraction of an equally pure practice. It is 

not in 'human practice' alone, but only 'in human practice and in the comprehension of this 

practice' that Marx as a dialectical materialist locates the rational solution of all mysteries", 

page 82. The point is important in justiýring the need for working class self-development, in 

an inseparable synthesis of practice and revolutionary dialectical theory, the realisation of the 

unity between practice, thought and will. Korsch argues that theoretical criticism and 

practical overthrow are inseparable concrete activities: "the revolutionary materialist 
dialectic 

... 
is the philosophy of the working class", page 85. 

In 193 0 Korsch added An Anti-Critique, also contained in Korsch (1970), in order to reply to 
his various critics. He says of Lenin that he "decides philosophical questions only on the basis 

of non-philosophical considerations and results. He does not judge them on the basis of their 

theoretical and philosophical content as well ... (Bolshevism) 'turns its back on philosophy, 
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looks in the other direction and mutters irritable and banal remarks about it"', page 113. 

Lenin's materialist inversion of Hegel's philosophy "involves at the most a merely 

terminological change whereby the Absolute instead of being called 'Spirit' is called 
'Matter"'page 115. According to Korsch, Lenin and his followers "present knowledge merely 

as the passive mirror and reflection of ... objective Being in the subjective Consciousness. In 

doing so they destroy both the dialectical interrelation of being and consciousness and, as a 

necessary consequence, the dialectical interrelation of theory and practice-they have 

abandoned the question of the relationship between the totality of historical being and all 
historically prevalent forms of consciousness ... They present knowledge as a fundamentally 

harmonious evolutionary progress and an infinite progression towards absolute truth", page 

117 (Korsch's italics here and in succeeding paragraphs). He adds the point that Lenin "never 

analyses knowledge on the same plane as other socio-historic forms of consciousness, and he 

never examines it as a historical phenomenon7', page 118n. Lenin's materialism had become 

an "ideological dictatorship" covering all the natural and social sciences, "which oscillates 
between revolutionary progress and the blackest reactioif', page 121. 

In ny I am a Marxist, Korsch (197 1) criticises the determinism of Lenin! s epigone, Rudas, 

who "regards the living conflict of the fighfing classes as a mere 'expression' or result of a 

transitory historical form of the 'deeper lying' essential contradiction, and retains as the sole 
foundation of the 'materialistic dialectic', now inflated into an eternal law of cosmic 
development, the opposition between ! Productive forces, and ý7roductive relations' An 

Russia, he says, productive forces no longer rebel against fixed productive relations but rather 
it is the relative backwardness of the productive forces in relation to the already achieved 

productive relations which 'drives forward the Soviet Union in an unprecedentedly rapid 

tempo of development"', page 63. 

In an important passage Korsch explains his use of the Kantian term critique, making the 

point that "Marxism is essentially critical, not positive. Yhe Marrian theory constitutes 

neither apositive materialistphilosophy nor apositive science. From beginning to end, it is a 

theoretical as well as a practical critique of existing society. Of course the word 'critique' 

(Kritik) must be understood in the comprehensive and yet precise sense in which it was used 
in the pre-revolutionary forties of the last century by all left Hegelians, including Marx and 
Engels. It must not be confused with the connotation of the contemporary term 'criticism'. 

'Critique' is to be understood not in a merely idealistic sense but as a materialist critique. It 
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includes the point of view of the object an empirical investigation, 'conducted with the 

precision of natural science', of all its relations and development, and from the point of view 

of the subject an account of how the impotent wishes, intuitions and demands of individual 

subjects develop into an historically effective class power leading to 'revolutionary practice' 
(Praxis)", pages 65-6. 

With such an approach to critique in mind, Korsch summarises his attitude to the Bolshevik 

philosophy, consisting of universally applied dialectical materialism, as follows: "Marxist 

theory is not interested in everything, nor is it interested to the same degree in all the objects 

of its interests. Its only concern is with those things which have some bearing upon its 

objectives, and with everything and every aspect of everything the more so as this particular 
thing or this particular aspect of a thing is related to its practical purposes ... it does not 
concern itself with all of the economical and sociological aspects of bourgeois society 

equally. It pays particular attention to the discrepancies, flaws, shortcomings, and 

maladjustments in its structure. It is not the so-called normal functioning of bourgeois society 

which concerns Marxism but rather what appears in its eyes as the really normal situation of 
this particular social system, viz the crisis", pages 68-9. 

Georg Lukics: from Hegelian dialectics to Leninist orthodoxy 

Jn the case of social reality these contradictions are not a sign of the imperfect 

understanding of society; on the contrwy, they belong to the nature of reality itse6r and to 

the nature of capitalism ... they will he seen to he necessary contradictions arising out of the 

antagonisms of this system ofproduction, Lukics (197 1) page 10. 

Materialist dialqctic is a revolutionwy dialectic... Even more to the point is the need to 
discover thosefeatures and definitions both of the theory and the ways of gripping the masses 

which convert the theory, the dialectical method, into a vehicle of revolution ... the theory is 

essentially the intellectual expression of the revolutionary process itsetf. In it every stage of 

the process becomes fixed so that it may be generalised, communicated, utifised and 
developed Because the theory does nothing but arrest and make conscious each necessary 

step, it becomes at the same time the necessary premise of the following one, Lukics (197 1) 

pages 2-3, revealing his debt to Hegel, and indirectly to alchemy. 
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Fatalism and voluntarism are only mutually contrWictory to an undialectical and 
unhistorical mind In the dialectical view of history they prove to be necessarily 

complementary opposites, intellectual reflexes clearly expressing the antagonisms of 
capitalist society and the intractability of its problems when conceived in its own terms, 
Lukics page 4. 

Man becomes, in the true sense of the worit a social being. Society become the realityfor 
man, Lukics, explaining how capitalism tends to break down the natural and social barriers 

of feudal society and create civil society, page 19. 

Yhe history of a particular problem turns into the history of problems ... Yhe history of 
philosophy becomes the philosophy of history, Lukics, page 35, following Marx, uses the 

chiasmus to good dialectical effect. 

Georg Lukfics (1885-1971) was a middle class intellectual of Hungarian origin who, between 

1918 and 1922, wrote a number of articles, collected in Lukics (1971), applying the Hegelian 

dialectic to various issues brought into focus by the Russian Revolution. Lukics's early views 

were close to those of Karl Korsch, however, unlike the latter, he recanted under the pressure 

of Bolshevik criticism and threats of isolation, spending the rest of his life supporting the 
ideological twists and turns of Stalin and his successors. 

Lukics' main theme during his revolutionary period was the self-emancipation of the 

working class, although, lacking the courage of Korsch and Pannekoek, his views on the 
Leninist vanguard party remain ambivalent. He develops a dialectic of subject and object, 

writing "Only when a historical situation has arisen in which a class must understand society 
if it is to assert itself; only when the fact that a class understands itself means that it 

understands society as a whole and when, in consequence, the class becomes both the subject 

and object of knowledge; in short, only when these conditions are all satisfied will the unity 

of theory and practice, the precondition of the revolutionary function of the theory, become 

possible", pages 2-3. He adds: "for the proletariat the total knowledge of its class-situation 

was a vital necessity, a matter of life and death, because its class situation becomes 

comprehensible only if the whole of society can be understood; and because this 

understanding is the inescapable condition of its actions. Thus the unity of theory and 

practice is only the reverse side of the social and historical position of the proletariat. From 
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its own point of view self-knowledge coincides with knowledge of the whole so that the 

proletariat is at one and the same time the subject and object of its own knowledge", page 20. 

With the exception of Brozozowski, see Walicki (1989), LukAcs was the first writer to draw 

attention to the crucial differences in the thought of Marx and Engels. He rejected scientism, 

specifically Engels' conception of a universal dialectic applicable to a nature, unmediated by 

human existence. Though lacking the subtlety of Marcuse (1976) on the subject, Lukics 

rejects outright the idea that nature is dialectical in itself. "the crucial determinants of 
dialectics - the interaction of subject and object, the unity of theory and practice, the 

historical changes in the reality underlying the categories as the root cause of changes in 

thought, etc - are absent from our knowledge of nature", page 24n. Engels, he says "does not 

even mention the most vital interaction, namely the dialectical relation between subject and 

object in the historical process, let alone give it the prominence it deserves. Yet without this 

factor dialectics ceases to be revolutionary... For it implies a failure to recognise that in all 

metaphysics the object remains untouched and unaltered so that thought remains 

contemplative and fails to become practical; while for the dialectical method the central 

problem is to change reality", page 3. Such an approach, which negates Engels' 

"metaphysical" view, was a direct attack on the dialectical materialist high priests of 
Bolshevism. 

Lukics used the term retfication in his dialectical critique of positivism, with its "fetishistic 

forms of objectivity ... their reffied character", page 14. He writes: "all knowledge starts from 

the facts. The only question is: which of the data of life are relegated to knowledge and in the 

context of which method? ... however simple an enumeration of 'facts' may be, however 

lacking in commentary, it already implies an 'interpretatiod. Already at this stage the facts 

have been comprehended by a theory, a method; they have been wrenched from their living 

context and fitted into a theory ... The 'pure' facts of the natural sciences arise when a 

phenomenon of the real world is placed (in thought or in reality) into an environment where 
its laws can be inspected without outside interference. This process is reinforced by reducing 

the phenomena to their purely quantitative essence, to their expression in numbers and 

numerical relations ... 
in capitalist society. It uncritically accepts the nature of the object as it 

is given and the laws of that society as the unalterable foundation of 'science"', pages 5,6 and 
7. He sums up the dialectical approach crisply, stating: "This twofold character, the 
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simultaneous recognition and transcendence of immediate appearances is precisely the 

dialectical nexus", page 8. 

Lukics demonstrates the superiority of his historicised critique of positivism over Lenin's 

epistemology, which relies on bourgeois science: "By contrastý in the teeth of an these 
isolated and isolating facts and partial systems, dialectics insists on the concrete unity of the 

whole. Yet although it exposes these appearances for the illusions they are - albeit illusions 

necessarily engendered by capitalism - in this 'scientific' atmosphere it still gives the 
impression of being an arbitrary construction. The unscientific nature of this seemingly so 

scientific method consists, then, in its failure to see and take account of the historical 

character of the facts on which it is based ... Thus when 'science' maintains that the manner 
in which data immediately present themselves is an adequate foundation of scientific 

conceptualisation and that the actual form of these data is the appropriate starting point for 

the formation of scientific concepts, it thereby takes its stand simply and dogmatically on the 
basis of capitalist society. It uncritically accepts the nature of the object as it is given and the 
laws of that society as the unalterable foundation of 'science"', Lukics (1971), pages 6-7. 

The point of Lukdcs' critique of positivism is to assist workers' "action7, or self- 

emancipation: "as soon as you decide to remain on the 'natural' ground of existence, of the 

empirical in its stark, naked brutality, you create a gulf between the subject of an action and 

milieux of the 'facts' in which the action unfolds so that they stand opposed to each other as 
harsh, irreconcilable principles. It then becomes impossible to impose the subjective will, 

wish or decision upon the facts or to discover in them any directive for action", page 23. 

Explaining the superiority of tfie vantage point of social class over the vantage point of the 

asocial individual, the essence of positivism, he says "only the class can actively penetrate the 

reality of society and transform it in its entirety ... 
(it) destroys at one blow the dilemma of 

impotence", page 39. On the need for the proletariat to totalise its economic and political 

struggles, he says failure to do so is an aberration "found in the dialectical separation of 
immediate objectives and ultimate goal and, hence, in the dialectical division within the 

proletarian revolution itself', page 71. Workers must develop the ability to "look beyond the 

divisive symptoms of the economic process to the unity of the total social system underlying 
it 

... Only the consciousness of the proletariat can point to the way that leads out of the 
impasse of capitalism ... The workers' council spells the political and economic defeat of 

reification", pages 74,76 and 80. 
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Despite such penetrating criticism, Lukics soon turned to a Bolshevik positivism, inspired 

by Lenin's Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, partly through lack of courage but perhaps 

also because of the inherent amýivalence of the vantage point of the revolutionary 
intelligentsia. 

Antonio Gramsci and the philosophy of praxis 

Yhe philosophy of praxis is the crowning point of this entire movement of intellectual and 

moral reformation, made dialectical in the contrast between popular culture and high 

culture, Gramsci (1971) page 395. 

For a mass ofpeople to be led to think coherently and in the same coherentfashion about the 

real present world, is a ýphilosqphical' event far more important and 'original' than the 
discovery by some philosophical 'genius' of a truth which remains the property of small 
groups of intellectuals, Gramsci (1971), page 325. 

.. can one not say that the real philosophy of each man is contained in its entirety in his 

political action?. Gramsci page 326. 

777e principle mustfirst he estahlished that all men are ýphilospphers, that is, that hetween 

the professional or 'technical'philosophers and the rest of mankind, the difference is not one 

of 'quality'but only of 'quantity, page 347. 

Economics studies these laws of tendency in so far as they are quantitative expressions of 

phenomena; in. the passage from economics to general history the concept of quantity is 

integrated with that of quality and of the dialectic quality-that-becomes-quality ... Quantity- 

Necessity Quality-Freedom. Yhe dialectic (the dialectical nexus) of Quantity-Quality is 

identical with that ofnecessity-freedom, Gramscý pages 401 and 40 In. 

Antonio Gramsci (1891-1937) was the son of a registrar, who for political reasons was 

suspended from his job, without pay, found guilty of embezzlement and imprisoned for six 

years. During this time Antonio's mother had to bring up seven children on her meagre 

earnings as a seamstress, plus the proceeds of the sale of a small plot of inherited land. 

503 



Consequently despite the family's higher status at grandparent level, Antonio was brought up 
in conditions similar to those of the lowest paid working class families in Sardinia. He won a 

scholarship for poor students to the University of Turin, but left without completing his 

degree due to ill health, poverty and a rising commitment to Marxist politics. I-Es earliest 
influences included the Italian Marxist philosopher Antonio Labriola, from whom Gramsci 

took the term philosophy ofpraxis, an Hegelian inspired term which was to prove useful in 

avoiding the attention of the censor when Gramsci began writing his notebooks in prison. 

