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ABSTRACT 

 

 

MARX’S CRITIQUE OF HEGEL:  

STAGES IN MARX’S APPROPRIATION OF DIALECTIC 

 

 

 

Kılınç, Doğan BarıĢ 

Ph.D., Department of Philosophy 

     Supervisor      : Prof. Dr. ġ. Halil Turan 

 

February 2013, 256 pages 

 

 

 

 

The purpose of this thesis is to trace Marx’s critique of Hegel from the beginning 

to the end and to draw attention to his continuous dialogue with Hegel, which 

results in Marx’s appropriation of Hegel’s dialectic in all its aspects. To this aim, 

we will focus on the texts in which Marx criticizes Hegel and try to understand 

how he develops his position against Hegel’s philosophy. Marx has always 

become in a critical relationship with Hegel’s philosophy and considered it as a 

philosophy which must be transcended since it, for Marx, amounts to justify the 

present reality which, in Marx’s eyes, constitutes a great barrier for human 

freedom. However, Marx also regards Hegel’s philosophy, in which dialectic 

occupies a central place, as one which includes the most developed conception of 

science and the true scientific method, and attempts to use Hegel’s dialectic in his 

critique of political economy. In this thesis, by following Marx’s critique of 



v 
 

Hegel, we will try to show that Marx comes closer to Hegel’s dialectic even when 

he criticizes Hegel’s philosophy. 
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ÖZ 

 

 

MARX’IN HEGEL ELEġTĠRĠSĠ:  

MARX’IN DĠYALEKTĠĞĠ SAHĠPLENMESĠNDEKĠ AġAMALAR 

 

 

 

Kılınç, Doğan BarıĢ 

Doktora, Felsefe Bölümü 

Tez Yöneticisi      : Prof. Dr. ġ. Halil Turan 

 

ġubat 2013, 256 sayfa 

 

 

 

 

Bu tezin amacı, Marx’ın Hegel eleĢtirisinin baĢtan sona dek izini sürmek ve 

Marx’ın Hegel’in diyalektiğini tüm yönleriyle sahiplenmesinde sonuçlanan 

Hegel’le olan kesintisiz diyaloğuna dikkat çekmektir. Bu amaçla, Marx’ın Hegel’i 

eleĢtirdiği metinlere odaklanıp onun Hegel’in felsefesi karĢısında kendi 

konumunu nasıl geliĢtirdiğini anlamaya çalıĢacağız. Marx Hegel’in felsefesiyle 

daima eleĢtirel bir iliĢki içinde olmuĢ ve onu aĢılması gereken bir felsefe olarak 

görmüĢtür, çünkü bu felsefe, Marx’ın gözünde, insanın özgürlüğünün önünde 

büyük bir engel oluĢturan mevcut gerçekliği aklamaya varmaktadır. Bununla 

birlikte, Marx aynı zamanda diyalektiğin merkezî bir yer iĢgal ettiği Hegel’in 

felsefesini en geliĢmiĢ bilim kavrayıĢını ve doğru bilimsel yöntemi içeren bir 

felsefe olarak da görür ve Hegel’in diyalektiğini politik iktisadın eleĢtirisinde 

kullanmaya çalıĢır. Bu tezde, Marx’ın Hegel eleĢtirisini takip ederek, onun 
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Hegel’in felsefesini eleĢtirirken bile Hegel’in diyalektiğine daha çok yaklaĢtığını 

göstermeye çalıĢacağız. 

 

 

 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Marx, Hegel, diyalektik, eleĢtiri. 
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CHAPTER I 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

There is no doubt that Karl Marx is one of the great figures in the history of 

thought, not only for his epoch-making ideas but also for the practical results of 

his thought in the modern world. His ideas are so connected to the present world 

that, though they have been formulated almost one hundred and fifty years ago, 

they still make their weight vis-à-vis the problems of the modern world. One of 

the key factors of this great influence of Karl Marx on our age is the fact that his 

ideas are founded both on the affirmation and negation of the capitalist relations 

of production. In other words, on the one hand, he accepts this mode of 

production as a necessary phase of the history of human production and, on the 

other hand, he posits it as one which must be overcome. Although Marx estimated 

relatively a short life to capitalism and this system has itself proved its power 

against the opposing onslaughts, it is equally clear that capitalism, whose internal 

movement Marx devoted his life to understand, also proved and every day 

continues to prove that it is not free from great crises, which are immanent to its 

workings, and brings about the impoverishment of large masses. Marx presented a 

utopia, which contradicts with the original meaning of the term: it is possible to 

create such a society, in which freedom of each is the precondition for the 

freedom of all, exactly by critically overcoming it. And it is exactly this realist 

side of Marx‘s thought which still makes it relevant and important for current 

issues. Further, it is exactly the survival of capitalism which helps his thought to 

survive because it is above all the critique of this very mode of production. As 
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Jean Paul Sartre once put it, ―we cannot go beyond it Marxism because we 

have not gone beyond the circumstances which engendered it‖.
1
 

There have been many works on Marx‘s thought, which attempted to shed 

light on its various dimensions, and one of the most important aspects of his 

thought is its philosophical foundation. And it is clear that when Marx‘s relation 

to philosophy is in question Hegel immediately comes to mind. It seems very 

unfortunate that one, who is revolutionary in his character and appears to oppose, 

not to a specific religion, state or philosophy, but to religion, the state and 

philosophy in general, is still considered to be related to a philosopher like Hegel 

who tirelessly speaks of God, Absolute, metaphysics and regards the state as the 

concretization of freedom. For instance, Kant appears to be more fitted to 

functioning as the philosophical foundation for Marx‘s thought since he limited 

knowledge to experience and rejected all claims concerning to know God or 

Absolute. However, Marx himself never referred to Kant or someone else as an 

indispensable source of his thought, but has always been in a continuous dialog 

with Hegel
2
 and finally proclaimed himself to be a disciple of Hegel. 

Hegel‘s philosophical system is one of the greatest attempts in the history 

of philosophy; it is above all an integral system which tries to embrace all aspects 

of human life. Conceiving the truth as totality, Hegel develops Logic, Philosophy 

of Nature and Philosophy of Spirit as three important parts of his system. His 

conception of spirit reveals the historical and social dimensions of his thought and 

draws attention to human freedom which is rendered possible through the actions 

of humans throughout history. For Hegel, humans negate the natural conditions 

                                                 
1
 Sartre, J.P., Search for a Method, trans. H.E. Barnes, Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 1963, p. 30. 

This also implies that the existence of Marxism is limited to the existence of capitalism. Antonio 

Gramsci puts this as follows: ―But even the philosophy of praxis is an expression of historical 

contradictions … 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.‖ 

Antonio Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks of Antonio Gramsci, ed. and trans. Q. 

Hoare and G.N. Smith, International Publishers, New York, 1992, p. 405. 

2
 Kılınç, D.B., ―Marx‘ın Hegel‘le Diyaloğu‖, Doğu Batı Düşünce Dergisi, no: 55, 2010-11, pp. 93-

110. 
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and create the conditions of their own life and, passing beyond mere givennes, 

they have arrived in the modern world at a point in which an objective freedom is 

possible. Furthermore, Hegel presents a living, dynamic logic like his conception 

of spirit. His logic, of which dialectic is the decisive moment, is aimed to 

conceive reality in its liveliness and movement, and, contrary to traditional logic, 

considers the facts not in their isolation but in their relation, development, 

movement and contradiction. And it is clear that, as Marx himself is quite aware, 

such a philosophy cannot be simply set aside. Though one may not agree with its 

conclusions, Hegel‘s philosophy constitutes a fertile ground which is suited to be 

further developed. 

The problem of Marx‘s relation to Hegel, which Marx himself left to 

certain extent obscure, have been discussed from many different perspectives. In 

his Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy, Engels, who 

is one of the first degree witnesses of this relation, makes a distinction between 

‗system‘ and ‗method‘ in Hegel‘s philosophy, and according to this distinction the 

former is conservative because it results in absolute truth whereas the latter is 

revolutionary because it recognizes no absolute truth or end point and regards 

everything as transient and in its process of becoming.
3
 For Engels, Marx rejected 

Hegel‘s system but took from it the dialectic method and conceived it not as the 

dialectic of Idea but as that of history and nature. Marx thus saved dialectic from 

Hegel‘s system which obscures its revolutionary character.
4
 However, though 

Engels considers his work to certain extent as the final remark on Marx‘s relation 

to Hegel, soon different approaches came to appear. 