By 1915 Gramsci had become a full-time journalist on the paper of the Italian Socialist 
Party, becoming involved in the workers' uprising in Turin in 1917, when fifty people were 
killed during its brutal suppression. The incident, and later events in Turin and Russia, 

convinced Gramsci of the importance of workers' councils, set up spontaneously by workers 
in their factories, as an expression of "the proletarian form of economic life ... we, as 
Marxists, must strive to grasp the terms of the problem of power in the productive organism", 
quoted in Gramsci (1971), pages xxxviii-xxxix. By September 1920 the Turin revolutionary 
movement had been crushed and, paradoxically, it was at this point that Gramsci decided to 
help form an Italian Communist Party, under the influence of the Bolsheviks who appeared to 
have led the world's first proletarian revolution. Life became increasingly difficult for 

communists in Italy after the rise to power of Mussolini in 1922, the police and fascist thugs 

rounded up members of the P. C. I., its membership collapsed, so Gramsci moved to Moscow 

and Vienna between 1922 and 1924. 

With the near collapse of the Italian Party and faction fighting in Moscow, Gramsci came to 
develop a complex, and contradictory, view of working class organisation. It combined 

workers' councils, as vehicles for workers' self-education and self-organisation, rather than 
Soviets controll. ed by the party, with an affiliation to the Leninist vanguard party. He 

therefore called for "a dialectical process in which the spontaneous movement of the 

revolutionary masses and the organising and directing will of the centre converge", quoted on 

page 1xii. A difficulty for Gramsci was that the masses in the south of Italy were 

overwhelmingly peasant, rather than proletarian, a fact that affected his political and 

philosophical thinking and leading to a policy of setting up worker and peasant committees. 
Despite his criticisms, Gramsci became general secretary of the P. C. I., which he saw as the 

vehicle to achieve the committee policy. The position made Gramsci liable to arrest, which 
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occurred in 1927, refusing to emigrate to Switzerland, and most of the rest of his life was 

spent in prison, working on his notebooks, when poor health permitted. 

Gramsci had, from an early age, taken an interest in the complex relationships between the 

social classes in Italy. The complexity was marked by contradiction, so that like much else in 

Italian society, it required articulation in a dialectical form in order to understand, and 

propose the means of eradicating, such a social structure: "The peasant's attitude towards the 

intellectual is double and appears contradictory. He respects the social position of the 

intellectuals and in general that of state employees, but sometimes affects contempt for it, 

which means that his admiration is mingled with instinctive elements of envy and 
impassioned anger ... Every organic development of the peasant masses, up to a certain point, 
is linked to and depends on movements among the intellectuals. With the urban intellectuals 

it is another matter. Factory technicians do not exercise any political function over the 
instrumental masses, or at least this is a phase which has been superseded. Sometimes, rather, 

the contrary takes place, and the instrumental masses, at least in the person of their own 

organic intellectuals, exercise a political influence on the technicians", pages 14-15. 

Gramsci was particularly concerned that workers and peasants develop their intellectual 

capacities. To achieve this -object, he developed the idea of the organic intellectual, who 
undertook thinking and organising tasks on behalf of his or her own social class. Such 
functions are routine In the daily work of bourgeois or middle class intellectuals, but amongst 
workers and peasants this is not the case. Gramsci wanted to create organisations, in which 
intellectuals of working class and peasant origin could encourage members of the class to 

which they organically belonged to overcome their "submission and intellectual 

subordinatiorf', page 327. He was aware of the fact that most intellectuals from these 
backgrounds seyered their links with workers and peasants, as remains the case today, but 

Gramsci oscillated between the Leninist party and workers and peasant councils as the means 
of organising the new organic relationship. 

Gramsci, unlike Lenin, believed that everyone was a philosopher, since he or she, as "an 

artist, a man of taste ... participates in a particular conception of the world, has a conscious 
line of moral conduct, and therefore contributes to sustain a conception of the world or to 

modify it, that is, to bring into being new modes of thought. The problem of creating a new 

stratum of intellectuals consists therefore in the critical elaboration of the intellectual activity 
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that exists in everyone at a certaiii degree of development ... In the modem world, technical 

education, closely bound to industrial labour even at the most primitive and unqualified level, 

must form the basis of the new type of intellectuar', page 8. For Gramsci workers needed to 

study bourgeois philosophy, and totalise and historicise it: "To criticise one's own conception 

of the world means therefore to make it a coherent unity and to raise it to the level reached by 

the most advanced thought in the world. It therefore also means criticism of all previous 

philosophy, in so far as this has left stratified deposits in popular philosophy", page 324. 

Gramsci had Hegel in mind when he invited "people to reflect and to realise fully that 

whatever happens is basically rational and must be confronted as sucV, page 328. 

According to Gramsci the dialectic of Giordano Bruno, the Italian rebel burned at the stake 

in 1600, was influential on the founders of the philosophy of praxis, via the German idealists. 

Renaissance dialectical thought was well known to Gramsci, but he believed that its 

hermeticism was in contradiction with the idea of extending its influence beyond 61ite circles. 

Therefore, it did not accord with his project of creating an "ideological unity between the 

bottom and the top, between the 'simple' and the intellectuals", page 329. The worker, he 

wrote, possesses "two theoretical consciousnesses (or one contradictory consciousness): one 

which is implicit in his activity and which in reality unites him with all his fellow-workers in 

the practical transformation of the real world; and one, superficially explicit or verbal, which 

he has inherited from the past and uncritically absorbed-the contradictory state of 

consciousness does not permit of any action, any decision or any choice, and produces a 

condition of moral and political passivity", page 333. To overcome such an impasse requires 

a "dialectic between the intellectuals and the masses. The intellectual stratum develops both 

quantitatively and qualitatively, but every leap forward towards a new breadth and 

complexity of the intellectual stratum is tied to an analogous movement on the part of the 

mass of the 'simple', who raise themselves to higher levels of culture and at the same time 

extend their circle of influence towards the stratum of specialised intellectuale', page 334. 

Though he occasionally wrote about the need for leadership of the working class and 

peasantry, Gramsci rejected much of Bolshevik ideology, and may well have been refening 

to it when noting that their "great intellectuals ... were not linked with the people, they did not 

emerge from the people, but were the expression of traditional intermediary classes, to which 

they returned at the great 'turning points" of history", page 397. He specifically accused 

Trotsky of failing to understand the dialectical ideas of Labriola, as a result of "an 
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unconscious reflection of the pseudo-scientific pedantry of the German intellectual group that 

was so influential in Russia7, page 386. Similarly, he accused the father of Russian 

'Marxism', Plekhanov, of "relapses into vulgar materialism ... positivism ... and ... meagre 
speculative and historiographical ability", page 387. He was probably speaking of Lenin's 
"militant materialism! ' when he argued that "The orthodox tendency ... found itself involved 
in a struggle against the ideology most widespread amongst the popular masses , religious 
transcendentalismý and reckoned to overcome this only with the crudest and most banal 

materialism", page 390. In contrast to the Bolshevik's "banal" materialism, he noted that 
Hegel "gave dialectical form to the two moments of the life of thought, materialism and 

spiritualism, but his synthesis was 'a man walking on his head'. Hegel's successors destroyed 

this unity and there was a return to materialist systems on the one side and spiritualism on the 

other", page 396. 

On philosophy in general, Gramsci argued that all previous philosophical systems "have 

been manifestations of the intimate contradictions by which society is lacerated. But each 

philosophical system taken by itself has not been the conscious expression of these 

contradictions, since this expression could be provided only by the ensemble of systems in 

conflict with each other ... the philosophy of praxis is an expression of historical 

contradictions, and indeed their most complete, because most conscious, expression ... If, 

therefore, it is demonstrated that contradictions will disappear, it is also demonstrated 
implicitly that the philosophy of praxis too will disappear, or be superseded. In the reign of 
'freedom' thought and ideas can no longer be born on the terrain of contradictions and the 

necessity of struggle", pages 404-5. By contrast, in the Bolshevik treatment of the philosophy 
of practice, it "tends to become an ideology in the worst sense of the word, that is to say a 
dogmatic system of eternal and absolute truths. This is particularly true when, as happens in 

the 'Popular Majaual' (a text by Bukharin S. S), it is confused with vulgar materialism, with its 

metaphysics of 'matter' which is necessarily eternal and absolute", page 407. Opposing 

Lenin's views on the world prior to the existence of humanity, recorded in Materialism and 
Empirio-Criticism, Grarnsci says "Without the existence of man one cannot think of 
'thinking', one cannot think at all of any fact or relationship which exists only in so far as 

man exists. What would North-South or East-West mean without man? ... these terms have 

crystallised from the point of view of the European cultured classes who, as a result of their 

world-wide hegemony, have caused them to be accepted everywhere", page 447. 
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On Lukacs' assertion that the dialectic applies only to society, and not to nature in itself, 

Gramsci wrote: "If his assertion presupposes a dualism between nature and man he is wrong 
because he is falling into a conception of nature proper to religion and to Graeco-Christian 

philosophy and also to idealism which does not in reality succeed in unifying and relating 

man and nature to each other except verbally. But if human history should be -conceived also 

as the history of nature (also by means of the history of science) how can the dialectic be 

separated from nature? ", page 448. Rejecting Bolshevik materialism, he argues that Marx 

"never called his own conception materialist and that when writing about French materialism 
he criticises it and affirms that the critique ought to be more exhaustive. Thus he never uses 
the formula 'materialist dialectic', but calls it 'rational' as opposed to 'mystical', which gives 

the term 'rational' a quite precise meaning", pages 456-7. Expressing views similar to those 

of Pannekoek, Gramsci undermined the theoretical entity at the core of Bolshevik 

metaphysics, matter; he wrote "for the philosophy of praxis, 'matter' should be understood 

neither in the meaning that it has acquired in natural science ... nor in any of the meanings that 

one finds in the various materialist metaphysics ... the various physical ... properties of 

matter ... should be considered, but only to the extent that they become a productive 
teconomic element'. Matter as such therefore is not our subject but how it is socially and 
historically organised for production, and natural science should be seen correspondingly as 

essentially an historical category, a human relation7, page 465-6. 

The publication of Marx's earliest writings 

During the era of the Second International (and even more so after it), full and total identity 
between the thought of Marx and Engels becwne established as an article of jaiih; CoHetti 

quoted in Marx (1975) page 13. 

Only in his earliest works did Marx express specific views on philosophy. 11is later works on 

political economy and politics contained little explicitly on philosophy, although in such works 

the dialectical method of presentation is fundament. Most intellectuals in the Second and Third 

Internationals assumed that Marx was a positivist in his philosophical approach, accepting both 

Engels' views on dialectics and the Leninist version of materialism, developed from the later 

works of Engels, particularly And-Dahring, and the writings of Plekhanov. Consequently, when 
the first of the early works of Marx were made available, i. e. Critique ofHegel's Doctrine of the 
State in 1927 and the Manuscripts in 1932, shock waves were sent through the Leninist 
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academies. Despite criticisms of Hegel in the works, the Manuscripts' insights into Manes 

humanist dialectical views were at considerable variance with the orthodoxy of the International. 

It was also observed that Marx was critical of a form of 'communism' similar to that prevailing 
in the contemporary the Soviet Union. 

The young Mary, and it could be argued the older Marx too, was a humanist who rejected the 

natural sciences as repositories of truth. Under the influence of Feuerbach and other Young 

Hegelians, Marx was critical of Hegel in his early work, but it became apparent that Marx's 

polemical style concentrated on areas of disagreement with other thinkers, failing to 

acknowledge both major areas of agreement and the extent of Hegel's influence of his thought. 

When the totality of his work was scrutinised, it transpired that Marx's attitude to "that mighty 
thinker" Hegel was, unlike Engels, was complex. In the Mwtuscripts Marx! s critique of Hegel 

was more sophisticated than Engels' commen s on Hegels' "conservative system7 and 
"revolutionary method", and treatment of the three universal "laws" of dialectics. Similarly 

Marx's ideas on the humanising of nature, through work and enjoyment and his Young 

Hegelian influenced discussion of estrangement or alienation, were absent in the work of 
Engels, Plekhanov and Lenin. Seeing much that undermined dialectical materialist orthodoxy, 
Leninists largely ignored these early works, especially the discussion of alienation, dismissing 

them as "youthful enthusiasm", "idealism", "Marx before he became a communist", and so on. 
In 1957, the East German Institute of Marxism-Leninism, following the lead of the Central 

Committee of the Soviet Communist Party, excluded the Manuscripts from the main body of the 
Werke, reaffirming the view that, in the Leninist academies, 'Marxism! had only a tenuous link 

with Marx himself, relying instead on the late works of Engels. 

Jakubowski and the humanist dialectic 

Korsch (uses) a critique of the rigidified andpurelyformal ma7xist lorthodoxy'of the prevailing 

marxist tendencies, a critique which demonstrates hoth why the theoretical degeneration took 

place and how it can he arrested Lukdcs, on the other hand, pays particular attention to the 

restoration ofMarx's dialectic. In so doing, he hrings out the essentialfeatures of this &aJectic, 

which, although applied in practice hy Marx in all his writings, are almost nowhere given a 

methodological treatment and which are totally neglected hy Engels, Jakubowski (1976) page 

76. 
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In the USSA, which in spite of the extent of bureaucratisation can still be referred to as an 

exwnple of a proletarian state, the economy is above all a state economy, and the state an 

economic state, Jakubowski (1976), page 43, revealing Trotskyist inclinations. 

Consciousness is determined by the transformation of being; but, as the consciousness of acting 

men, it in turn transforms this being. Consciousness is no longer consciousness above an object, 

the duplicated 'reflection' of an individual object, but a constituent part of changing relations, 

which are what they are only in conjunction with the consciousness that corresponds to their 

material existence Consciousness is the sel(-knowledge of reality, an expression and a part of 

the historical process of being, which Anows itsep'at every stage of development, JakubowskL 

page 60, rejecting Lenin! s reflection theory in favour a totalising dialectic of consciousness and 

social being. 

, al theory (the marxist workers, Yheory emd practice fonn a unity. theory hecomes practic 

movement), while practice becomes conscious practice, rather than sheer unconscious activity. 
Historical materialism does not merely see consciousness as socially determined (non-marxist 

sociology does this); it also sees consciousness as a factor in changing social reality ... It is not 

true that theoryfirst knows something and thatpractice then applies this knowledge more or less 

accor&ngly, Jakubowski, page 61-2, proving that historical materialism does not have to be 

reductive and one-sided. 

Dialectical materialism is hoth the expression and the means of a theoretical critique, "in its 

essence, a critical and revolutioncuy method"... theoretical critique is only apreparationfor the 

practical revolution which forms the 'conclusions' of that critique, Jakubowski, pages 61-2, 

sublates orthodox dialectical materialism by the use of critique. 

Franz Jakubowski (1912-1970), the son of a doctor in Poznan in Poland, studied law and 

politics, becoming involved in the Trotskyite Spartacus League, for which he was arrested and 

put on trial by the Nazis in Danzig. JakubowskL although released on a technicality, realised he 

had to leave, becoming a refugee, in the U. S. A., under the name of Frank Fisher. He enjoyed 

access to Manes early writings, and Ideology mid Superstructure, based on his PILD. thesis, was 

published in 1936, demonstrating the influence of the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts. 

Impressed by the early Lukics, Jakubowski argued that he and others "capitulated to the attacks 

against their positions made by the Commmunist International", Jakubowski (1976), page 76. 
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Jakubowski took the view that Hegel was an "idealist", yet he argued that the Engels-Lenin 

approach to matter merely inverted the predicateless notion posited by Hegel's Absolute Spirit. 
Jakubowski interpreted Marxs materialism as humanisn-4 finding evidence to support the view 
in the latter's early texts, which equate humanism with "naturalism7, he wrote: "Just as man is a 
product of nature (as well as the product of human labour), so too the nature which surrounds 
him is produced, in its present form, by human society", page 29. Dialectical critique comes into 

play when the materialist-idealist duality is criticised: "The reality of social ideas, then, forms a 

necessary and constituent part of the material reality of social relationships. Material relations 

are what they are only in conjunction with the ideas which correspond to them. The reality of 
both is expressed by social efficacy. When Marx made the leap from natural to human, social 
being, he enabled us to recognise the unity between social life and the ideas which form part of 
that life. There is no social being without consciousness and, conversely, consciousness is 

nothing but social being ... the ideas with which men conceive of the conflicts of their times form 

a constituent part of the revolutionary upheaval itself, pages 5 7-8. 

Jakubowski presented a dialectic view of the relationship between base and superstructure, one 

at odds with reductive historical materialism: "superstructural forces do not act independently of 
the other forces. They are themselves the expression of certain material relations of production, 
but relations which are already probably things of the past, which have lost their material reality 
but have not yet quite discarded their 'conscious' expression. When we want to account for the 

consciousness of a particular human group it is by no means enough to classify them simply in 

economic terms or to determine their class identity, even if this is where the most important 

objective (rather than subjective) roots of their actions lie. A precise analysis must take account 
of all the concrete factors of their social being. What is important is not just the question of 
which class they ýbelong to but also (for example) the particular layer or role which they occupy 
within that class, the social position of the family (e. g. the white-collar 'proletarian! who comes 
from a once rich bourgeois family), and above all, the ideological traditions of the group 
(religion, received political or philosophical ideas and prejudices etc). Vulgar marxists of all 
political tendencies usually neglect these wide-ranging factors of social being. In particular the 

oscillating political behaviour of the middle layers, who overlap bourgeoisie and proletariat, can 
only be explained - let alone influenced - if a very careful examination is made of all the 

essential elements of their social existence", page 59. 
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Jakubowski rejected Kautsky's Darwinist inspired version of the "materialist conception of 
history" based on "natural evolution, not marxist humanism ... He reaches the conclusion that 

there is a general law to which human as well as animal and plant evolution is subject, the law 

'that every transformation of societies, like that of species, is traceable to a transformation of the 

environment"', page 69. He adds that "Lenin's point of departure, like Kautsky's, is not human 

society but nature ... While Marx proceeds from 'social matter, i. e. from social relations, Lenin 

proceeds from matter in its 'philosophical' sense ... Because matter is the foundation of Lenin! s 

theory, consciousness loses its reality and becomes an attribute of matter, which alone is real; 

consciousness becomes the mere duplicated reflection of matter ... Consciousness, which for 

Marx was 'conscious being', has become an attribute, reflection, a mere duplicate of matter", 

pages 70-71. Jakubowski similarly assailed Deborin, Tenin! s faithful interpreter", for whom 
"theory is clearly regarded as contemplative: the relationship of theory to practice lies in the fact 

that theory can be 'applied'... for Lenin, (Marxism) is a theory the workers' movement can apply. 
In neither case is theory the conscious expression of the revolutionary practice of the 

proletariat", page 72. He also rejected Adlers Kantian dialectic, which posited a "sharp dividing- 

line between thought and being. Thus he separates the dialectic'as a mere mode of thought'from 

the dialectic 'as a real state of opposition with the being of things themselves'... he is forced to 

call the first of the two forms 'dialectic' and the second 'antagonism!, and to locate the process of 

interaction purely within the realm of consciousness", page 73. 

The early writings of Lukics, according to Jakubowski, utilised a humanist dialectic with an 

emphasis on reification. On the possibility of a dialectic of nature, Jakubowski quotes LukAcs' 

remark that "for marxists, as historical dialecticians, nature and all forms of its theoretical and 

practical conquest are social categories", quoted on page 79. Jakubowski added the following, 

linking Leninist philosophy to Kant: "to the leninist Rudas, who complains that in Lukicsthesis 

'there can be found no toot with which to establish the objectivity of a tru&. For the 

leninists... this objective truth is a kind of thing in itself which is strictly distinct from human 

knowledge and which can be merely approached, in a process of never ending approximations to 

knowledge", pages 79-80. However, Jakubowski thinks that Lukics is not sufficiently humanist, 

arguing that "the accusation against Lukics is justifiable to the extent that he uses the dialectical 

method incidentally to draw conclusions about the concrete formation of reality, instead of 

seeing it as the abstract expression of that reality", page 80. However, Jakubowski supports 
LukAcs'view that Lenin's reflection theory is "an expression of bourgeois, reified consciousness, 

which believes that it knows reality when what it is actually seeing is only the reified, surface 
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appearance of reality, where human relationships appear as the relationships of things to each 
other. The rigidity of this objective appearance of the capitalist world forces reality to 
disintegrate into individual objects which consciousness appears to confront 
independently... 'self-alienation of man! ", page 80. Such views are developed in the conclusion, 

which contains a critique of Kitching's reffled approach to political economy. 

Marcuse: the dialectic as the 'historicity of being' 

Yhe question still remains, however, whether and how a non-Hegelian &aIectic is possible, 
Marcuse (1976) page 25. 

Dialectical being is historical being. Not all being is dialectical ... only the human being is truly 
historical, Marcuse (1976) page 22. 

Ae term dialectic, and its conception, have received such abuse through usage in contemporwy 
philosophy and in Ma? xist theory andpractice that the attempt to capture its original meaning 
has become unavoidable, Marcuse (1976), page 14. 

Herbert Marcuse (1898-1979) was one of a number of German intellectuals who had to flee 

from the Nazis during the 1930s. He posed a crucial question: what is left of Marxism when the 

agent of the creation of socialism, the working class, has failed to overthrow capitalism? 
Marcuse's early dialectic was mediated by the influence of his former teacher Martin Heidegger, 

whose philosophy represented the trauma of Germany in the 1920s sublimated as the search for 

being. 

In On the Prob&M of the Dialectic Marcuse (1976) sublated the Heideggerian influence. It was 

written in the early 1930s, when Soviet Russia's claim to the status of a workers' state was 
increasingly seen to be false, and its method of understanding the world, dialectical materialism, 

was Perceived to be mere Realpolilik. According to Marcuse "Through a faulty dialectic each 

mistake, each step backward can be justified, and can be claimed as a necessary link in 

dialectical movement, so that in the end the same thing results as with bourgeois philosophy - 
decisions are avoided", page 14. Marcuse attempted to capture the "original meaning" of the 
dialectic in order to distinguish a critical mode of totalising theory and practice from the empty 

shell of dialectical materialism. Thus he notes in the Sophist and Philebus dialogues Plato 
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anticipates the Hegelian dialectic by sublating the static dualism of the theory of the Forms, 

explaining three forms of being: "determined and bounded being, undetermined and unbounded, 

and that which arises out of a mixture of them both, that is undetermined being becoming 

determined being", page 17. Marcuse argues that Plato lacks the histoficity of being, whereas for 

Hegel "the foundation of the dialectic lies in the historicity of being, of reality. Only because and 
insofar as the real is historical, it is dialectical; the real can and must be understood through the 
dialectical method", page 19. 

Using the example of a factory, Marcuse proceeds to apply the many-sided dialectic of the 

preface to the PhenomenoloSy, showing that "To comprehend an historical object completely in 

its concrete reality, one has to grasp the totality of events. Such a comprehension is impossible if 

the historical object is considered rigid and isolated from its historical context ... Such an 

arrangement can only be achieved by grasping a comprehensive historical totality (periods, 

evolutionary stages), and therefore already presupposes dialectics and dialectical insighte, 

pages 20-21. Marcuse's last point casts doubt on Marx's seemingly absolute distinction between 

the method of presentation and the method of analysis, in which the latter is purely empirical. 
Although Marcuse shows his anthropocentric view of the dialectic when he says: "The non- 
historical are according to their essence the objects of the mathematical and physical sciences 
(objects whose existence is constituted in abstraction from their relatedness to their human 

existence)", page 21, his rejection of "value-free science' leaves open the question of the 

method of analysis and its relation to the dialectical method of presentation, a problem be finther 

examined later in the chapter. 

Marcuse expresses near contempt for the natural science based metaphysics, i. e. dialectical 

materialism, of the Bolsheviks, with its materialist-idealist duality. He argues that Marx's 

standing the Hegelian dialectic on its feet "was no materialist reinterpretation, but the return of 

the dialectic to its proper domain and, hence, the scientific discovery of the true dimension of 

history ... Marx is the heir of German Idealism because this philosophy was only able to become 

authentic again on the way to and through the historicity of human existence ... Concrete 

dialectics as an objective value-free science is an absurdity", page 22-3. What is valuable in 

Hegel's critique, according to Marcuse, is the "historicity of being", where "being becomes 

apparent and real only through the mediation of living self consciousness. And life is 

omnipresent substance insofar as the being only really exists in this mediation with life. The 

living self consciousness is that through which and in which all being first becomes full 
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'actuality', the omnipresence of which first makes extant the being actual as actual being", page 
29. Marcuse reveals his early Heideggerian influence when he argues "The essence of being 

discovered and preserved in human speech is supposed in its truth to be available and affable for 
human life and its occurrence. The human being has to have and to understand the essence and 
the truth of being both for the production of things and for the ability to find one's way, and for 

the confrontation with nature-The 'dialectic of the self-consciousness' is not a free floating 
dialectic of cognition but tied to the concrete being and action of human life", page 33. 

In an important passage in the text, Marcuse addresses the problem of "pure" or "simple" 

cognition, and its relationship with a "dialectic of praxis" and the question of critique. He builds 

on the master-slave dialectic, noting that for Hegel, there is always the need to go beyond 

simple cognition, which cannot negate its object, turning such cognition into practice "as its 
fulfilment and completion ... The will of the acting Ego is a truly creating and changing one. It 

can push aside the present reality in order to put its own 'creation! (Werke) in its 

place ... overcoming its own immediate present situation and driving itself forward out of its 

possibilities to a higher situation ... life does not only take place in the single individuals, but is at 
the same time and necessarily always an argument of the individuals among themselves and 

with the objective world", page 3 5. 

Marcuse and the dialectical vicissitudes of Soviet Marxism 

(men and women) are the historical agents, and theirs are the alternatives and decisions, 

Marcuse (1971) page 12, rejecting determinist or "automatie' versions of history. 

Soviet Marxism is nowhere more 'orthodox' than in its painful elaboration of the &alectical 

method, Marcusiý page 115. 

7here is no Marxian theory of socialism because the antagonistic aUdlectical laws which govern 

presocialist history are not applicable to the history of free manking wd theory cannot 
predetennine the laws offteedom, Marcuse page 118. 

Marcuse (1971) adopts an "immanent critique" of "Soviet Marxism", i. e. one starting "from the 

theoretical premises of Soviet Marxism ... 
(it) employs the conceptual instruments of its object, 

namely, Marxism, in order to clarify the actual function of Marxism in Soviet Society and its 
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historical direction! ', page 9. With this approach in mind, he notes that the "dialectic-historical 

structure of Mandan theory implies that its concepts change with a change in the basic class 

relationships at which they aim - however, in such a way that the new content is obtained by 

unfolding the elements inherent in the original concept, thus preserving the theoretical 

consistency and even the identity of the concept", page 21. To explain Soviet Marxism's self- 
interpretation, in particular its relationship with the capitalist camp, Marcuse notes that from 

1930 to 1956 Party congresses maintained the idea that "the Soviet state has set in motion a 

chain reaction which, by intensifying the inherent capitalist contradictions, has aggravated the 

conflicts between the capitalist powers", page 54. The application of immanent critique thus 

reveals the internal contradictions of the "Soviet state", which after 1989 led to its own collapse 

rather than that of "the capitalist powers". 