It can be said that discussions after Engels‘ work had a political 

implication so that Marx‘s relation to Hegel historically appears as a political 

discussion within and outside the Marxist movement in general. As early as 

                                                 
3
 Engels, F., Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Philosophy, Foreign Language 

Press, Peking, 1976, p. 9. 

4
 Ibid., pp. 40-1. 
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Engels‘ death, Eduard Bernstein brought Marx‘s relation to Hegel‘s dialectic into 

question. Rejecting that capitalism tends to collapse due to its inner contradictions 

and opposing the necessity of revolution, he offered a series of revision in 

Marxism, which amounts to almost abandon the theory entirely. Bernstein argues 

against Engels that it is not so easy to extract the dialectic from Hegel‘s system 

and once empirical facts are disregarded we are alone with the dialectic of 

concepts, as is the case with Hegel: this is ―the great scientific danger of Hegelian 

logic of contradiction‖.
5
 In this way, he sees Marx‘s ‗mistaken‘ foresight 

concerning an inevitable proletarian revolution as ―a remnant of Hegelian 

contradiction dialectics‖.
6
 According to Bernstein, Hegel‘s dialectic has no 

important place in Marx‘s thought; on the contrary, it brought about to obscure his 

thought and led to mistaken claims: ―The great things Marx and Engels achieved 

were achieved not because of Hegelian dialectic but in spite of it.‖
7
 

Bernstein‘s attempt to revise Marxism thus identifies the revolutionary 

side of Marx‘s thought with its connection to Hegel‘s dialectic, and he 

consistently tries to eliminate both. Hegel‘s dialectic, therefore, historically 

becomes a fundamental focus for those who want to emphasize the revolutionary 

side of Marx‘s thought in opposition to reformists or revisionists. To Bernstein, 

and to revisionism in his person, the answer was immediately given by Rosa 

Luxemburg. According to Luxemburg, Bernstein, who disregards the necessary 

connection of the workings of capitalism with the rising proletariat, takes refuge 

in a utopian view and ―transforms socialism itself from a definite historical 

phase of social development into an abstract ‗principle‘‖.
8
 In Luxemburg‘s eyes, 

                                                 
5
 Bernstein, E., The Preconditions of Socialism, ed. H. Tudor, Cambridge University Press, 

Cambridge, 2004, p. 30. 

6
 Ibid., p. 32. 

7
 Ibid., p. 46. 

8
 Luxemburg, R., ―Social Reform or Revolution‖, in The Rosa Luxemburg Reader, ed. P. Hudis 

and K.B. Anderson, Monthly Review Press, New York, 2004, 151. 
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Bernstein‘s attempt to revise Marx‘s thought and cast off the dialectic is a return 

to an old mode of thought which do not conceive the nature of contradictions, and 

thus the class structure of society, and the relationship between theory and 

practice. Against Bernstein, Luxemburg stresses the significance of the dialectic 

for Marxism: 

 

Isn‘t the dialectic the sword that has helped the proletariat pierce 

the darkness of its historical future, the intellectual weapon with 

which the proletariat, though materially still in the yoke, triumphs 

over the bourgeoisie, proving to the bourgeoisie its transitory 

character, showing it the inevitability of the proletarian victory? 

Hasn‘t the dialectic already realized a revolution in the domain of 

thought?
9
 

 

In this reform-revolution discussion, Hegel‘s dialectic appears as identical with 

the revolutionary side of Marx‘s thought. Later, Lenin also follows this route and 

during the World War I devotes himself to a comprehensive study of Hegel‘s 

works. He especially finds Hegel‘s Logic as fundamentally related to Marx‘s 

thought and points out that, though its seemingly idealist character, this work in 

fact includes materialism in depth.
10

 What attracts Lenin‘s attention in Hegel‘s 

Logic is that it regards concepts as related with objectivity
11

 and conceives 

everything in its development, contradiction and transformation. He thus stresses 

the fact that the dialectic is essential to Hegel‘s philosophy and indispensable for 

Marx‘s thought; he puts this as follows: 

 

                                                 
9
 Ibid., p. 162. 

10
 Lenin, V.I., ―Philosophical Notebooks‖, in Collected Works, Vol. 38, Progress Publishers, 

Moscow, 1976, p. 233. 

11
 ―Just as the simple form of value, the individual act of exchange of one given commodity for 

another, already includes in an undeveloped form all the main contradictions of capitalism, –so the 

simplest generalisation, so the first and simplest formation of notions (judgments, syllogisms, etc.) 

already denotes man‘s ever deeper cognition of the objective connection of the world. Here is 

where one should look for the true meaning, significance and role of Hegel‘s Logic.‖ Ibid., pp. 

178-9. 
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It is impossible completely to understand Marx‘s Capital, and 

especially its first chapter, without having thoroughly studied and 

understood the whole of Hegel‘s Logic. Consequently, half a 

century later none of the Marxists understood Marx!!
12

 

 

In his History and Class Consciousness, Georg Lukács also attempts to return to 

‗tradition‘ and to stress the significance of dialectic for Marxism against the 

revisionism of Bernstein and the neo-Kantianism. In this context, he regards the 

return to Hegel as a ‗revolutionary task‘ because, according to him, the 

renunciation of dialectic means that of revolution.
13

 Lukács in this work radically 

emphasizes the significance of the category ‗totality‘ and points out the close 

relation between Marx‘s thought and Hegel‘s philosophy ―for both conceive of 

theory as the self-knowledge of reality‖.
14

 Though Lukács, like Marx, is critical of 

Hegel, on the basis of Hegel‘s conception of substance as subject, Lukács tries to 

conceive the proletariat as ―the identical subject-object of history‖ which 

presupposes its attainment of consciousness of objective contradictions.
15

 

In the Young Hegel, Lukács later attempts to shed light on the 

development of Hegel‘s thought in the light of the publication of Hegel‘s early 

works, which remained unpublished in his lifetime. He especially stresses Hegel‘s 

study of political economy and considers it as closely related to Hegel‘s 

conception of dialectic: 

 

It is undoubtedly no accident that the man who completed the 

edifice of idealist dialectics was the only philosopher of the age to 

                                                 
12

 Ibid., p. 180. 

13
 Lukács expresses this as follows: ―objection to dialectical method has been voiced most clearly 

and cogently by Bernstein … it is precisely the dialectic that must be removed if one wishes to 

found a thoroughgoing opportunistic theory, a theory of ‗evolution‘ without revolution and of 

‗natural development‘ into Socialism without any conflict.‖ Lukács, G., History and Class 

Consciousness: Studies in Marxist Dialectics, trans. R. Livingstone, The MIT Press, Cambridge, 

1971, p. 5. 

14
 Ibid., p. 16. 

15
 Ibid., p. 197. 
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have made a serious attempt to get to grips with the economic 

structure of capitalist society. Rather is it the case that the specific 

form of dialectics evolved by him grew out of his preoccupation 

with the problems of capitalism and of economics.
16

 

 

In his Reason and Revolution, Herbert Marcuse also presents an integral picture of 

the entire development of Hegel‘s thought and tries to clarify the transition from 

Hegel to Marx. He draws attention to the revolutionary implication of Hegel‘s 

‗negative‘ philosophy, according to which ―Dialectic in its entirety is linked to the 

conception that all forms of being are permeated by an essential negativity, and 

that this negativity determines their content and movement.‖
17

 

However, as it is well-known, these attempts to establish a more intimate 

contact with Hegel‘s dialectic are not free from resistance. It is Louis Althusser 

who first strongly opposes ‗Hegelianism of Marx‘; arguing an ‗epistemological 

break‘ between Marx‘s early writings and mature writings, Althusser regards the 

attempt to revive Hegel‘s philosophy and to connect it with Marx‘s thought as 

revisionist one and asserts that even the young Marx was never Hegelian, 

excluding 1844 Manuscripts: ―far from being close to Hegel, Marx moved further 

and further away from him.‖
18

 

It must, however, be stated that the most radical challenge to Hegelianism 

of Marx belongs to Lucio Colletti. Although he seems to entirely agree with 

Althusser, Colletti strongly opposes any distinction made between Marx‘s early 

and later works
19

 and rejects both ‗dialectical materialism‘, which is attributed to 

Engels‘ standpoint, and ‗Hegelian Marxism‘ of Lukács and Marcuse. Attempting 

                                                 
16

 Lukács, G., The Young Hegel: Studies in the Relations between Dialectics and Economics, trans. 

Rodney Livingstone, Merlin Press, London, 1975, p. 565. 