Marcuse points out that Lenin was at times quite explicit in his explanation of the October 

Revolution, calling it a "bourgeois revolution in so far as the class struggle in the countryside 
had not yet developed", quoted on page 41. Lenin identifies his understanding of the nature of 

socialism: "electrification plus Soviet power ... state capitalism would be a step forward for us. If 

we were capable of attaining a state capitalism in Russia within a short time, this would be a 

victory ... I said that state capitalism would be our saviour. If we would have it in Russia, then 

the transition to full socialism would be easy and certain. For state capitalism is a system of 

centralization, integration, control, and socialization. And this is precisely what we lack ... state- 

monopoly capitalism is the complete material preparation for socialisny', quoted on page 42. 

Lenin's statement with its dialectic of nalvet6 and cynicism, leaves no doubt as to his 

commitment to state-capitalism, thereby simultaneously revealing the inapplicability of such an 

approach to "socialisne' for advanced capitalist societies and his view on the need for a 
bourgeois revolution in pre-capitalist societies. 

In his analysis of the treatment of the dialectic by the inteHectuals within Soviet Marxism, 

Marcuse writes that they "tuned down and arrested the dialectic in the interest of the ideological 

justification and protection of a regime which, according to dialectical logic, must appear as 

subject to being surpassed by the historical development. Chief support of this conclusion is 

seen in the emasculation of the transition from quantity to quality, the denial of explosive 

changes under socialism (the notion of 'non-antagonistic contradictions), in the reintroduction 

of formal logic, and in the disappearance from the dialectical vocabulary of the 'negation of the 

negation"', page 114. Marcuse is disturbed by the degradation of the dialectic "from a mode of 
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critical thought into a universal 'world outlook' and universal method with rigidly fixed rules 

and regulations, and this transformation destroys the dialectic more thoroughly than any 

revision. The change corresponds to that of Marxism itself from theory to ideology ... an 

established system of domination7', page 115. He notes that neither Hegel nor Marx "developed 

dialectic as a general methodological scheme", page 115, it was the attempt by Engels to do this 

that provided the skeleton for the Soviet codification. With regard to the preoccupation of Soviet 

philosophers with the relationship between formal and dialectical logic, Marcuse wants to 

maintain the tension between the two rather than subsume one by the other, which would turn 
dialectics from a theory of class struggle into an extension of formal logic. 

Soviet Marxism, particularly Stalin's dialectical and historical materialism, is merely an 

elaboration of Engels' Dialecfics of Nature, abstract lists of formulae detached from concrete 

history, "they are neither true nor false - they are empty shells", page 119. Such an ideology, in 

which "dialectic reigns everywhere", treats nature in an abstract way, and Engels' categories, 

taken from the Greek dialecticians, are today only clich6d analogies, with no significance for the 

natural sciences. Marcuse's theory of the historicity of being indicates the need to avoid 
hypostatising, or reiýýing, the dialectic, instead treating nature in the concrete context of its 

relationship with society, only then can the dialectic reveal its revolutionary potential. 

Marcuse suggests that there is an inevitable process of development in the Soviet Marxian 

treatment of the dialectic. From the strict determinism corresponding to Lenin's centralised 

vanguard party, there develops a unity of determinism and voluntarism corresponding to the 

need for both strict control and the more arbitrary needs of the dictatorship of Stalin, as 
incarnation of the new ruling class. Such authoritarian voluntarism petrifies the dialectic "into a 

universal system in which the historical process appears as a 'natural' process and in which 

objective laws over and above the individuals govern not only the capitalist but also the socialist 

society ... the unfolding of forces that could not have unfolded otherwise ... 
(mass) obedience to 

the inexorable laws of dialectic. 
-The Party and the Party leadership are the sole authority for 

the interpretation of dialectic! ', page 124-5. Therefore, explains Marcuse, freedom, i. e. for the 

masses, is merely, following Engels, the recognition of necessity; the revolutionary dialectical 

content of freedom is subsumed under the need for recognition of objective natural and social 
'laws'. The revolutionary internal potential of dialectical contradictions is made impotent by the 

distinction between 'antagonistic' and 'non-antagonistic' contradictions. The antagonistic, or 
'explosive' contradiction applies only to capitalist society, whereas the contradictions of Soviet 
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society are non-anatagonistic, because they can be resolved by the gradual transition from 

socialism to communism. Thus the need for Stal* in 1938, to drop the Hegelian "negation of 
the negation! ': Soviet workers had no need for a revolution to replace 'their' state, so such 
dialectical formulations had to be 'arrested'. 

Marcuse argued once this situation occurred, a relatively ossified dialectic developed to justify 

it. As Soviet relations with the west changed, dialectical materialism was "adjusted" 

appropriately. Specifically East-West 'coexistence' from 1950 onwards required a more flexible 

"Soviet logie', a synthesis of dialectics and formal logic, in order to anticipate changes in Soviet 

society. Therefore formal logic was no longer "class conditioned", as the Soviet philosopher 
Marr had claimed, and in fixed opposition to dialectics, therefore it could safely be reintroduced 
into the academies. Cherkesov spoke for Stalin, arguing that: "Formal logic is the science of the 

elementary laws and forms of correct thinking ... There are not two logics: an old metaphysical, 

and a new, dialectical logic 
... There is only one formal logic, which is universally valid", quoted 

on page 13 0 of Marcuse (197 1). 

The debate on nature and dialectics 

Sartre's subjectivist and anthropocentric conception of dialectical movement is belied by the 
latestfindings of modem science, Novack (1978), page 245, displaying both his scientism and 
inability to understand the "historicity of being". 

For Positivists, pred7clion is possible only to the extent that the current order of succession re- 

enacts aprevious order of succession; andso thefiture repeats thepast, Sartre (1976) page 23. 

-the only &aJectic one willfind in Nature is a dialectic that one has put there onese#... ny are 
there three laws rather than ten, orjust oneý Sartre, pages 31-2, commenting on Engels' three 
dialectical laws which, in so far as they exclude humanity, create a "noumenal consciousness 
which imposes its laws as a whim", page 32. 

In his first Critique of Dialectical Reason Sartre (1976), fike Lukics before him, discusses 

Engels' universal immanent dialectic, outlined in 7he Dialectics of Nature. Sartre says: "The 
dialectic of Nature is Nature without man. There is therefore no more need for certainty, for 

criteria; even the attempt to criticise and establish knowledge becomes useless. Knowledge of 
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whatever form is a relation between man and the world around him, and if man no longer exists 
this relation disappears... In fact, there is a materialist idealism which, in the last analysis, is 

merely a discourse on the idea of matter; the real opposite of this is realist materialism - the 
thought of an individual who is situated in the world, penetrated by every cosmic force, and 
treating the material universe as something which gradually reveals itself through a 'situated' 

proxis", page 26 and 29. Sartre argued, in a way reminiscent of Marx's early critique of Hegel, 

that we discover dialectical rationality with our proxis, but that Engels reversed the humanist 

dialectic, projecting it "as an unconditional law, on to the organic world, and then refuming to 

the study of societies ... A human relation ... is encountered, hypostatised, stripped of every 
human characteristic and, finally, this irrational fabrication is substituted for the genuine relation 

which was encountered in the first place ... 11istory is replaced by the ancient notion of a blind 

Necessity ... Truth by Science Fiction", page 33. 

Novack (1978) contains a chapter on the debate, rejecting Sartre's view that nature is not in 

itset(dialectical. He surprisingly refers to the French philosopher as a "positivist in his last word 

on the possible relations of dialectics to the physical world", page 235, chastising him for 

rejecting what Novack describes as "the Marxist conception that human knowledge reflects 

objective reality", page 241, which is actually the Leninist conception. Due to his ambivalent 
Trotskyist attitude to the U. S. SR, Novack claims that, because Soviet science subscribes to 
dialectical materialism, its protagonists produce useful knowledge. As we have observed, the 
idea that nature can be understood by fitting it into apriori dialectical categories flies in the face 

of Marx's distinction between the method of analysis and the method of presentation. Novack 

criticises Yvonne Groseil's view, one close to that of Marx, that "a dialectical conception of 

nature ... may be far less important in facilitating progress in physical science than it is for 

explaining and correlating its discoveries after they have been made'. Novack argues: "Such a 

one-sided emphasis runs the risk of lapsing into the very Kantian dualism which she correctly 

criticizes in the case of the existentialists", page 250. He is more instructive, although naive, 

when Novack asks why scientists cannot use dialectics "as a general methodological guide in 

their concrete inquiries? ", page 251. Marx's methodical dualism may be too simplistic, but 

Novack's universal application of the 'laws' of dialectical materialism is one-sided apnorism in 

comparison with, for example, Marcuse's "historicity of being". 
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Henri Lefebvre's Cridque of Everyday Life 

Without the notion of the total man, humanism and the theoretical conception of the humanfall 

back into an incoherentpluralism, Lefebvre (1992) page 68. 

Obstacles, uncomfortable difficulties, disquiet, apparently insoluble problems, contradfction 

pushed to the point of antagonism, these are moments ofprogress. the stepforwarcl the birth of 

a reality and a higher reflecting consciousness through the &ssolution of what exists. 7he 

positive is negafiveý but what is most negative is also what is mostpositive... the ina7vidual is at 

one and the same time what is most highly concrete and most remotely abstract ... most chmWing 
historically and what is most stable, page 72. 

Even in its apparent and pretentious 'modemity' (wd what in fact does the 'modemity' consist 

of) our culture drags in its wake a great, dfsparate patchwork which has nothing 'modem' 

about it, page 192. 

Henri Lefebvre (1901-1991) is perhaps the French philosophical equivalent of the British 

Marxist historian E. P. Thompson. Lefebvre had an uneasy relationship. with the large, influential 

French Communist Party, eventually resigning due to the Party's philosophical paralysis and 

uncritical support of Russian foreign policy, gradually tin-ning towards the Situationist 

International. Critique of Everyday Life, Lefebvre (1992), is one of over sixty books written by 

him. It was first published in 1947, at the height of French C. P. influence, and republished with a 

new foreword in 1958. 

For Lefebvre "everyday li&' was a microcosm of the totality of capitalist social relations. In 

analysing "the simplest event -a woman buying a pound of sugar, for example ... research will 
disclose a tangle of reasons and causes, of essences and 'spheres'... Finally I will have grasped 
the sum total of capitalist society, the nation and its history. And although what I grasp becomes 

more and more profound, it is contained from the start in the original event", page 57. In a an 
Hegelian formulation, much in advance of Leninist ideas on the relative and absolute, Lefebvre 

explains how each event, each piece of knowledge is relative, but contains, and is contained in, 

the absolute: "Dialectically, the absolute is a limit to the infinity of the relative - and yet there is 

already something of the absolute in the relative. In all limited, contradictory and subjective 
knowledge there is already an element of total objectivity. Only the notion or idea of the 
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absolute gives a sense (in other words both a meaning and direction) to historically acquired 
knowledge. Only the (materialist) dialectic enables us to demonstrate the historical character of 
knowledge without making it entirely relative. Only the dialectic will enable us to define an 
advance (a progress) while at the same time criticizing the illusions which arise whenever 

progress is made, and which cause us to take every step forward, every discovery, every new 
law or theory for the finished form of some particular sector of knowledge", page 67. 

Lefebvre rejected the structuralist movement, which became popular amongst the French 

radical intelligentsia, including many members of the C. P., at the time. He accused the 

structuralists of separating form and content, breaking their unity, such an approach "involves a 

certain amount of illusion and superficiality ... The content of concrete life has produced forms 

which coriffict with it, smother it, and which consequently collapse from this self-itifficted lack 

of substance and roots", pages 80-8 1. He compared their method to dialectics, which "is not one 

that is 'formally' separated from philosophical research and then subsequently applied to 

economic or social data. The dialectical method contains and implies a scientific, philosophical 

and human content ... The (dialectical) analysis of reality enables him to grasp the moments and 

the stages, the contradictions, the movements of this economic and social reality", pages 177 and 
179. Lefebvre insisted on the need to concentrate on the study of everyday life: "people who 
believe they are acting and thinking dialectically stop looking at everyday life, stop learning 

from it stop searching for its deeper significance. This is treachery, self-betrayal: in their mouths 
the dialectic reverts to being just so much metaphysical waffle; they become congealed in their 

own mystical speechif*g about movement and history; they talk about the 'concrete, but they 

end up being more abstract than anyone! ", page 183. He continued: "Human needs and activities 
do not contain 'a certain amount' of ready-made dialectical reason, which would in any case be 

meaningless. It therefore rests with methodically worked-out rational thought (dialectical 

thought) to get to know, this rich human raw material - and to win recognition for it in turn. It 

must study and organize this material, and thus contribute to the process whereby men! s lives 

produce living reason, and become rational", page 189. 

Sartre's Critique ofDialectical Reason 

Yhe truth is that subjectivity is neither everything nor nothing; it represents a moment in the 

o2jective process (that in which externality is internalized), and this moment is perpetually 

eliminated only to heperpetually rehorn, Sartre (1963) page 33. 
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The philosopher effects the unification of everything that is known ... a philosophy remains 

efficacious so long as the praxis which has engendered it, which supports it, and which is 

clarified by it, is still alive, S artre (1963) page 4-6. 

In relation to the given, the praxis is negativity; hut what is always involved is the negation of a 

negation In relation to the ohject aimed at, praxis isposifivity. But this positivity opens onto the 
'non-existent'. to what has not yet heen. Aflight and a leap ahead, at once a refusal and a 

realization ... It is hy transcending the given toward the field of possihIes and hy realizing one 

possihility from among all others that the individual objectiftes himseý( and contrihutes to 

making Histo? y, pages 92-3. 

Alienation is at the base and at the summit; and the agent never undertakes anything which is 

not the negation of alienation and which does not fall hack into an alienated world But the 

alienation of the objectified result is not the same as the alienation at the point of departure. It is 

the passageftom the one to the other which defines theperson, page 99. 

It will be entirelyproper to clart& the present by thefuture, the embryonic contra&ctions by the 

contra&ctions explicitly developed ... Our method is heurisfic; it teaches us something new 
because it is at once regressive and progressive, pages 124 and 133. Yhe movement of 

comprehension is simultaneously progressive (Yoward the ohjective result) and regressive (I go 
back toward the original condition), page 15 4. 