17
 Marcuse, H., Reason and Revolution: Hegel and the Rise of Social Theory, Humanities Press, 

New York, 1968, p. 27. 

18
 Althusser, L., For Marx, trans. Ben Brewster, Verso, London, 2005, p. 35. 

19
 Colletti, L., ―Introduction‖, in Karl Marx, Early Writings, trans. R. Livingstone and G. Benton, 

Penguin Books, London, 1992, p. 15. 
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to remove the dialectic from Marxism, Colletti emphasizes Hegel‘s idealism and 

asserts that Hegel uses dialectic, which is conceived by Engels and later Marxists 

as revolutionary, in order to show the finite and the material world has no 

reality.
20

 According to Colletti, Marx from the beginning rejects Hegel‘s idealism 

and always holds the primacy of reality over thought against Hegel, who ―absorbs 

the process of reality within the logical process and reduces the relationship in 

which thought is only ‗one of two‘ to one in which it is the ‗totality‘‖.
21

 It is, 

however, very ironic that he later regards his work as unfruitful and, abandoning 

Marxism, attends to the right-wing party of Silvio Berlusconi.
22

 

Furthermore, it may be useful to mention more recent works on Marx‘s 

relation to Hegel. There are many works devoted to the discussion of the 

relationship between Hegel‘s Logic and Marx‘s Grundrisse and Capital. Though 

the authors differ in certain points, they generally agree that Marx‘s critique of 

political economy has more than mere similarities with Hegel‘s Logic and 

consciously reflects its structure. Christopher Arthur, for instance, argues that 

both Hegel and Marx work with ‗a dialectical logic‘ and systematically show how 

any given whole reproduces itself, without appealing to historical order.
23

 The 

works of Tony Smith
24

, Thomas Sekine
25

, Howard Williams
26

, Hiroshi Uchida
27

, 

etc. can be considered in this framework. 

                                                 
20

 Colletti, L., Marxism and Hegel, trans. L. Garner, NLB, London, 1973, p. 19. 

21
 Ibid., pp. 118-9. 

22
 For a short biography of Colletti, see Redhead, S., ―From Marx to Berlusconi: Lucio Colletti and 

the Struggle for Scientific Marxism‖, Rethinking Marxism, 2010, (22:1), pp. 148-156. 

23
 Arthur, C. J., The New Dialectic and Marx‟s Capital, Brill, Leiden, 2004, p. 64. 

24
 Smith, T., The Logic of Marx‟s Capital: Replies to Hegelian Criticisms, State University of New 

York Press, New York, 1990. 

25
 Sekine, T., ―The Dialectic, or Logic that Coincides with Economics‖, in New Dialectics and 

Political Economy, ed. R. Albritton and J. Simoulidis, Palgrave Macmillan, New York, 2003. 

26
 Williams, H., Heraclitus, Hegel and Marx‟s Dialectic, Harvester Wheatsheaf, New York, 1989. 
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Finally, in order to draw attention to the comprehensive scope of Marx-

Hegel relation, we will refer to two radical positions. David MacGregor points out 

that there is no difference between Hegel‘s dialectic and that of Marx
28

, and 

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right already includes the fundamental elements of Marx‘s 

conception of communism: ―Marx‘s did not transcend Hegelian philosophy: he 

merely developed and amplified ideas already available in the discussion of civil 

society in the Philosophy of Right.‖
29

 The other radical position is held by Tom 

Rockmore: drawing attention to Marx‘s continuous relation to Hegel and 

identifying idealism with ―the idea that the subject in some sense produces its 

world and itself‖, Rockmore argues that Marx is himself an idealist.
30

 

As we have tried to briefly indicate, there are plenty of works concerning 

Marx‘s relation to Hegel
31

 so that the subject-matter seems to have been 

exhausted and it is impossible for us to even give, let alone to discuss, a complete 

list of these works. Against this background, then, it is quite possible to ask 

whether a new study on this relation is required. 

In this thesis, we aim to follow Marx‘s critique of Hegel in his various 

works and to show that Marx comes closer to Hegel even while criticizing him. In 

this context, his critical relation to Hegel can be considered as a process through 

which Marx finally fully appropriates Hegel‘s dialectic and adopts the main 

aspects of his conception of history and epistemology. It is, therefore, clear that 

our reading of Marx‘s critique of Hegel signifies a continuity and a close relation 

                                                                                                                                      
27

 Uchida, H., Marx‟s Grundrisse and Hegel‟s Logic, ed. T. Carver, Routledge, London, 1988. 

28
 MacGregor, D., The Communist Ideal in Hegel and Marx, University of Toronto Press, Toronto, 

1990, p. 11. 

29
 Ibid., p. 259. 

30
 Rockmore, T., Marx after Marxism: The Philosophy of Karl Marx, Blackwell Publishers, 

Oxford, 2002, p. 70. 

31
 For a comprehensive presentation of the history of the reception of Marx‘s relation of Hegel, see 

Fraser, I. and Burns, T., ―Introduction: An Historical Survey of the Hegel-Marx Connection‖, in 
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between Hegel and Marx –a point, which may simply be supported by Marx‘s 

continuous dialogue with Hegel from his first writings to his masterpiece, Capital. 

We will try to consider Marx‘s critique of Hegel in the following five 

chapters, each of which focuses on different works of Marx, and then, in the last 

chapter we will present a general evaluation. 

In the chapter on ―Critical Dialectic‖, we will analyze Marx‘s critique of 

Hegel‘s philosophy of the state. In his Philosophy of Right, Hegel follows the 

development of the concept of freedom and considers the modern state, which he 

essentially presents as constitutional monarchy, as rational. The rationality of the 

modern state results mainly from two reasons: firstly, it gives its due to the 

moments of the concept –universality, particularity, and individuality– and, 

secondly, it appears to bring a harmony between universal and particular interests. 

Although Marx appreciates Hegel‘s profound insight into the nature of the 

modern state and its problems, he criticizes Hegel‘s philosophy of the state and 

argues that the modern state is very far away from being rational and cannot bring 

a harmony between universal and particular interests. Furthermore, Marx attempts 

to relate Hegel‘s ‗conservative‘ conclusions with his system, which prevents him 

from being critical towards the modern state. We will try to follow Marx‘s 

critique and indicate its importance for the development of Marx‘s thought. 

In the chapter on ―Worldly Dialectic‖, we will consider Marx‘s critique of 

Hegel in his 1844 Manuscripts. Basing himself on Feuerbach‘s works, Marx 

attempts to criticize Hegel‘s dialectic, but his critique goes beyond Feuerbach‘s 

standpoint. The significance of Marx‘s critique lies in the fact that he, on the one 

hand, tries to make use of Hegel‘s dialectic in his critique of political economy 

and, on the other hand, poses his ‗worldly dialectic‘ against Hegel‘s ‗divine 

dialectic‘. In this chapter, we will indicate the significance of 1844 Manuscripts, 

in which Marx brings Hegel and political economy together, and argue that, 

despite his critique of Hegel‘s Phenomenology and Logic, Marx enters into a 

closer relation with Hegel‘s dialectic. 
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In the chapter on ―Non-speculative Dialectic‖, we will focus on Marx‘s 

critique of Hegel in his Holy Family and in his Poverty of Philosophy. In these 

works, Marx attacks Bruno Bauer and Joseph Pierre Proudhon mainly for their 

abstract conception of the dialectic: they reduce Hegel‘s dialectic into a ready-

made schema and develop a dialectic, not of the facts, but of the concepts. For 

Marx, therefore, they are not able to conceive Hegel‘s dialectic, and they present a 

caricatured version of it. Although Marx himself oversimplifies Hegel‘s 

philosophy, he adheres to the essence of the dialectic. In this chapter, we will try 

to show that Marx‘s thoroughly critical attitude towards Hegel in the Holy Family 

and the Poverty of Philosophy is consistent with his appropriation of Hegel‘s 

dialectic. 

In the chapter on ―Historical Dialectic‖, we will analyze Marx‘s thought in 

his German Ideology and Communist Manifesto and show that these works 

include a close relation to Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right and Philosophy of History. 

History is an indispensable part of Hegel‘s thought since he conceives the true as 

the result of process and the Spirit as historical being. Marx‘s conception of 

history shows similarity with that of Hegel in many points, but he differs from 

Hegel in a fundamental point: according to Marx, ‗civil society‘ constitutes the 

basis of history. In this context, he accuses Hegel of not seeing the decisive role of 

civil society in the modern world and its relation to the state. Furthermore, by 

pointing out the historical character of ‗private property‘, Marx opposes Hegel‘s 

conception of private property on the basis that it is not an indication of human 

freedom in the modern world, but causes the complete estrangement of humans. 