Mwxis7n in France has come to a halt, Sartre commenting on the French Communist Party's 

theory and practice in the 1950s, quoted in Aronson (1987), page 8. 

Sartre's Critique of Dialectical Reason and Yhe Problem of Method, which forms its 

introduction in the original French edition, were written as a reaction to the views of his former 

mentor Merleau-Ponty, set out in his (1975) Adventures of the Dialectic. Both philosophers were 

part of a group of intellectuals, including Lefebvre and de Beauvoir, who found themselves in an 

uneasy relationship with the French Communist Party. Sartre was moving towards Marxism and 
its dialectical method, due to disenchantment with his earlier existentialist views, set out in texts 

such as Being and Nothingness. At the time, Merleau-Ponty was moving in the opposite 
direction, away from Marxism towards phenomenology, as a reaction to differences with the 
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French C. P. and the policies of the U. S. S. R- Merleau-Ponty concluded that revolutionary 
thought by which he meant not only the views of the C. P., was not dialectical, but utopian and 
dogmatic: "there is no dialectic without opposition or freedom, and in a revolution opposition 
and freedom do not last long", quoted in Aronson (19 87) page 20. 

Yhe Problem of Method, Sartre (1963), introduces the idea that history is in large measure 
driven by the internal contradictions caused by the problem of "scarcity". However, Sartre is 

keen to distance himself from neo-classical economics, making the point that men and women 

are not blind victims of the struggle to overcome scarcity, they are also the agents of history. The 

subjectivity of Sartre's earlier existentialist writings is thus brought into play as a moment in a 
developing philosophy: only when scarcity is overcome as a result of conscious praxis, will 

authentic human freedom become possible. The essence of Sartre's thinking is a synthesis of the 

contrasting philosophies of Kierkegaard, with his "paradoxes, ambiguities, discontinuities, 
dilemmas 

... grief, need, passion, the pain of men! ', and Hegel, with his "objective universality" 
his "mediation! ' and "Ilistory", pages I 1- 12. 

Sartre reached a political watershed, as did many intellectuals, with regard to his ambivalent 

relationship with the French C. P. in 1956, with the "Soviet act of aggression against the 
democracy of the Workers' Committees! ' in Hungary. These "bear within them the future of the 

socialist society (and) holds within itself the absolute negation of the Bureaucracy, which reacts 
by crushing its adversary", page 24. Sartre links the event to dialectics, specifying the 
importance of totalisation in his interpretation of it, and explaining his understanding of this 

term by stating that the physicist's hypothesis is "universalising, not totalising. It determines a 

relation, a function, and not a concrete totality", page 25. Sartre sees a similarity between the 

physicist and the French C. P., for which the "totalizing investigation has given way to a 
Scholasticism of the totality ... liquidating the particularity ... 

its goal is no longer to increase what 
it knows but to be itself constituted a priori as an absolute Knowledge". page 28. 

Speaking of the later work of Lukics, who had capitulated to Soviet Marxism, Sartre says his 

"lazy Marxism puts everything into everything, makes real men into the symbols of its myths; 
thus the only philosophy which can really grasp the complexity of the human being is 

transformed into a paranoiac dream", page 53. Criticising Engels, he says his own existentialist 

subjectivism promotes "mediations which allow the individual concrete - the particular life, the 

real and dated conflict, the person - to emerge from the background of the general contradictions 
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of productive forces and relations of production", page 57. In contrast, the Marxism of the 

USSR is an "abstract skeleton of universality. The result is that it has entirely lost the meaning 

of what it is to be a man; to fill in the gaps, it has only the absurd psychology of 
Pavlov ... 

dialectical materialism is reduced to its own skeleton if it does not integrate into itself 

certain Western disciplines", page 83. He continues, arguing that: "Marxism caught a glimpse of 

true temporality when it criticised and destroyed the bourgeois notion of 'progress' - which 

necessarily implies a homogeneous milieu and coordinates which would allow us to situate the 

point of departure and the point of arrival. But - without ever having said so - Marxism has 

renounced these studies and preferred to make use of 'progress' again for its own benefit", page 
92n. 

At the end of the first Critique Sartre asks the question: can there be totalization without a 

totalizer? The question is an inevitable legacy of the U. S. S. R. 's rejection of Hegel's Geist, or 
"cunning of reason7, which operates behind the backs of both individuals and classes. Sartre is 

concerned with the problem of how there can be a truly human society created out of the 

negating march of history, whilst there exists no intelligent directing agency or principle. He 

says: "So, in a sense, man submits to the dialectic as to an enemy power; in another sense, he 

creates it; and if dialec tical Reason is the Reason of History, this contradiction must itself be 

lived dialectically, which means that man must be controlled by the dialectic insofar as he 

creates it, and create it insofar as he is controlled by it ... 
if we do not wish the dialectic to 

become a divine law again, a metaphysical fate, it must proceedfrom in&viduals and not from 

some kind of supra-individual ensemble ... We must show how it is possible for it to be both a 

resultant, though not a passive average, and a totalizingforce though not a transcendent fate, and 
how it can continually bring about the unity of dispersive profusion and integration ... The 

dialectic, if it exists, can only be the totalization of concrete totalizations effected by a 

multiplicity of totalizing individualities", Sartre (1976) pages 35-37. 

Towards the end of the first Critique, Sartre brings moments of his existentialist thinking to life, 

applying the dialectic to its categories: "struggle is, for everyone, an opportunity to develop the 

multiplicity of human dimensions in a synthetic tension, since one has to be an object-subject for 

a subject-object who is the Other, and since one interiorises an other comprehended freedom 

within one's own freedom", page 808. 
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Aronson (1987) is, in part, a summary of the incomplete second part of Sartre's Critique. He 

cites Sartre's discussion of a boxing match, the text's early theme, again addressing the question 

posed at the end of the first Critique: can there be totalization without a totaker? The function 

of the struggle that is the boxing match is "to know if as struggle, as objective fact of reciprocal 

and negative totalization, it possesses the conditions of dialectical intelligibility", quoted on page 
42. Sartre moves from the struggle between two individuals to one between two social groups, 

studying the effects produced by the actions of an army: "one must be able to grasp it as the 

objectification of a group at work, itself formed of two antagonistic groups ... the apparent unities 

and partial syntheses cover over lacerations of all orders and sizes. From a distance the society 

seems to hold all by itself; from up close it is riddled with holee', quoted on pages 46-7. He 

continues: "Our only goal is to establish whether in a practical ensemble torn by antagonism 
(whether there are multiple conflicts or they are reduced to only one) the breaks themselves are 

totalizing and carried along by the totalizing movement of the ensemble", quoted on page 49. 

Sartre argues that analytical reason, which separates and reifies, and in turn oppresses and 
dominates, is a "permanent threat to the burnan7', Sartre (1976), page 710. He wants instead a 

subjective dialectic which "interiorizee', or grasps its object from the inside. Such a dialectic is 

contrasted with both analytical thinking and the dogmatic dialectic of Engels, Plekhanov and 
Trotsky, which purport to be objective and detached, operating according to universal 

transcendent laws. In short, Sartre wished to identify the processes linking subjective practice 

and the larger totalization that is human history. 

I end this section on Sartre's by noting his challenge to Engele view that the statistical mean can 
be useful as a means of describing the outcome of social antagonism: We must understand that 
indfviduals do not collide like molecules, hut that, upon the basis of given condftions and 
divergent and opposed interests, each one understands and surpasses the project of the other. It 
is by these suipq5sings and suqussings of surpassings that a social object may be constituted 

which, taken as a whole, is a reality provided with meaning and something in which nobody can 
completely recognize himseý'; in short, a human work without an author. Means, as Engels and 
statisticians conceive of them, suppress the author, but by the same stroke they suppress the 

work and its 'humanity', Sartre (1963), page I 00n. 
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Society of the Spectacle 

Separation is ifseyýpart of the unity of the worI4 of the global social prads split up into image 

and reality, Debord (1987) paragraph 7. 

Richard Branson and his round-the-world balloon crew were today trying to alter position to 

comply with Chinese requirements. Last night the balloon unavoidably defied authorities by 

crossing into Chinese air space ... 7he flight's project &rector Mike Kendrick said Mr Branson 

had been asleep when the balloon drifted into China, an example of the society of the spectacle, 
in this case media hysteria, quoted in the Bradford Telegraph andArgus (22.12.1998), over yet 

another of Richard Branson's publicity stunts. Branson, despite his narcissism, incoherence, low 

quality, but high cost rail services and tax problems, constantly tops polls, especially amongst 

school children, as "personality" of Britain, due to high profile sympathetic press coverage. 

In a world which really is topsy-tury, the true is a moment of the false ... in the spectacle (the) 

mode of being concrete is precisely abstraction ... the spectacle reunites the separate, but 

reunites it as separate, Debord paragraphs 9 and 29. 

Yhe attitude which it demands in principle is passive acceptance which in fact it already 

obtained by its manner of appearing without reply, by its monopoly of appearance ... its means 

are simultaneously its ends, Debord, paragraphs 12 and 13, writing on the spectacle. 

.. the perntitted is absolutely opposed to the possible ... unity and communication become the 

exclusive attribute of the system's management ... separate production as production of the 

separate, paragraphs 25,26 and 27. 

Guy Debord's (1987) text, Society of the Spectacle, was published in 1967 shortly before the 

dramatic events which unfolded in Paris during the next year. Debord was one of the 

Situationists, a group of artists, poets and intellectuals supporting the workers' council 

movement whose influences included surrealist art and literature. The dialectical formulations, 

applied powerfully in Debord's text, are adapted from those of Hegel, Marx, Lukics and Korsch, 

and used as a method of presenting the central features of contemporary mass-consumption 

capitalist society. The numbered paragraphs of the text begin with a dialectical discussion of the 

spectacle: "In societies where modem conditions of production prevail, all of life presents itself 
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as an immense accumulation of spectacles. Everything that was directly lived has moved away 
into a representation. The images detached from every aspect of life fuse in a common stream in 

which the unity of this life can no longer be re-established. Reality considered partially unfolds, 
in its own general unity, as a pseudo-world apart, an object of mere contemplation- The 

specialization of images of the world is completed in the world of the autonomous image, where 

the liar has lied to himself. The spectacle in general, as the concrete inversion of life, is the 

autonomous movement of non-living-The spectacle is not a collection of images, but a social 

relation among people, mediated by images", paragraphs 1,2 and 4. After the description of 

reified existence, Debord sublates a mere description of the quantitative growth of the mass 

media, arguing that the spectacle is at the qualitative essence of capitalism: "The spectacle, 

grasped in its totality, is both the result and the project of the existing mode of production. It is 

not a supplement to the real world, an additional decoration. It is the heart of the unrealism of the 

real society. In all its specific forms, as information or propaganda, as advertisement or direct 

entertainment consumption, the spectacle is the present model of socially dominant life ... The 

spectacle's form and content are identically the total justification of the existing systeds 

conditions and goals", paragraph 6. 

Critics have argued these early paragraphs on the spectacle anticipate the relativist celebration 

of mass consumerism that is post-modernism. It is the case that they give the impression that the 

working class lacks any agency for change, because it is caught up in the spectacle to such a 
degree that any attempt to rebel against, or subvertý the spectacle merely produces a 

recuperation, or integration, of the rebellion into the spectacle. Whilst this is also the view of 

post-modernist writers, such as Baudrillard and Lyotard, Debord's subsequent paragraphs make 

clear that, although aware of the problem, he believes that the workers' council movement can 

act as the agency for overcoming spectacular society, in which "alienated consumption becomes 

for the masses 4 duty supplementary to alienated production", paragraph 42. Such alienated 

consumption pr fabrication of "pseudo-needs", argues Debord, leads to "the tendency of use 

value to fall", paragraph 47. 

According to Debord the spectacle is both cause and effect of the "degradation of being into 

having ... the generalized sliding of having into appearing ... its ultimate function", paragraph 17. 

Making frequent makes use of the Hegelian chiasmus, he writes: "Philosophy, the power of 
separate thought and the thought of separate power, could never by itself supersede theology. 
The spectacle is the material reconstruction of the religious illusion", paragraph 20. Speaking of 
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"occult" forces in the economy, Debord argues "In a society where the concrete commodity is 

rare or unusual, money, apparently dominant presents itself as the emissary armed with full 

powers who speaks in the name of an unknown force", paragraph 4 1. 

Debord explains the "totalitarian management of the economy by a State bureaucracy", 

paragraph 56, claiming the "spectacle of bureaucratic power ... 
is an integral part of the total 

spectacle, its general pseudo-negation and support. The spectacle displays certain totalitarian 

specializations of communication and administration when viewed locally", paragraph 57. He 

continues: "the production of commodities, less developed in bureaucratic capitalism, also 

takes on a concentrated form: the commodity the bureaucracy holds on to is the totality of 

social labour, and what it sells back to society is wholesale survival ... The imposed image of 

the good envelops in its spectacle the totality of what officially exists, and is usually 

concentrated in one man, who is the guarantee of totalitarian cohesion. Everyone must 

magically identify with this absolute celebrity - or disappear", paragraph 64. Referring to 

Trotsky, and appealing to contemporary 'left' Bolsheviks, Debord writes "Stalin as well as the 

outmoded commodity are denounced precisely by those who imposed them. Every new lie of 

advertising is also an avowal of the previous lie. The fall of every figure with totalitarian 

power reveals the illusory community which had approved him unanimously", paragraph 70. 

Debord describes the Bolsheviks as the "proprietors of the proletariat", mentioning the 

"historical moment when Bolshevism triumphed for ilsetr' when "the representation of the 

working class radically opposes itself to the working class", paragraph 100. He says "If all the 

bureaucrats taken together decide everything, the cohesion of their own class can be assured 

only by the concentration of their terrorist power in a single person. In this person resides the 

only practical truth of falsehood inpower ... The contradiction of the totalitarian bureaucracy 

administering an industrialized society, caught between its need for rationality and its 

rejection of the rational", paragraphs 107-8. Debord anticipates Blick (1995), noting that 

"fascist totalitarianism ... borrowed its form of organization from the totalitarian party tried 

out in Russia", paragraph 109. He describes Bolshevism as supporting the bourgeoisie "by 

providing an illusory unification of all negation of the existing order", paragraph 112. 