We will try to consider both Hegel‘s deep insight into civil society and Marx‘s 

critique, and show how Marx goes beyond Hegel‘s standpoint. 

In the chapter on ―Revolutionary Dialectic‖, we will analyze Marx‘s 

discussion of the method in his Grundrisse and Capital, which takes place in the 

context of Hegel‘s dialectic. In these works, although Marx is still critical towards 

Hegel, he nevertheless finally comes to call his method as dialectic. Marx‘s main 

point with regard to the dialectic method is that it is critical and revolutionary; 
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according to him, Hegel obscured these aspects of the dialectic method and used it 

for the affirmation of the existing state of affairs. Marx thus aims to arrive at the 

negation of the capitalist mode of production by using the dialectic method in his 

critique of political economy. In this chapter, we will try to indicate that all 

Marx‘s relation to Hegel results in his fully appropriation of Hegel‘s dialectic. 

In the last chapter, we will try to present a general evaluation of Marx‘s 

relation to Hegel in the light of his critiques of Hegel which we consider in the 

previous chapters. To this aim, we will draw attention to mainly three important 

points: firstly, although Feuerbach appears to be as the third person in the 

relationship between Hegel and Marx, and he is hailed by Marx himself for 

overcoming Hegel‘s dialectic, Marx‘s relation to Feuerbach is a short-lived one 

and there is in Feuerbach no critical and revolutionary foundation for his thought, 

whereas his relation to Hegel is deep-rooted; secondly, Marx‘s main purpose is 

not to continue to philosophize but the realization of philosophy, and for this 

reason he devotes himself to critical activity –a point, which appears as an 

important difference between Hegel and Marx; thirdly, in the final phase of his 

relation to Hegel, Marx openly calls his method as dialectical and makes use of it 

in his critique of political economy, but he does not need to reconsider his 

previous critique of Hegel –a point, which we will indicate to seem problematic. 

Therefore, we hope to present the stages in Marx‘s critique of Hegel as a process 

through which Marx comes to fully appropriate the essential aspects of Hegel‘s 

dialectic. 
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CHAPTER II 

 

 

CRITICAL DIALECTIC 

 

 

 

In his doctoral dissertation, ―The Difference Between the Democritean and 

Epicurean Philosophy of Nature‖, Marx observes his time and tries to determine 

his position in it. After all, this time is a post-Hegelian one, and all philosophical 

efforts appear necessarily to be somehow related to Hegel‘s philosophy. Against 

the background of this great philosophical system, Marx formulates his aim as 

‗the realization of philosophy‘ and regards ‗criticism‘ as the main means for 

realizing philosophy.
32

 His later works reflect this fundamental point and assume 

the form of critique; even his masterwork, Capital, bears the subtitle of critique: 

―Critique of Political Economy‖. Under the title of ―Critical Dialectic‖, however, 

we will consider only Marx‘s critique of Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right, although it 

is clear that criticism is an integral part of Marx‘s dialectic and immanent to all 

his works, because in this critique Marx draws attention mainly to the uncritical 

character of Hegel‘s work and attempts to develop a critique both of Hegel‘s 

philosophy of the state and the modern state. 

 

 

2.1. The Significance of Marx’s Critique of Hegel’s ‘Philosophy of Right’ 

 

Devoting himself to ‗the realization of philosophy‘, which he formulated in his 

doctoral dissertation, Marx sets out to criticize all barriers to human freedom, 

                                                 
32

 Marx, K., ―Notes to the Doctoral Dissertation (1839-1841)‖, in Writings of the Young Marx on 

Philosophy and Society, ed. and trans. L.D. Easton and K.H. Guddat, Hacket Publishing Company, 

Indiana, 1997, p. 61. 
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among which religion and political state are most important ones. The critique of 

religion has reached to a certain level in the attempts of David Friedrich Strauss
33

, 

Bruno Bauer and Ludwig Feuerbach, and their attacks on religion were somehow 

related to their relation to Hegel: they were regarded as the Young Hegelians. For 

Marx, therefore, the critique of religion appears to be completed and now it is 

time to pass into politics. The reason why Marx thinks that religion and politics 

are related, and hence the critiques of them intertwined, is exactly the fact that 

both invert the existing state of affairs and religion realizes this inversion more 

directly. In religion, human makes herself dependent on a being which is nothing 

other than her creation. In this sense, according to Marx, the critique of religion 

constitutes ―the prerequisite of every critique‖.
34

 And since it has been greatly 

completed he tries to transform the critique of religion into the critique of politics. 

Just as the critique of religion grows out of the ground of Hegelian 

philosophy so Marx attempts to criticize the modern state (and, in general, 

politics, right, etc.) by subjecting Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right to a sharp critique 

for, he thinks, it presents the modern state more or less in an accurate way. And it 

is clear that Marx thus aims at criticizing both the modern state itself and Hegel‘s 

philosophy of the state simultaneously.  

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right consists of three main chapters: abstract right, 

morality and ethical life. And the last one is again divided into three main parts: 

family, civil society and the state. It is the state, the last part of The Philosophy of 

Right, which Marx attempts to criticize.  

                                                 
33

 In his Das Leben Jesu (1835), Strauss asserts that the historical events told in Bible are nothing 

other than myths which unconsciously emerged from the experiences of the community at that 

time. He thus opposes the historical aspects of Christianity, but not its pure form as the unity of 

human and divine nature, and holds that it is necessary to ―substitute the idea of humanity for the 

historical Christ‖. Toews, J.E., Hegelianism: the Path towards Dialectical Humanism, 1805-1841, 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1985, p. 265. 

34
 Marx, K., ―A Contribution to the Critique of Hegel‘s ‗Philosophy of Right‘: Introduction‖, in 

Critique of Hegel‟s „Philosophy of Right‟, trans. Jolin and Joseph O‘Malley, Cambridge 

University Press, Cambridge, 2009, p. 131. 
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In his Philosophy of Right, Hegel presents the constitutional monarchy as a 

rational state and seems to do nothing other than to justify the existing conditions 

in Prussia. The Young Hegelians, who conceived Hegel‘s philosophy as 

essentially critical, thought that, if Hegel adhered to his own principles, he could 

not have reached at such a wrong conclusion mainly for two reasons: first, the 

Prussian state is obviously a reactionary state, and second, Hegel‘s philosophy 

could not allow any finite being to be regarded as completely rational. 

Accordingly, among the Young Hegelians, Hegel was seen as betraying his own 

principles of philosophy. However, as it can be seen from Marx‘s doctoral 

dissertation, Marx does not agree with his friends: according to him, it is true that 

Hegel accommodated himself with the existing conditions, but it results not from 

his personal choice but from the principle of his philosophy. It follows that 

Hegel‘s philosophy is in its essence a mysticism, which amounts to nothing other 

than the affirmation of existing state of affairs.  

Marx‘s problem is, therefore, not only with Hegel‘s philosophy of the 

state, but also with his philosophy in general. And his critique of Hegel‘s 

philosophy of the state thus focuses on understanding the modern state, criticizing 

it, exposing Hegel‘s inconsistencies in his work, and showing Hegel‘s standpoint 

to bring about mysticism. This text constitutes an important threshold in the 

development of Marx‘s thought
35

 because it allows him to see the relationship 

between the state and civil society more clearly and determines the way he 

follows. It is exactly after this critique that Marx finds in the proletariat the 

mediator who will carry out the task of the realization of philosophy. However, 

                                                 
35

 Jean Hyppolite, for instance, says the following: ―Marx‘s entire critique of Hegelian idealism is 

contained in the reversal of its inverted conception of the State.‖ Hyppolite, J., Studies on Marx 

and Hegel, trans. John O‘neill, Basic Books, New York, 1969, p. 112. In the same way, Shlomo 

Avineri argues that ―Critical analysis of the Hegelian concepts of property, civil society, state, etc., 

leads Marx to a fundamental critique of Hegel‘s philosophical premises; but it is from Hegel‘s 

political philosophy that Marx works toward the roots of the Hegelian system–not the other way 

round.‖ Avineri, S., The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx, Cambridge University Press, 

London, 1975, p. 13. 



16 

 

the significance of Marx‘s critique is not limited to these points because of the 

peculiarity of the work which it targets.  

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right aims to establish the identity of universal and 

particular interests, and of the state and society, and tries to conceive the concrete 

development of freedom in the modern age. In this work, Hegel analyzes civil 

society which constitutes the realm of economic interests and in a certain extent 

conceives its contradictions. Furthermore, it is in this work that Hegel limits his 

role, i.e., the role of philosopher, to a mere exposition of a completed process, and 

formulates his well-known thesis that ―what is rational is actual and what is actual 

is rational‖.
36

 Finally, Philosophy of Right allows us to see the dialectic method at 

work. All these points are related to Marx‘s later development and present a fertile 

ground on which Marx will develop his thought. And our thesis is that Marx never 

gives an end to his dialogue with Hegel; on the contrary, he continues and even 

deepens his relation to Hegel. Despite all his criticism of Hegel, Marx cannot help 

returning to him, and Philosophy of Right occupies a special place in Marx‘s 

dialogue with Hegel.  

This is not to exaggerate the place of Philosophy of Right in the 

development of Marx‘s thought because it is Marx himself who emphasizes the 

significance of his preoccupation with Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right in many 

places. When he tries to make clear the relationship between Hegel and himself in 

his ―Postface to the Second German Edition‖ to Capital (1873), he states that he 

―criticized the mystificatory side of Hegelian dialectic nearly thirty years ago, at a 

time when it was still the fashion.‖
37

 And it is obvious that what he has in mind is 

his critique of Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right since the ―Introduction‖ to this work 

was published in 1844, but 1844 Manuscripts, which includes a comprehensive 

                                                 
36

 Hegel, G.W.F., Outlines of the Philosophy of Right, trans. T. M. Knox, revised and edited by S. 

Houlgate, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2008, p. 14. 

37
 Marx, K., Capital: A Critique of Political Economy, Vol. I, trans. Ben Fowkes, Penguin Books, 

London, 1990, p. 102.  
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critique of Hegel‘s dialectic, remained unpublished in his lifetime.
38

 Furthermore, 

when he summarizes the development of his thought in the ―Preface‖ to A 

Critique of Political Economy (1859), Marx explicitly draws attention to his 

critique of Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right: 

 

The first work which I undertook for a solution of the doubts which 

assailed me was a critical review of the Hegelian philosophy of 

right, a work whose introduction appeared in 1844 in the 

Deutsch—französische Jahrbücher, published in Paris. My 

investigation led to the result that legal relations as well as forms of 

state are to be grasped neither from themselves nor from the so-

called general development of the human mind, but rather have 

their roots in the material conditions of life, the sum total of which 

Hegel, following the example of the Englishmen and Frenchmen of 

the eighteenth century, combines under the name of ‗civil society‘, 

that, however, the anatomy of civil society is to be sought in 

political economy.
39

 

 

In this brief autobiography, Marx unsubtly remarks that what brings him to a 

study on, and critique of, political economy, to which he will devote the rest of his 

life, is his critique of Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right.  

Again, we see Philosophy of Right to be mentioned in a discussion 

concerning the method of political economy in Grundrisse (1857-8), in which 

Marx refers to Hegel‘s discussion of ‗possession‘ while he speaks of the method 

of rising from abstract to concrete as the true scientific method.
40

 Alongside 

Hegel‘s Logic, his Philosophy of Right is also important in terms of Marx‘s 

discussion concerning true scientific method because it follows the route from the 

abstract to the concrete. In The German Ideology (1845), Marx asserts that ‗civil 

                                                 
38

 Hiroshi Uchida mistakenly attributes this reference of Marx to his Holy Family; this appears not 

to be true because in The Holy Family Marx criticizes Hegel only en passant. Marx‟s Grundrisse 

and Hegel‟s Logic, p. 5. 

39
 Marx, K., ―Preface to A Critique of Political Economy‖, in Selected Writings, ed. David 

McLellan, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2000, p. 425.  

40
 Marx, K., Grundrisse, trans. Martin Nicolaus, Penguin Books, London, 1993, p. 102.   
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society‘ is the basis of all history
41

; and it is clear that this assertion, on which the 

materialist conception of history depends, reflects Marx‘s preoccupation with 

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right, as the long quotation above suggests. In 1844 

Manuscripts, he again refers to his critique of Philosophy of Right and states that 

he did not give up the aim to publish his critique of Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right 

but he will consider right, morals, politics, etc. separately, and criticize Hegel‘s 

―speculative elaboration of that material‖.
42

 Finally, in his ―Introduction‖ to his 

Critique of Hegel‟s Philosophy of Right, the only published part of his critique, 

Marx declares the proletariat to be the mediator who will carry out the task of the 

realization of philosophy
43

, and it is clear that this conviction is related to his 

critique of Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right, as we will see below.  

Since Marx‘s critique of Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right plays such a 

significant role in the development of Marx‘s thought, we will allocate a 

considerable place to both the critique itself and Hegel‘s philosophy of the state.  

 

 

2.2. Hegel’s Philosophy of the State 

 

 

2.2.1. Hegel’s Accommodation  

 

One of the most serious accusations which may be directed against a philosopher 

who devoted her entire life to philosophy and preached not to incorporate 

subjective opinions and ends to any scientific research is probably that she used 

philosophy for justifying her personal views, and even the worst is that due to her 

                                                 
41

 Marx, K. and Engels, F., The German Ideology, Prometheus Books, New York, 1998, p. 61. 

42
 Marx, K., Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, trans. Martin Milligan, Prometheus 

Books, New York, 1988, p. 14.  

43
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personal choice and interests she justified the existing conditions. However, Hegel 

was really accused for such a reason, and the well-known formulation is that 

Hegel is the official philosopher of the Prussian state.
44

 In his Philosophy of Right, 

Hegel presented the constitutional monarchy as a rational state and as an 

embodiment of Idea, but this state appeared somehow related to the Prussian state 

at that time, and in accordance with the present circumstances it was nothing other 

than a reconciliation among the monarch, aristocrats and bourgeoisie. 

Furthermore, when Hegel published his work, the Prussian state already assumed 

an open reactionary and repressive character. Against this background, Hegel 

really seems to justify the existing state of affairs,
45

 but such an assertion would 

be thoroughly arbitrary and thus wrong, if we were content with a superficial view 

without understanding what Hegel tries to do in his Philosophy of Right and his 

well-known dictum concerning the rationality of actuality. 

As a philosopher Hegel‘s aim is to conceive the subject-matter in and for 

itself and find rationality in reality itself. And he argues that in this process of 

knowing one cannot base herself on contingent opinions and remain on the level 

of mere perception; thought must penetrate into the subject-matter, abolish its 

mere givenness and follow the concept. Therefore, the task of philosophy is to 

conceive what is rational and to make visible the rational and the permanent under 

the contingent and temporal appearances. In this sense, the philosopher cannot be 

expected to be content with mere appearances; on the contrary, she must extract 

the rational core from this realm of appearance. On the other hand, Idea, or 

rationality, is not beyond this realm, but is always at work in it. Therefore, the 

                                                 
44

 We are not here aiming to show that this judgment is fundamentally false. For this point see 

Avineri, S., Hegel‟s Theory of the Modern State, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1994, 
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philosopher should also stick to what is actual and not look for rationality in other 

places; it is neither on heaven nor in the head of philosopher. Hegel thus limits his 

study only ―to apprehend and present the state as something inherently 

rational‖
46

. It is self-evident from this that philosophy has nothing to do with 

―what the state ought to be‖; on the part of philosophy falls only to conceive the 

state as rational.  

 

One word more about giving instruction as to what the world ought 

to be. Philosophy in any case always comes on the scene too late to 

give it. As the thought of the world, it appears only when actuality 

has completed its process of formation and attained its finished 

state. The teaching of the concept, which is also history‘s 

inescapable lesson, is that it is only when actuality is mature that 

the ideal [das Ideale] first appears over against the real and that the 

ideal grasps this same real world in its substance and builds it up 

for itself into the shape of an intellectual realm. When philosophy 

paints its grey in grey, then has a shape of life grown old. By 

philosophy‘s grey in grey it cannot be rejuvenated but only 

understood. The owl of Minerva begins its flight only with the 

falling of dusk.
47

 

 

Hegel thus bans philosophy from dealing with what the world ought to be; he thus 

already remarks that in his Philosophy of Right he would not consider an ideal 

state, but only present the idea of the state. This means, for Hegel, to find what is 

rational in the existing world and ―to recognize reason as the rose in the cross of 

the present‖
48

. Thus, he really conceives the modern state as rational, but he does 

not mean that it is fully rational because it is clear from his logic that any finite 

                                                 
46

 Outlines of the Philosophy of Right, pp. 14-5.  