Rejecting the Leninist party and advocating workers' councils, Debord writes "the proletarian 

movement is its own product and this product is the producer himself. He is to himself his 

own goal. Only there is the spectacular negation of life negated in its turn ... (it) can be 

nothing less than a unitary critique of society, namely a critique which does not compromise 
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with any form of separate power anywhere in the world, and a critique proclaimed globally 

against all the aspects of alienated social life", paragraphs 117 and 121. 

I finish this section with other instructive examples of the dialectic of Debord. On the 

question of time, he says that "I-Estory has always existed, but not always in a historical form. 

The temporalization of man as effected through the mediation of a society is equivalent to a 
humanization of time", paragraph 125. On the dialectical method itself, Debord writes: 
"Critical theory must be communicated in its own language. It is the language of 

contradiction, which must be dialectical in form as it is in content. It is critique of the totality 

and historical critique. It is not 'the nadir of writing' but its inversion. It is not a negation of 

style, but the style of negation. It its very style, the exposition of dialectical theory is a 

scandal and an abomination in terms of the rules and the corresponding tastes of the dominant 

language, because when it uses existing concrete concepts it is simultaneously aware of their 

rediscovered fluidity, their necessary destruction", paragraph 205. Finally on the materialist- 
idealist duality, he says provocatively: "The contemplative side of the old materialism which 

conceives the world as representation and not as activity - and which ultimately idealizes 

matter - is fulfilled in the spectacle, where concrete things are automatically the masters of 

social life. Reciprocally, the dreamed activity of idealism is equally fulfilled in the spectacle, 

through the technical mediation of signs and signals - which ultimately materialize an 

abstract ideal", paragraph 216. 

Vaneigem's Revolution of Everyday Life 

Life quantified hecomes a measured route march towards death, Vaneigem (1994) page 92. 

Words exist at the ftontier between the will to live and its repression; the way they are 

employed determines their meaning; history controls the ways in which they are employed 
Yhe historical crisis of language indicates the possibility of transcending it towards the 

poetry of action, towards the great game with signs, page 94. 

As soon as mediation escapes my control, eve? y step I take drags me towards something 
foreign and inhuman, Vaneigem, page 96, explaining how the alien mediation of capital 

exerts its power over the worker in bourgeois society. 
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Totality is hacking its way through the ftactured non-totality of thoughts, words and actions 
towards itseý' But we shall have to speak until we can do without words, page 104. 

Vaneigem's text, like Debord's, was published in 1967, and to some extent anticipated and 

theorised events in Paris during the next year. He says retrospectively that "A book that seeks 

to interpret its time can no more than bear witness to a history imprecise in its becoming; a 
book that wreaks change on its time cannot fail to sow the seeds of change in the field of 
future transformations ... the process of individual alchemy is on the point of transmuting an 
inhuman history into nothing less than humanity's self-realisation", pages 7 and 14 of 
Vaneigem (1994). A good example of Vaneigem's dialectical prose style is "Economic 

imperatives seek to impose the standardised measuring system of the market on the whole of 
human activity. Very large quantities take the place of the qualitative, but even quantity is 

rationed and economised. Myth is based on quality, ideology on quantity. Ideological 

saturation is an atornisation into small contradictory quantities which can no more avoid 
destroying one another than they can avoid being smashed by the qualitative negativity of 

popular refusal", page 88. He notes the "dull contentment of the man-who's-got-his-money's- 

worth, and who exists by that standard. Only objects can be measured, which is why 

exchange reifies", page 89. His unusual text, peppered with dialectical formulations, renders 
Vaneigem's work worthy of further study. 

Raymond Williams'Marxism and Literature 

One of the few British writers displaying any facility with Marxist philosophy is Raymond 

Williams, the son of a Welsh working class family. He became a leading figures in the New 

Left movement, which emerged in the 1950s as an antithesis to the kind of thinking 

"systematized by Plekhanov, with much support from the later work of Engels, and 

popularized by dominant tendencies in Soviet Marxism", Williams (1977) page 3. Williams 

refers to his perspective as cultural materialism, having useful things to say about the kind of 
deterministic materialist writer who presumes to comment on literature and language. He is 

quick to distance himself from the base-superstructure metaphor, composed of "abstract 

categories or concrete areas between which connections are looked for and complexities or 

relative autonomies emphasized", page 81. He quotes Marx! s point that "In order to study the 

connexion between intellectual and material production it is above all essential to conceive 
the latter in its determined historical form and not as a general category", page 8 1. The key to 
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the problem for Williams is not to study "the base" or "the superstructure" but "specific and 
indissoluble real processes", page 82. 

Although Williams is aware the need for Marxism to explain history, rather than viewing it 

as a set of random events, he is sensitive to the charge of economic determinism, often made 
by critics of Marxism. He identifies "abstract objectivity" as "the basis of what became 

widely known, in Marxism, as 'economism'... Thus, with bitter irony, a critical and 

revolutionary doctrine was changed, not only in practice but at this level of principle, 
into 

... 
forms of passivity and reification", page 85-6. The problem arises from the orthodox 

Marxist project of reducing the totality of society to "the economic base", he argues, adding: 
"From castles and palaces and churches to prisons and workhouses and schools; from 

weapons of war to a controlled press: any ruling class, in variable ways though always 

materially, produces a social and political order. These are never superstructural activities. 
They are the necessary material production within which an apparently self-subsistent mode 

of production can alone be carried on-The concept of the 'superstructure' was then not a 

reduction but an evasion", page 93. 

Developing argument, Williams challenges Marx's distinction between productive and 

unproductive labour, taken from Adam Smith: "There is a footnote in the Grudrisse in which 
it is argued that a piano-maker is a productive worker, engaged in productive labour, but that 

a pianist is not, since his labour is not labour which reproduces capital ... Thus a piano is a 

commodity; music is (or was) not", page 934. He continues: "At this level, in an analysis of 

capitalism, there is no great difficulty until we see that a necessary result is the projection 
(alienation) of a whole body of activities which have to be isolated as 'the realm of art and 
ideas', as 'aesthetics', as 'ideology', or, less flatteringly, as 'the superstructure'. None of these 

can then be grasped as they are; as real practices, elements of a whole material social process; 

not a realm or a world or a superstructure, but many and variable productive practices, with 

specific conditions and intentions", page 94. Whilst this totalising argument is correct, 
Williams fails to develop it to a level where the argument can be reconciled with Marx's 

political economy, in particular the extraction and realisation of surplus value. 

The text challenges the Leninist reflection metaphor, especially when applied to "the 

material social process - which is the making of any art work. By projecting and alienating 
this material process to 'reflection'. the social and material character of artistic activity - of 
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that art-work which is at once 'material' and 'imaginative' - was suppressed", page 97. The 

argument sublates Leninist dualism, but Williams subsequently challenges Hegel's mediation 

metaphor as an alternative to reflection: "Mediation! was intended to describe an active 

process. Its predominant general sense had been an act of intercession, reconciliation, or 
interpretation between adversaries or strangers ... On the other hand, in almost all cases, it 

perpetuates a basic dualism ... Mediation, in this range of use, then seems little more than a 

sophistication of reflection", page 98-9. However, he accepts that "To the extent it indicates 

an active and substantial process, 'mediation' is always the less alienated concept", page 99. 

Whilst drawing attention to the limits of a metaphor commonly used by Marxists, Williams 

seems unwilling to engage directly with Hegel, the source of the metaphor. 

Howard Williams' anthropocentric approach 

777ere is a great deal of difference between the assertion that the principle is a useful one to 

have in mind in seeking to understand any phenomenon, and the assertion which Hegel 

makes that all things or phenomena are a unity of opposites ... we cannot legislate in advance 

about the nature and kind of new knowledge we may acquire: otherwise it would not be new 
knowledge, Williams (1989) page 12. 

Nothing is good or evil, but thinking makes it so, from Shakespeare's Hamlet, quoted in 

Williams page 78. 

when the 'abstract determinations'provide an accurate explanation of the phenomena they 

are no longer entirely abstract. They are, according to Marx, scientific or concrete 

abstractions, Williams page 157. 

Marx is not concerned to develop models or 'ideal tjpes' of the capitalist economy in the 

manner suggested by Weber, Williams, suggesting Marx only uses abstractions which appear 

to take place in the actual reproduction of capitalist society ... illuminating the complex and 

many-sided relations of an object in its empirical surroundings ... Marx reduces all 

commodities to the common denominator of abstract human labour in exchange because he 

argues that this is, infact, what takes place. ne abstraction is, he suggests, an abstraction of 
the capitalist system itsetf, page 159-160. 
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In speaking of contradiction Hegel speaks not only of a logical catego? y denoting an error in 

apiece of argument but also of a logical category which can be applied with certainty to the 

world, Williams page 191. 

All this is highly informative, although it overlooks the points that neither Hegel nor Ma? x 

would try to list . the properties of dialectics nor define it. Dialectical method can he 

descrihed or, hest of all, illustrated hut to try tofix it as an ohject through classifying its 

characteristics reduced it to precisely that kind of ahstract understanding it was designed to 

transcend, Williams, page 216, commenting on Lenin's (1961) "list of the sixteen elements 

of dialectics" on pages 221-3 of volume 38 of the Collected Works. 

Howard Williams' (1989) text is a major contribution to recent debates on dialectics. 

Surnmarising his argument in the preface, Williams writes: "for Hegel dialectic is both a 

method of argument and an ontology whereas for Marx dialectic properly describes only his 

method of argument. This difference is of great consequence to their work. One of the main 

purposes of Hegel's philosophical system is to demonstrate that reality is dialectical ... 
it is my 

contention that Marx does not, in Hegel's fashion, see reality as dialectical but rather takes 

the view that reality can only be understood dialectically... Marx does not devote his 

lifetime's work to demonstrating the identity of rational thought with reality but, rather, to 

demonstrating the lack of identity between the two ... Marx ... comes to the conclusion that the 

real has to be made rational and the rational real", pages ix-x. My responses to these 

comments will become clear as this section develops. 

Williams' history of dialectical thought, in so far as this is his aim, is rather arbitrary in its 

choice of thinkers: Heraclitus, Kant, Hegel and Marx, failing to locate each thinker 

historically. Beginnirig with Heraclitus, Williams does not consider his debt to the dialectical 

thought of earlier civilisations in the ancient world, but makes the point that Heraclitus' 

propositions are "about the nature of things over time"; whereas "Aristotle wants to confine 

the discussion to the properties of a thing at a distinct point in time", page 8. Trotsky's point 

must be noted here: "a distinct point in time" is ultimately an abstraction, and should, 

ontologically speaking, be replaced by the period of time when a thing shows no immediate 

evidence of change. Williams argues that Heraclitus' aphorisms are extremely useful in "their 

implications about our understanding of the. world", page 13, citing examples which show 
that reality is experienced differently according to one's vantage point: "the fairest order in 
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the world is a heap of random sweepinge', page 20. He draws attention to Heraclitus' 
immanent dialectic of the universal logos, comparing it to Hegel's Geist. 

Williams moves sharply, and arbitrarily, onto Kant's transcendental dialectic, in which 
contradictions are caused by reason overreaching itself The ways in which reason does this, 

resulting in paralogisms and antinomies, are just too convenient, says Williams, asking: "if 

reason oversteps the bounds of sense and understanding why is there such an orderly limit to 
the havoc it wreaks? It seems too convenient that reason should give rise merely to four 

antinomies ... If reason is an entirely spontaneous and independent faculty it seems odd that its 

defects can be so neatly summarized", page 36. The key defect in Kant's philosophy, 

according to Williams, is that he a priori rules out the possibility that "our reasoning may 
accurately depict what is going on in an independently existing reality", page 37. 

The text passes on to Hegel's philosophy, which Williams one-sidedly takes to be "idealist", 

since it collapses being into thought finding numerous quotes from Hegel's work to 
demonstrate his view. However, some contemporary writers, such as Fraser (1997) and 
McGregor (1984), disagree, arguing that Hegel is a materialist, also producing evidence for 

such a view in Hegel's texts. It could therefore be said that Hegel alternately adopts both 

these positions as starting points, attempting to mediate them, notably in his descriptions of 

the moments of the coming together of thought and being, subject and object, concept and 
thing, in, for example, manual labour. Williams ought to have considered the relationship 
between Hegel's early emphasis on the primacy of social relations and the later primacy of 
Geist, and their function as idealisations of his early revolutionary views and his subsequent 

critical support of the Prussian state infiustration at the imperialism and subsequent defeat of 
Napoleon. Williams follows Engels, comparing Hegel the idealist, whose "mystical" dialectic 

has a conservative content, and Marx the materialist, with his revolutionary content. 
However, as we have seen, despite Marx's comments on Hegel's "idealism" and 
"mysticism", actually used both the form and content of his dialectic. 

On Hegel's dialectic, Williams makes the point that by and large it is an absolute or 
immanent dialectic. He argues anthropocentrically against Hegel that "the things that inhabit 

our experience are inherently innocent. Outside human society and discourse the properties 

of things have no epistemological significance. They become contradictory only when 
brought into the purview of human thinking, purposes and action", page 78. Arguing that real 
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contradictions only exist when we can articulate them, otherwise our experience is 
"innocent", Williams repeats the point, albeit sufficiently qualified to render its a truism, that 
"a contradiction can only be taken to fully exist through it linguistic expression7' on page 238. 
The remark implies a distinction between engaging with nature and society through labour 

and other forms of praxis, on the one hand, and ontoloSy, in the sense of the passive 
reflection on the metaphysics of what is and is not on the other. However, Williams accepts 
the point that all being is being for us, there is no "innocent" thing-in-itself. "Being is always 
social being for Marx. Thus, if we are to have an ontology it has only to be a social 

ontology", page 238. The contradictions in nature and society really do exist, irrespective of 

our "linguistic expression" of them or the degree to which we are able to articulate them. 
Despite its reified form in capitalist social relations, our proxis puts us into a myriad of 
relationships, often contradictory, with every aspect of our world. 