47
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21 

 

being cannot be fully actual as the unity of existence and essence. Actuality in this 

sense belongs only to Idea, or God himself.
49

 However, what the philosopher must 

do is to find the rationality of the state in its present condition; therefore, her task 

is, above all, not to criticize the deficiencies of the state, but to show its positive 

sides: 

 

On some principle or other, any state may be shown to be bad, this 

or that defect may be found in it; and yet, at any rate if one of the 

developed states of our epoch is in question, it has in it the 

moments essential to its existence. But since it is easier to find 

defects than to understand the affirmative, we may readily fall into 

the mistake of looking at individual aspects of the state and so 

forgetting its inward organic life. The state is no ideal work of art; 

it stands on earth and so in the sphere of caprice, chance, and error, 

and bad behaviour may disfigure it in many respects. But the 

ugliest person, or a criminal, or an invalid, or a cripple, is still 

always a living human being. The affirmative, life, subsists despite 

such defects, and it is this affirmative factor which is our theme 

here.
50

 

 

 It is, therefore, clear that Hegel is aware of the fact that every particular state 

stands on the realm of contingency and is burdened with defects. It is equally 

clear, however, that Hegel cannot be accused of justifying the present state, on the 

ground that he does not consider its defects, since in his Philosophy of Right he 

determines his task as to deal with ―the affirmative factor‖: he does not promise to 

                                                 
49

 Against the accusations concerning his dictum ―what is rational is actual and what is actual is 
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be critical against the modern state, and thus he cannot be accused of not keeping 

the promise he never makes.
51

 

.   

 

2.2.2. Family and Civil Society 

 

In his Philosophy of Right, Hegel deals with ‗family‘, ‗civil society‘ and ‗the 

state‘ in the chapter on ―Ethical Life‖ Sittlichkeit, which is ―the concept of 

freedom developed into the existing world and the nature of self-consciousness‖
52

. 

In family, characteristic feature of which is ‗love‘, the individual exists as a 

member of family. Family appears as one person since its members do not pursue 

their individual ends but they devote themselves to the interest of family as a 

whole. In this particular unit, the members of family stand in a relation of love 

and have common resources. And with the growing of children and their 

marriage, the dissolution of family begins. Now there are families each of which 

have their own end with regard to others and act as an independent person.  

In civil society, the individual pursues solely her own interests; for her, 

everyone else is a mere means of satisfying her needs. For Hegel, however, in 

civil society there is ―a system of complete dependence‖
53

 in which while one 

tries to satisfy her needs she necessarily produces the means for the satisfaction of 

another‘s needs. But civil society is a realm of contingency because it depends on 

external circumstances and the caprices and desires of individuals. For this reason, 

                                                 
51

 In addition to this aspect of Hegel‘s thought, it is clear that Hegel‘s state as presented in his 

Philosophy of Right is not identical with the Prussian state.  
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this dependency relation does not guarantee everyone‘s satisfaction; ―civil society 

affords a spectacle of extravagance and want as well as of the physical and ethical 

degeneration common to them both.‖
54

 According to Hegel, civil society cannot 

solve its problems and causes a great chasm between poverty and wealth. It is 

only the state which brings a harmony to its confusions. Before analyzing Hegel‘s 

state, it is necessary to dwell on civil society since it plays a considerable role in 

Hegel‘s philosophy of the state. Above all, the state represents what is universal 

vis-à-vis civil society which is nothing other than the realm of particular interests, 

and its highest aim is to provide the unity of universal interest with particular 

interests.  

In civil society, the satisfaction of individual needs is mediated by the 

property of others and one‘s own work. In order to satisfy her needs, the 

individual needs the means other individuals possess, and in return, she must 

produce the means for their satisfaction. Although everyone only thinks of her 

own interests and regards everyone else as a mere means for the attainment of her 

interests, there nevertheless occurs a mutual dependency relation among 

individuals, since in order to satisfy her needs the individual must know what 

others need, and with regard to this knowledge, she must work and produce the 

means for their satisfaction. ―To this extent everything particular becomes 

something social.‖
55

 Hegel views this universality arising in civil society as 

significant and hails political economy as a modern science:   

 

Political economy is one of the sciences which have arisen out of 

the conditions of the modern world. Its development affords the 

interesting spectacle (as in Smith, Say and Ricardo) of thought 

working upon the endless mass of details which confront it at the 

outset and extracting therefrom the simple principles of the thing, 

the understanding effective in the thing and directing it. It is to find 

reconciliation here to discover in the sphere of the needs this 
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appearance Scheinen of rationality lying in the thing and effective 

there.
56

  

 

However, it must be stressed that Hegel does not stop at the standpoint of political 

economy, and sees rationality in the system of needs as ‗appearance‘. For him, 

civil society is not a self-sufficient whole which is able to solve its contradictions. 

And he is not content with what is affirmative in civil society; he ―follows the 

negative rather than the positive aspects of this system‖.
57

  

 

When civil society is in a state of unimpeded activity, it is engaged in 

expanding internally in population and industry. The amassing of 

wealth is intensified by generalizing (a) the linkage of people by their 

needs and (b) the methods of preparing and distributing the means to 

satisfy these needs, because it is from this double process of 

generalization that the largest profits are derived. That is one side of 

the picture. The other side is the subdivision and restriction of 

particular work. This results in the dependence and distress of the 

class [Klasse] tied to work of that sort, and these again entail the 

inability to feel and enjoy the broader freedoms and especially the 

spiritual benefits of civil society.
58

 

 

Consequently, it is clear that Hegel deals with the negative aspects of civil society 

as well as its positive ones –an attitude which he appears to avoid assuming while 

considering the idea of the state.   

 

 

2.2.3. The State 

 

Hegel defines the state as ―the actuality of the ethical Idea‖
59

 and from the 

beginning warns the reader against confusing it with civil society. These are really 
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distinct realms in the modern world, but Hegel‘s point is that the state should not 

be regarded as a mechanism which protects personal property and freedom since, 

in this case, the relationship between the individual and the state would be 

contractual one. But the state is not such a thing; it expresses objective will and 

objective freedom, and the individual has objectivity and ethicality only through 

becoming a member of the state.
60

   

In order to understand Hegel‘s philosophy of the state, this distinction 

between civil society and the state is essential because all his arguments 

concerning the state results from its relation to civil society. In the modern world, 

the state and civil society was separated, and between being a bourgeois as a 

member of civil society and being a citizen of the state there is a sharp distinction. 

And it is exactly this dividedness of civil society and the state that renders an 

abstraction of the state possible. To be sure, Hegel wants to overcome this 

separation, but has no romanticized tendency toward returning to the medieval age 

and directly identifying civil society with the state. He is of the opinion that the 

modern world constitutes a decisive moment in the actualization of freedom, and 

hence it is necessary to see the rational aspect in this separation which belongs to 

the modern world, and to found the identity of particularity and universality 

against this background. Although this separation between civil society and the 

state is desired, it nevertheless creates a spectacle that the state stands as an 

external and alien being vis-à-vis civil society. Consequently, Hegel‘s main 

concern is to conceive the state as an organism and present the unity of universal 

and particular ends, without prejudice to ―the principle of subjectivity‖.  

In civil society,
61

 every member has the aim of realizing her particular 

ends without regarding universal end, and to this aim she regards everyone else as 
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mere means of the attainment of her ends. In this sense, civil society presents a 

spectacle of a battlefield
62

 in which ‗the war of all against all‘ is an absolute 

principle, and appears as a realm of contingency and arbitrariness. The state, 

however, represents universal end, and is related to what is rational and necessary. 

Despite this dividedness, Hegel tries to show the unity of what is particular and 

what is universal, and that of civil society and the state in the modern world. 

According to him, the modern state is an organic state and is capable to found 

their unity. In this context, however, what is important for Hegel is that even 

though the interests of civil society must be dependent on the interests of the state 

it is nevertheless necessary not to identify them directly because such an 

identification would demolish ‗the principle of subjectivity‘ which is one of the 

greatest achievements of the modern world. For this reason, Hegel does justice to 

their distinction and tries to present their identity without suppressing what is 

particular. This important point is pursued in all Hegel‘s discussion concerning 

the state.  