Williams emphasises Marx's distinction between method of enquiry (Forschungsmethode) 

and method of presentation (Darstellungsmethode), arguing that "Marx confines his dialectic 

to the method of presentation. His is not an ontological or 'materialist' dialectic ... For Marx 
dialectic is above all a critical way of presenting our findings about nature and society. We 

can speak only metaphorically of dialectic 'dissolving' appearances, in reality the appearance 
of things alters only when circumstances are changed ... Real contradictions are, in Marx's 

view, resolved only by an adjustment in the circumstances of which they form part. This is 

not to suggest that Marx believes (as does Engels) that contradictions are a feature of nature 
'in itself. Contradictions arise only in our conscious understanding of nature and of our 

relationship with other individuals. Marx appears to be aware that it is only propositions 
which can be contradictory, and is conscious that to overcome a contradiction we experience 
often requires a great deal more than merely an adjustment in our thought ... He is anxious to 

avoid forcing hiq material into the pattern that best fits his conceptual scheme", pages xii-xiv. 

The passage is useful in summarising Williams' argument, including its inconsistencies, 

notably the claim that "Marx appears to be aware that it is only propositions which can be 

contradictory". Williams might mention the process of reification, so important to Marx, 

Lukics and Jakubowski, by totalising and historicising 'things', we do indeed "dissolve" the 

reified appearance and come to understand the social essence. Hegel's distinction between the 

real and the rational, referred to by Williams, could have been further developed by applying 
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the Young Hegelian term critique, i. e. a dialectical articulation revealing the aspects of reality 
that are irrational and must therefore be transformed. 

Developing the point that Manes dialectic applies only to his mode of presentation, 
Williams compares it to a lecture, and not to his mode of research, which he compares to 

work done in the laboratory. After the research has been done in analytical detail and 

synthesised to establish the appropriate connections, only then, says Williams, quoting Marx, 

"can the actual movement be described. If this is done successfully, if the life of the subject- 

matter is ideally reflected as in a mirror, then it may appear as if we had before us a mere a 

priori constructioif', page 147. Williams claims the reflection metaphor is due to a 

mistranslation, a more literal and accurate rendering of the passage would be: "If this 

succeeds and the life of the material now ideally reflects itself back to us, then it may appear 

as though we have to do with a construction a priorr, page 164 note 26. One wonders how 

often Marx's use of determinist ideas and reflection metaphors owes more to the translator's 

philosophy than to Marx's. Williams raises another problem of translation, citing Engels' 

preoccupation with the third "law" of dialectics, the negation of the negation, he retranslates 
the famous passage from chapter 23 of Capital He argues that "Marx speaks of capitalism 
begetting its own negation 'with the necessity of a natural process"', page 213, which is 

compared to the translation supervised by Engels, speaking of "the negation of the negation 
occurring 'with the inexorability of a law of Nature"'. Williams claims that Engels' version is 

mediated by his own "preconceptions about dialectics", adding: "the path of capitalist 
development is portrayed as a teleological one, one that is pre-ordained by a non-human 
agency ... (whereas) Marx speaks in metAphorical terms of nature, in contrast Engels speaks in 

concrete terms of the working of a natural law 
... Marx speaks of a natural tprocess', Engels 

speaks misleadingly of a law (in which) ihe breakdown and transformation is inevitable", 

page 213. 

Williams develops his lecture metaphor, suggesting Marx's laboratory work was recorded in 

the Grundrisse, whilst his presentational lecture of the "actual movement" was recorded in 

Capital. However, Williams oversimplifies matters, claiming that "Marx ... 
does not believe 

there is anything particularly dialectical about his mode of research. He is prepared to accept 

that he adopts the same empirical and analytical techniques of investigation as the British 

political economists whom he criticizes", page 148. Whether or not Williams' further claim, 

that Hegel collapsed research and its presentation into one is true, it is surely incorrect to 
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argue for an absolute separation of the techniques appropriate to research and presentation. 
Williams argues that "Dialectics is merely a special kind of thought and all thought, in 

Marx's view, leaves the empirical world as it stands. Of course, thought can illuminate the 

underlying structure of the empirical world but this does not alter it in any immediate way. So 

the reality which scientific investigation uncovers must be seem as existing alongside the 

empirical world; it does not overcome nor negate if', page 149. Here Williams presents a 

static dualism between thought and being, owing more to the passive asocial empiricism of 
Russell and Ayer than to Marx, who leaves open his view of the method of enquiry. 

Thought particularly will, and being are inseparably connected in the active engagement 
between society and nature taking place every second of every day. Although we routinely 

abstract from the totality of interconnections, and accept the reified appearance of reality, 
dialectical thought stresses the seamless flow between past, present and future, and eschews 

vulgar materialist metaphors suggesting that thought passively reflects being, leaving it 

identical. In taking the one-sided materialist view that thought in itself cannot change the 

world, Williams separates thought from which the will to change develops, and the act of 

physically changing reality too sharply: "The role of money in society remains unchanged at 

the end of Marx's dialectical analysis, but in seeing it differently we are in a position through 

our practical activity 'to alter that role"', page 177. Such an approach is compartmentalised 

and static, failing to understand critique, overlooking the unity of thought and being, the 

rational and the real. For workers to overcome reified categories (Vorstellung) and begin to 

articulate capitalism dialectically, is simultaneously to develop the will and the means to 

change it, and without such will on the part of workers, the first steps in overthrowing 

capitalism cannot be taken. Williams himself notes that thought about a future communist 

society acts as a useful means to determine, and therefore stimulates the will to negate 

practically, capitalism's defining characteristic, the predominance of wage labour: "To see 

wage labour in its most complex and complete sense Marx thinks we have to imagine a 

condition which gives us the opposite of wage labour, namely, the combined production of 
free labourers", page 236. 

Willliams employs an anthropocentric, or humanist, dialectic, attributing the following views 

to Marx: "there can be no being which is not at the same time a human, social form of 
being ... phrases such as 'being in itself or 'being as such' convey little or no meaning to 

those who hear their use, since there is no form of being on which we can report which can 

537 



dispense with the practically interested human stand-point", page 224. However, as Williams' 

quotes demonstrate, Marx occasionally provides examples from natural phenomena which 

suggest an immanent dialectic of nature: "The ellipse is a form of motion within which this 

contradiction is both realized and resolved", quoted on page 193. It remains the case, 
however, that nowhere does Marx explicitly subscribe to the kind of immanent dialectic, 

based on the primacy of matter, advocated by Engels and Lenin. 

The study of dialectics has not eradicated all economic determinist thinking from Williams 

work: "before people can paint, act, draw, write poetry, sing, play and reproduce they must 
first of all eat and drink", page 229. Such implied epiphenomenalism suggests that there was 

a time when people only ate and drank, possessing no culture, and only later in times of 

plenty did culture develop. Even the earliest hunter-gatherers produced and consumed their 

subsistence requirements in one way rather than another, influenced by the fact that, as 
humans, they would have speculated about their place in the world. Early tribes, as we have 

seen, enjoyed more leisure than the masses producing their subsistence in succeeding modes 

of production. Although limited to obtaining only what they consumed or could carry, such 

people are likely to have hunted, fished, and gathered ftuit at times and under conditions 
intimately connected to the totality of their way of life, with all its forms of self-expression. 

A note on Fraser's materialist Hegel 

Fraser (1997), following MacGregor (1984), rejects all attempts, including those by Marx, 

to label Hegel's dialectic as "mystical" or "idealisf', arguing for a materialist Hegel. Such a 

view is one-sided, as is the view he opposes, compared to Hegel's many-sided moments in 

the process of arriving at truth. Although drawing attention to Hegel's concept of 'Will', 

which is actualised in the activity of men and women, Fraser misses the point of the debate 

on Marx's distinction between method of presentation and method of analysis. He is unaware 

of the debate, examined in the previous section on Williams, on whether only the method of 

presentation is to be dialectical, thus Fraser is silent on the important question of the 

methodological approach of the method of analysis. 
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Bertell Ollman and the three modes of abstraction 

Everyone recognizes that eve? ything in the world changes, somehow and to some degree, and 
that the same holds fruefor interaction. ne prohlem is how to think adequately ahout them, 
how to capture them in thought. How, in other words, can we think about change and 
interaction so as not to miss or distort the real changes and interactions, Ollman (1993) page 
24. 

.. all thinking about reality begins by breaking it down into manageable parts ... In effe c t, a 

piece has been pulledftom or taken out of the whole and is temporarily perceived as standing 
apart, page 24. 

(with) the philosophy of internal relations ... Marxs immediate philosophical influences in 

this regard were Leihniz, Spinoza, and Hegel, particularly Hegel. nat all had in common is 

the helief that the relations that come together to make up the whole get expressed in what 
are taken to he its parts. Each part is viewed as incorporating in what it is all its relations 
with other parts up to and including everything that comes into the whole. To be sure, each of 
these thinkers had a distinctive view of what the parts are. For Leibniz, it was monads; for 

Spinoza, modes of nature of God, andfor Hegel, ideas. But the logicalform in which they 

constructed the relation between parts and whole was the same, OlIman, page 3 5, updating 
the ancient dialectic of microcosm-macrocosm. 

.. one can -and often should -re-abstract, page 36. 

Ollman (1993) is a welcome addition to the list of texts on dialectics, taking as it does an 

unusual, refreshing approach. The author concentrates on an aspect of dialectics overlooked 
by the majority of writers: the use of abstraction. Ollman's book contains minor 

shortcomings, for example, failing to distinguish adequately between the dialectical approach 

of Marx and that of Engels, repeating the latter's claim that "Marx read and approved" of 
Anti-Diihring "before its publication7, page 2. He also argues that Marx failed to write his 

book on dialectics only due to lack of time, ignoring the fact the Marx expressed misgivings 

about formal discussions of dialectics, demonstrated his approach, a dialectical mode of 

presentation, in volume one of Capital, 777eories of Surplus Value and elsewhere. 
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An unusual aspect of Ollman! s text consists of highlighting errors typically made by 

dialectical thinkers: "if non-dialectical thinkers often miss the forest for the trees, dialectical 

thinkers just as often do the opposite, that is, play down or even ignore the parts, the details, 

in deference to making generalizations about the whole. But the capitalist system can be 

grasped only through an investigation of its specific parts in their interconnection. Dialectical 

thinkers also have a tendency to move too quickly to the bottom line, to push the germ of a 
development to its finished form. In general, this error results from not giving enough 

attention to the complex mediations, both in space and over time, that make up the joints of 

any social problem. There is also a related tendency to overestimate the speed of change 

along with a corresponding tendency to underestimate the barriers to change. Relatively 

minor cracks on the surface of capitalist reality are too easily mistaken for gaping chasms on 

the verge of becoming earthquakes ... relative stability does not always get the attention that it 

deserves", pages 17-18. 

Ollman argues that abstraction is "a matter of where and how one draws boundaries and 

establishes units in which to think about the world-the conceptual distinctions that tell us 

where one thing ends and the next one begins both in space and across time are social and 

mental constructs. However great the influence of what the world is on how we draw these 

boundaries, it is ultimately we who draw the boundaries, and people coming from different 

cultures and from different philosophical traditions can and do draw them differently", pages 
11-12. Crucial to the method of abstraction is the distinction identity/difference and Offman 

uses the example of machines, demonstrating how they involve different relationships in 

different societies: "it is only because a machine is owned by capitalists that it is used to 

exploit workers. In the hands of a consumer or of a self-employed operator, that is, 

conditioned by another set of factors, operating under different imperatives, it would not 
function in this. way ... when a capitalist looks at a machine, he sees a commodity he has 

bought on the market, perhaps even the price he has paid for it, and something that is going to 

make him a profit. A worker, on the other hand, looking at the same machine sees an 
instrument that will determine his movements in the production process ... no event, 
institution, person, or process - is simply and solely what it seems to be at a particular place 

and time, that is situated within a certain set of conditione', page 14. 

According to Ollman, following Marx, the real concrete is "the world as it presents itself to 

US7% and by means of abstraction we move to the thought concrete, "the reconstituted and 
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now understood whole present in the mind", page 24. Most bourgeois thought is reffled, and 
hardly moves beyond the real concrete: "a study of the changes in the political thinking of the 
American electorate, for example, gets translated into an account of how people voted (or 

responded to opinion polls) in 1956,1960,1964, etc, and the differences found in a 

comparison of these static moments is what is called 'change'. It is not simply, and 
legitimately, that the one, the difference between the moments, get taken as an indication of 

or evidence for the other, the process; rather it stands in for the process itself', page 29. 

Offman stresses the need to study the double movements of the capitalist mode of production, 
that is organic movement and historical development. In an organic system abstracted to take 

account of time "each process can be said to determine and be determined by all others. 
However, it is also the case that one part often has a greater effect on others than they do on 
it", page 36. 

Ollman identifies three modes of abstraction: a) extension in time and space, b) level of 

generality and c) vantage point. On extension, Ollman argues that political economists tend to 
"abstract processes solely in terms of their end results. Commodity exchange, for example, 

gets substituted for the whole of the process by which a product becomes a commodity and 

eventually available for exchange... 'Hunting is not those heads on the wall"', page 41. He 

continues: "To grasp any organic movement as such, it is simply that one must allow enough 
time for the interactions involved to work themselves out. Stopping too soon, which means 
abstracting too short a period for each phase, leaves one with an incomplete piece of the 
interaction, and inclines one to mistake what is an organic connection for a causal one", page 
50. So, for example in the wage bargain enough time must be given to observe that dialectical 

contradiction is more than mere simple opposition, dysfunction or tension, but involves 

"mutual support and mutual undermining ... The uneasy equilibrium that lasts until one or the 

other of these movements predominates ... labour ... helps fashion capital in a form that 

enables it to continue its exploitation of labour. However ... with its unquenchable thirst for 

surplus-value, capital would drive labour to exhaustion. While labour, with its inherent 

tendencies toward working less hours, in better conditions, etc, would render capital 

unprofitable", page 51. Long enough must be given to observe major qualitative change: "An 

economic crisis that gives rise to a political and social revolution is an example of 
this ... What determines whether the resolution of a contradiction will be partial or total, of 

course, is not its dialectical form, the fact that differences get abstracted as contradictions, but 
its real content", page 52. 
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On levels of generality, pages 55-6, Ollman identifies the following "plains of 

comprehension": level one, "the most specific... whatever is unique about a person and 

situation"; level two, "what is general to people, their activities, and products because they 

exist and function within modem capitalism ... the unique qualities that justify using proper 

names, such as Joe Smith, are abstracted out of focus ... abstracted into focus are the qualities 

that make us speak of an individual as an engineer or in terms of some other occupation ... we 

also end up considering more people - everyone to whom such qualities apply - and a longer 

period, the entire time during which these qualities have existed. We also bring into focus a 
larger area". Level three is constituted by capitalism as such: "production as a whole... a 

typical worker in capitalism ... wage-labour ... commodity ... value". Level four is class society: 
"the period of human history during which societies have been divided up into classes based 

on the division of labour. Brought into focus are the qualities people, their activities, and 

products have in common across the five to ten thousand years of class history". Finally level 

five "is human society ... all human beings and the entire history of the species". 

Ollman uses the classification to argue that because "classical political economists abstract 

production at the level of generality of the human condition (level five) they cannot grasp the 

character of distribution in capitalist society (level three)", page 57. Similarly bourgeois 

political scientists use the abstractions taken from the power relations of capitalism (level 

three), and engage in ideological distortion by generalising these power relations to draw 

conclusion for human society (level five). Ollman notes that "for bourgeois ideology people 

are either all different (level one) or all the same (level five)", page 67. The objective is to 

move away from ideological mystification, by making explicit the levels of generalisation 
being used, and by comparing the results obtained from each level. If such critique is applied 

to most bourgeois thought, it becomes apparent that its methodology is usually rather 

threadbare, jumping from level one, unique individuals, to level five, drawing conclusions for 

the human species. In this way apologist thinkers avoid mentioning how people behave in 

capitalist society specifically, i. e. level three, or class society in general, level four. Ollman 

makes the point that no level is more true that any other, all have their application depending 

on the concrete issue at hand. He argues out that structuralists, such as Althusser, omit crucial 

aspects of knowledge, choosing to ignore "the subject", or level one, completely. 
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Referring to questions of race, gender, religion and nationality, Offman says it is necessary to 
turn to level four, class society, in order to understand how discrimination takes place in 

different modes of production. It is then possible to compare such modes of discrimination 

with level three, capitalism, in order to determine the extent to which they have acquired "a 

relative autonomy from the situation in which they originated ... the abolition of capitalism 
will not do away with any of these oppressions, only with their capitalist forms", page 60. 
Only with the abolition of class society, especially the distinction between manual and mental 
labour, can these oppressions end. In similar fashion, OHman writes of ecology: "the 

unregulated growth of harmful features associated with modem capitalist production (level 

two) have begun to threaten the ecological balance necessary not only for the continuation of 

capitalism (level three) but for the life of our species (level five)", page 67. 

On the abstraction associated with vantage point, crucial for an understanding of ideology, it 
is important to see that a person's conditions of life can make certain abstractions become 
habitual and 'natural': "Within a given perspective, some processes and connections will 

appear large, some obvious, some important; others will appear small, insignificant, and 
irrelevant; and some will even be invisible", page 68. Taking the respective vantage points of 

capital, whose economic ideologues see only the sphere of circulation, and that of labour, 

which through necessity sees the sphere of production, it is useful to consider the extent to 

which different perspectives sublate these partial views. For example, the Kautsky-Lenin 

perspective, the vantage point of the radical intelligentsia, is some way removed from the 

capital-labour relationship and therefore knows neither of these vantage points. Therefore, 
during the twentieth century, having taken power, the intelligentsia has only been able to 
"move" the contradiction inherent in the wage bargain, either by resort to state-capitalism or 
fascist regulation. 

Ollman aargues that capitalists "have an interest in misleading even themselves about how 

their system works ... Their lives and work incline them to start making sense of their situation 

with the aid of 'price, 'competitioW, 'profit', and other abstractions drawn from the market- 

place. Trying to put together how capitalism functions within perspectives that place labour 

near the end of the line rather than at the start simply turns capitalist dynamics around ... the 

effects of productive activity appear here as its cause", pages 69-70. In contrast to other 

vantage points, workers are privileged, with respect to potentially totalising the world of level 

three, because their day to day practice requires that they habitually come into direct contact 
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with intellectual and manual labour, machines, computers, raw materials, wages, cash 

registers, invoices, etc. Therefore their experience "puts the activity that is chiefly responsible 
for social change at the front and center of their thinking. Within the perspective set up by 

this abstraction, most of what occurs in capitalism gets arranged as part of the necessary 

conditions and results of this activity", page 69. 

Ollman suggests an important point, each individual experiences social existence from a 

number of vantage points, the resulting perspectives often being contradictory. When we 

consider the identities involved in the following groups in contemporary capitalist society: 

consumers, taxpayers, voters and citizens, each member of these groups adopts roles or has 

interests which are at odds with these categories. Consequently, when government ministers 

or others speak of "the interests of the consumer" or "the need for low taxes", such vantage 

points are being stressed to the exclusion of, for example, the interests of parents and their 

children's state education, or their own parents inability to obtain treatment on the N. H. S. 

Identity theorists and the political correctness lobby similarly take identities such as the 
disabled, black people, lesbian women, etc, and assume a unity of interests, ignoring the 
important differences which exist amongst people in each of these identities. Such an 

approach to politics, a commonplace within academia, local government and, to an extent, 

adopted by the Labour Party, has a complex history, mediated by the radical intelligentsia's 

reaction to Thatcherism. 

This study of Ollman's text ends the final chapter in our history of dialectical thought from 

the dawn of human history to the end of the twentieth century. The conclusion which follows 

draws together some themes from this history, emphasising the key contributions to our 
knowledge of dialectics which emerge from the text. 
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Conclusion 

My text is the first attempt, in the English language, at a comprehensive study of the genesis 

of dialectical thought and its relationship with social being. The opening chapter provides 

ample evidence for the claim that dialectical thought originated with the metaphysical myths of 

earliest hunting and gathering tribes. Tribal cosmology features the totalising idioms of earliest 

people, in which the natural and social interpenetrate. Hunter gatherers routinely speak of 

metamorphoses between gods, humans and animals, and their thought is in large measure an 
idealisation, or sublimation, of the changes and contradictions that beset their fives. The 

central contradiction in the lives of these people is that their nomadic classless freedom is by 

and large incompatible with technological development. From the cyclical time of this mode of 

production there eventually emerged primitive agriculture, where the driving contradiction 

was the existence of both centralising and decentralising forces. Where the former force 

triumphed there emerged the great cities of the ancient world. The dialectical thought of the 

priests and intellectuals of the city states of Egypt, India and elsewhere were bound up with 

socio-economic struggles, such as wars over cedar wood and other natural resources. 

The seven-valued logic of the dissident Jain philosophers and the Vedic hymns, are just two 

examples of the advanced state of pre-Greek thought. They give the lie to the conventional 

wisdom that dialectics in particular, and philosophy in general, was first developed by the 

ancient Greeks. Since our knowledge of philosophy in the various pre-Greek societies is not 

well developed, a comprehensive study of their dialectics and its relation to social being would 

be a useful topic for further research. The main innovation in my discussion of ancient Greece 

is the dialectical formulations of the itinerant Sophists. Their insights into the way the world 

appears from differing social vantage points, perhaps taken from the Jains, challenged the 

land- and slave-owners. In particular, the Sophists questioned the static dualities, such as 

slave-freeperson and male-female, of Plato and Aristotle, which militated against dialectical 

thought. 

Idioms taken from ancient Egypt and Platonic hermeticism underpinned Christian, Jewish and 

Islamic mysticism and other dialectical religious systems in the first millenium A-D.. Such 

idioms also formed the basis of alchemy; and it is a key claim of my text that alchemy and 

mysticism were crucial influences on German idealist philosophy, particularly Schelling and 
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Hegel. In the case of Hegel, his idea of moments, or stages, in the journey that is the only 

means of attaining truth, is taken straight from the alchemic search for the philosopher's stone 

The majority of dialectical thinkers, from the ancient world until the end of the 18'hcentury, 
directed their attention to natural phenomena. My text makes the important claim, which 
needs further investigation, that their conceptualisations of nature, and this applies to 

contemporary natural scientists, are idealisations of social imperatives. Notable exceptions to 
the preoccupation of dialecticians with natural phenomena, which as social sublimations must 
be mystificatory, are the satires of Lucian, and the social writings of Paracelsus and Bruno. 

Recent scholarship on Newton has widened our understanding of his implicit distinction 

between an empirical method of analysis and a dialectical, in his case alchemic influenced, 

method of presentation. 1-fis attention to invisible forces, under the sway of ancient magic, was 
to prove a useful analogy for the social forces that formed the basis of Adam Smiths' invisible 

hand. The pioneering work of Bernard Mandeville, which implicitly applied dialectics by 

highlighting the "paradoxes" engendered by capitalist social relations, was another key 

influence on Smith. 

My chapter on the dialectics of the Young Hegelians draws attention to another potentially 

productive area of study, the development of practical critique, a paradigm of the relation 
between dialectical thought and social struggle. There remain a number of unanswered 

questions in Marx's treatment of the dialectic, which owes much to Hess and the other Young 

Hegelians, and crucially to Hegel himself One important question is the relationship between 

method of presentation and method of analysis. Despite some dogmatic remarks in the 

introduction to the Grundrisse, Marx's Capital avoids a fixed dualist distinction between an 

implicitly positivist method of analysis, and a dialectical method of presentation which stresses 

moving contradictions and internal processes. It is the case that the starting point of Capital, 

the commodity, is also the end point of previous research. This is suggestive of Hegel's 

method, outlined in his introduction to the Philosophy of Nature', which recommends moving 
from particular to general and general to particular simultaneously. 

1 Hegel G. W. F. (1970), Philosophy offature, Clarendon Press, Oxford. 
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After the death of Marx, members of the German, and later Russian, radical intelligentsia 

used the later writings of Engels, and selected remarks by Marx, to produce the doctrines 

summed up in the terms historical materialism and dialectical materialism, or diamat. There 
developed an intimate connection between diamat and the social imperatives of the state- 

capitalist mode of production in Russia, this being the major theme of Chapter Nine. The text 

exposed the customary use of both economic determinist thinking and clich6s Eke the a priori 

application of the triad: thesis, antithesis and synthesis. Such modes of thought have exerted a 

powerful and negative influence on the potential of the working class to employ dialectical 

critique in the 2& century. Dialectical materialism became the ossification of revolutionary 

critique, with Engels' three laws employed by the Bolsheviks as apriori scientism, a complete 

antithesis to the anthropocentric dialectic of Marx's Paris Manuscripti. 

In contrast to diamat, as a form of nationalised metaphysics, Pannekoek, Marcuse, Korsch, 

Sartre, Debord, and more recently 011man's ideas on abstraction, re-animated the dialectic. 

Western Marxism thus liberated this mode of thought from its conservative mystificatory role 
by the Realpolitik apologists for state-capitalism. Due to their working class origins, the 

writings of Joseph Dietzgen, Antonio Gramsci and the former plumber Fred Casey, are 

examples to workers wanting to employ the dialectic to assist in their task of developing new 
forms of working class organisation. Dialectical thinking, as a supplement to, and maintaining 

a tense relationship with, deduction and induction, is the only mode of enquiry capable of 

penetrating the reified appearances of that most complex phenomenon, capitalism, with its 

myriad of moving contradictions. The use of immanent critique similarly exposes the internal 

contradictions of capitalism, suggesting that an analysis predicated upon external cause and 

effect relations is inadequate as a basis for revolutionary transformation. The dialectic is 

therefore central to the process of workers' individual and collective intellectual self- 

confidence, generating many-sided critiques of such phenomena as New Labour, trade 

unionism, vanguard parties, global capitalism and, for example, repeated social unrest in the 

Manningham area of Bradford. In this way Hegel's Geist, as working class self-consciousness, 
is given a radical interpretation as a means of providing a totalising, or many-sided, sublation 

of the antagonistic class vantage points of contemporary capitalism. 

N4M (1975). 
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Two important concepts in the text are sublimation, taken from a stage in the alchemic 

process, and hypostatisation, from neo-Platonism; both of these merit further investigation. An 

example of the former term used in the text is the late medieval cleavage between church and 
landowners on one hand and the aspiring merchant trader class on the other, which dominated 

Descartes' intellectual life, and is sublimated in his mind-body dualist philosophy. The concept 

of leadership in the Leninist vanguard party exemplifies hypostatisation, as does formal logic, 

in which the human subject and his or her object, thought, are reversed. Thus symbolic 
thought becomes a means of circumscribing human praxis, rather than human subjects 

employing creative thought to animate and transform their world. A similar technique is 

routinely used in political economy, where "the economy" becomes the subject, humanity the 

object. However, it is important to seek explanations for these hypostatisation processes. For, 

as Marx explained, in capitalist society reality presents itself in an "inverted" way, with 
"leaders" and "the economy" seemingly inevitable features of our world. 

Finally the text has sought to sublate the one-sided philosophies of materialism and idealism, 

being and thought, in which each becomes a mere epiphenomenon of the other. Determinist, 

or vulgar materialist, 'Marxism, in which the ideological superstructure is explained as the 

external effect of the causal economic base, must be challenged and overcome by a mode of 
thinking which stresses the interpenetration of being and thought, understood as a two way, 
but asymmetrical, internal process. 
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