 

The state is the actuality of concrete freedom. But concrete 

freedom consists in this, that personal individuality and its 

particular interests not only achieve their complete development 

and gain recognition of their right for itself (as they do in the 

sphere of the family and civil society) but, for one thing, they also 

pass over of their own accord into the interest of the universal, and, 

for another thing, they know and will the universal; they even 

recognize it as their own substantial spirit; they take it as their end 

and aim and are active in its pursuit. The result is that the universal 

does not prevail or achieve completion except along with particular 

interests and through the cooperation of particular knowing and 

willing; and individuals likewise do not live as private persons for 

their own ends alone, but in the very act of willing these they will 

the universal for the sake of the universal, and their activity is 

consciously aimed at the universal end. The principle of modern 

states has prodigious strength and depth because it allows the 

principle of subjectivity to progress to its culmination in the self-

sufficient extreme of personal particularity, and yet at the same 
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time brings it back to the substantial unity and so maintains this 

unity in the principle of subjectivity itself.
63

 

 

We see that Hegel gives a considerable significance to ―the principle of 

subjectivity‖, to individual freedom, and regards it as an integral part of ‗concrete 

freedom‘, of objective freedom. This principle is to great extent a product of the 

modern world which also creates, through its organic states, the possibility of the 

harmony between self-interest and common interest. In his Philosophy of Right, 

Hegel strongly emphasizes the significance of ―the right of subjectivity‖ and 

rejects any kind of theories, like ‗Platonic communism‘, which disregard it.
64

 

Hegel‘s point is that, whatever she does, the citizen of the state should do it 

because of her will; the citizen should not be sacrificed to a state which is 

essentially external and alien being. And for Hegel, the modern state is capable to 

bring a harmony to universal and particular interests insofar as it is organically 

structured. In an organic state, individuals know that they have rights as long as 

they have duties. In the state, they obtain their freedom to be recognized as an 

objective right, and they are also responsible for the other citizens and thus have 

duties because everyone has the same right; and to this extent, duty and right 

stands in one and the same connection.
65

  

The state is thus external neither to family nor civil society; on the 

contrary, the individual finds her truth within it. And Hegel reduces their 

existence to ‗ideal‘ moments of the state. In paragraph 262, in which Marx would 

argue ―the entire mystery of the Philosophy of Right and of Hegelian philosophy 

in general‖
66

 is to be found, Hegel puts it as follows: 
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The actual Idea is spirit, which, sundering itself into the two ideal 

spheres of its concept, family and civil society, enters into its 

finitude, but it does so in order to emerge from its ideality as 

infinite actual spirit for itself. It is therefore to these ideal spheres 

that the actual Idea allocates the material of this its finite actuality, 

viz. individuals as a mass, in such a way that in any individual case 

this allocation appears as mediated by circumstances, the 

individual‘s arbitrary will and his personal choice of vocation.
67

 

 

This is Hegel‘s way of presentation, and in it Idea stands as the subject of whole 

process since it acts on the purpose of actualizing itself and getting rid of its 

finitude while individuals appear mere predicates of Idea since they only 

constitute its finite material. Hegel‘s point is, however, to show that rationality is 

active in reality, and independent from individuals‘ arbitrary wills, and is not 

something to be imposed from above or from the outside. Addition to this 

paragraph clarifies the situation: 

 

In Plato‘s state, subjective freedom does not yet count, because 

people have their occupations assigned to them by the Guardians. 

In many oriental states, this assignment is determined by birth. But 

subjective freedom, which must be respected, demands that 

individuals should have free choice in this matter.
68

  

 

It follows that in the modern world individuals freely act and have subjective 

freedom, but it is for the very reason that they also actualize concrete freedom, 

whether they are aware of it or not. In this context, the task of the state is not to 

determine every cell, but to provide a harmony among various organs and 

constitute an organic whole. For Hegel, rationality is already found in these 

spheres as ‗institutions‘. In family, there is a direct identity of what is universal 

and what is individual in the sense that a member of the family has the aim of 

maintaining both her existence as one person and the existence of her family as a 

whole. In civil society, it is through ‗corporations‘ that individuals are directed to 
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what is universal; they pursue their interests, but it is exactly for this very reason 

that they part in corporations and hence pursue common interests. Therefore, 

institutions in family and civil society make room for rationality, though yet 

imperfect, on the way to the state. ―What is of the utmost importance is that the 

laws of reason and of particular freedom should permeate one another, and that 

my particular end should become identified with the universal end, or otherwise 

the state is left in the air.‖
69

  

―The political disposition‖ among individuals arises as a result of 

institutions in the state and is nothing other than knowing the community as their 

end. For Hegel, this political disposition, or patriotism, as subjective aspect, is 

integrated by the objective aspect, i.e., the organism of the state. And ―this 

organism is the political constitution,‖
70

 and Hegel now passes to explicate both 

its distinctions and their identity. 

Hegel takes the state as an organism which has various powers; these 

powers have a partial autonomy, but they find their meaning and validity in the 

whole and as a part of it. The state allows its moments to gain a relative autonomy 

and thus divides itself into its moments in political constitution: 

 

The constitution is rational insofar as the state inwardly 

differentiates and determines its activity in accordance with the 

nature of the concept. The result of this is that each of these powers 

is in itself the totality, because each contains the other moments 

and has them effective in itself, and because the moments, being 

expressions of the differentiation of the concept, remain utterly 

within its ideality and constitute nothing but a single individual 

whole.
71

  

 

The organism of the state which is, for Hegel, the precondition of the rationality 

of the constitution, consists in the fact that the state incorporates the moments of 
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universality, particularity and singularity, and in this sense, arises out of the nature 

of the concept. However, this organism is the greatest guarantee for the fact that 

individuals‘ particular interests will not be suppressed, but brought to harmony 

with the universal interest of the state. This concern can be clearly seen in all the 

arguments of Hegel with regard to the powers of the state. He considers these 

distinctions as, respectively, crown, executive power, and legislative power, and 

asserts the constitutional monarchy as ―the achievement of the modern world, a 

world in which the substantial Idea has gained infinite form‖.
72

 In relation to the 

classical forms of government, constitutional monarchy constitutes the most 

developed form because it does justice to all differentiations and still preserves all 

in a unity. In this sense, constitutional monarchy contains in it three moments of 

the concept: individuality (monarchy) as crown, particularity (aristocracy) as 

executive power, and universality (democracy) as legislative power. However, 

what most concerns Hegel with regard to the state is nothing other than its 

capability to give human freedom the opportunity to flourish:
73

 

 

The principle of the modern world as such is freedom of 

subjectivity, the principle that all the essential aspects present in 

the spiritual totality are now coming into their right in the course of 

their development. Starting from this point of view, we can hardly 

raise the idle question: which is the better form of government, 

monarchy or democracy? We may only say that all constitutional 

forms are one-sided unless they can sustain in themselves the 

principle of free subjectivity and know how to correspond with a 

developed rationality.
74

  

 

For Hegel, there are various powers and their activities in the state, but in a 

rational state they are found only as parts of the whole, and in this sense, these 
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moments of the state appear as mere ideal. The state is absolutely one, and various 

powers and their activities within it must show themselves to be non-existent 

without the whole itself. Sovereignty emerges from the fact that these powers are 

nothing vis-à-vis the state and they find their meaning only in the state itself.
75

 

Hegel derives the monarch as the moment of ultimate decision from this 

conception of sovereignty:  

 

Sovereignty, at first simply the universal thought of this ideality, 

comes into existence only as subjectivity certain of itself, as the 

will‘s abstract and to that extent ungrounded self-determination in 

which finality of decision is rooted. This is the strictly individual 

aspect of the state, and in virtue of this alone is the state one. The 

truth of subjectivity, however, is attained only in a subject, and the 

truth of personality only in a person; and in a constitution which 

has progressed to real rationality, each of the three moments of the 

concept has its separate shape which is actual for itself. Hence this 

absolutely decisive moment of the whole is not individuality in 

general, but one individual, the monarch.
76

 

 

Hegel‘s argumentation is simply that although the state includes various powers 

and has its differentiations it nevertheless remains as ‗one‘, and what makes the 

state ‗one‘ is ―subjectivity certain of itself‖; as a result, the state is one only 

insofar as it is represented by one individual since individuality does not exist 

except in the individual. 

It is also striking that Hegel takes the determination of the monarch as 

given; according to this determination, one individual becomes a monarch only by 

his natural birth.
77

 Against this contingent determination, Hegel wants to reduce 

the role of monarch to a formal role since in a well-organized state it only 

symbolizes sovereignty and is a decision maker who only approves what are 
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presented to him by the counsel; ―he has only to say ‗yes‘ and dot the ‗i‘‖.
78

 This 

is, however, not entirely true since, according to Hegel, it is the monarch himself 

who decides who will be included in the advisory offices. ―The individuals who 

discharge these duties are in immediate contact with the person of the monarch 

and therefore their choice and dismissal alike rest with his unrestricted arbitrary 

will.‖
79

 

The individuals who constitute the executive power are not determined by 

birth but by their ability and knowledge; but in the final analysis their 

appointment is dependent on the decision of the monarch. These public officers 

deal with what is universal; they are responsible for pursuing the universal end. 

Although the executive power is the moment of particularity they are nevertheless 

devoted to the universal end of the state. In this sense, for Hegel, they constitute 

―the universal estate‖
80

 because their subsistence is provided by the state, on 

condition that they deal with the affairs of the state; their particularity is attached 

to the universal. Therefore, they are free from the contingencies of civil society 

which may endanger the satisfaction of their needs. It must be also pointed out 

that Hegel is fully aware of the fact that civil servants may degenerate into an 

aristocracy, and against this possibility, he asserts the control of the monarch from 

above and of the corporations from below.
81

  

As the moment of universality the legislative power includes both previous 

powers, i.e. crown and the executive power, alongside estates Stände which are 

represented in assemblies. The assembly of the estates mediates between the 

executive power and individuals. Owing to the estates, individuals cease to appear 

as isolated atoms, and at the same time they show themselves not to be an 
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undifferentiated unity. For Hegel, individuals enter into a relationship with the 

state by becoming a member of an estate.
82

 In this sense, an individual who does 

not belong to an estate is not a member of civil society and also a threat for the 

state because in Hegel‘s state every individual should be organically connected 

with the state.   

Civil society essentially consists of three estates: the universal estate, the 

agricultural estate, and the business estate. As we have seen, the first is devoted to 

the service of government. The agricultural estate and the business estate, for 

Hegel, bear a political significance and through assemblies attend to the 

legislative power. At this point, Hegel sees a danger regarding an opposition 

between estates which are devoted to particular ends, and the monarch who 

represents the universal end of the state. The executive power, which is also a part 

of the legislative power, stands on the same level with the monarch because both 

pursue the universal end of the state. An opposition which may emerge between 

universality and particularity in the legislative power is, according to Hegel, 

prevented by a specific character of one of the estates. It is the agricultural estate 

which plays the mediating role. In short, Hegel wants to see in one of the estates 

an element which has similar features with the monarch in order for there is left 

no room for an irreconcilable opposition in the legislative power.  

 

The principle of one of the estates of civil society is in itself 

capable of adaptation to this political position. The estate in 

question is the one whose ethical life is natural, whose basis is 

family life and, so far as its livelihood is concerned, the possession 

of land. So far as its particularity is concerned, this estate has in 

common with the crown a will that rests on itself alone and the 

moment of natural determinacy that is also contained in the 

crown.
83
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Hegel thus gives the agricultural estate a considerable importance in his 

discussion of the legislative power –an importance which justifies the position of 

aristocracy and even shows it as a decisive moment for the existence of the 

modern state.
84

 This estate is conceived as similar to the monarch because it is 

involved in the legislative power not by election but by birth. The members of the 

agricultural estate are also free from contingencies in civil society. They do not 

have the right of free use of their property and necessarily leave their property to 

their eldest son in order to ensure its permanence; ―their wealth becomes 

inalienable inherited property, burdened with primogeniture.‖
85

 As a result, in 

Hegel‘s view, the agricultural estate functions in the legislative power as 

mediating element between the universal end of the state and the particular ends 

of civil society. It, on the one hand, belongs to civil society and has its particular 

interests and, on the other hand, it has similar features with the monarch such as 

the determination by birth.  

Despite all Hegel‘s arguments concerning the estates of civil society, the 

business estate, however, appears not only as one estate of civil society, but civil 

society itself. The civil service estate and the agricultural estate have an assurance 

which may protect their particular interests from the contingencies of civil 

society: the former gets its means of subsistence directly from the state itself 

through salary, and the latter is represented with regard to the principle of 

primogeniture which would forestall the splitting of the land and provide the 

security of the ownership of the land. Hegel calls the business estate ―the mobile 

element in civil society‖ and argues that it should be represented not directly but 

through deputies who are, not elected by all, but appointed by institutions in civil 
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society such as corporations.
86

 This is a very important point for both Hegel‘s 

deep insight into the nature of modern state and Marx‘s critique, so we will quote 

him at length: 

 

To hold that all individuals should share in deliberating and 

deciding on the universal affairs of the state on the grounds that all 

are members of the state, that its concerns are their concerns, and 

that it is their right that what is done should be done with their 

knowledge and volition, is tantamount to a proposal to put the 

democratic element without any rational form into the organism of 

the state, although it is only in virtue of the possession of such a 

form that the state is an organism at all. This idea comes readily to 

mind because it does not go beyond the abstraction of ‗being a 

member of the state‘, and it is superficial thinking which clings to 

abstractions … The concrete state is the whole, articulated into its 

particular groups. The member of a state is a member of such a 

group, i.e. of an estate, and only as determined in this objective 

way does he come into consideration in relation to the state.
87

 

 

We do not need to further follow Hegel‘s discussion since we have presented a 

general outline Hegel‘s philosophy of the state, and now we can pass to Marx‘s 

critique. 

 

 

2.3. Marx’s Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of the State 

 

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right was from the beginning open to criticism because it 

is above all an attempt to grasp the modern state and thus the modern world which 

is destined to undergo to a rapid change. Both civil society as a product of the 

modern world and the modern political situation are always in mobility; and 

though their mobile character is not to be seen as contradicting Hegel‘s political 

philosophy in general, it is clear that his philosophy needs to be at least 
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reconsidered in harmony with the great events of the age. Even in 1833, Eduard 

Gans, who is Hegel‘s follower and Marx‘s master, writes the following in his 

―Preface‖ to Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right: 

 

This philosophy belongs to history. A development within 

philosophy proceeding from the same basic Hegelian principles 

will be necessary to offer a new interpretation of a changed 

reality.
88

 

 

Marx criticizes Hegel‘s philosophy of the state in detail and as a whole; but this 

critique aims above all to expose the uncritical character of Hegel‘s theory, and in 

this sense it is a double critique because a critique which targets Hegel‘s 

philosophy of the state will also bring up a critique of the modern state of which 

Hegel gives an uncritical presentation. Marx thinks that, in his Philosophy of 

Right, Hegel presents the modern state in an accurate way in general, but that he 

has also some inconsistencies and some tendencies such as rebuilding medieval 

constitutions in the modern world. But the most important assertion in Marx‘s 

critique is that what Hegel claims at the outset does not correspond to what he 

finally arrives.  
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Hegel wants always to present the state as the actualization of free 

mind; however, re vera he resolves all difficult conflicts through a 

natural necessity which is the antithesis of freedom.
89

     

 

 

2.3.1 Hegel’s Uncritical Attitude  

 

In his critique of Hegel, Marx formulates his ‗last judgment‘ over Hegel which he 

would never withdraw until the end of his life: Hegel inverts the subject and the 

predicate, and ascribes thought an autonomous being. But what is more important 

for Marx is the corollary of this inversion: as a result of the inversion of the 

predicate and the subject, Hegel is driven to justify the existing empirical 

conditions and does not give dialectic, which by its nature is critical, its due: 

 

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 abomination to the bourgeoisie 

and its doctrinaire spokesmen, because it includes in its positive 

understanding 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.
90

  

 

These well-known words owe their being to Marx‘s critique of Hegel‘s 

Philosophy of Right, and it is especially in this very critique that one should trace 

Marx‘s relation to Hegel. We need now to understand the meaning of the above-

mentioned inversion and how it brings about the glorification of what exists.   

In order to try to show the relationship of the state with family and civil 

society, and the state as their immanent end, Hegel says the following: 
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The actual Idea is spirit, which, sundering itself into the two ideal 

spheres of its concept, family and civil society, enters into its 

finitude, but it does so in order to emerge from its ideality as 

infinite actual spirit for itself. It is therefore to these ideal spheres 

that the actual Idea allocates the material of this its finite actuality, 

viz. individuals as a mass, in such a way that in any individual case 

this allocation appears as mediated by circumstances, the 

individual‘s arbitrary will and his personal choice of vocation.
91

 

 

According to the paragraph ‗Idea‘ is, on the one hand, conceived as a subject, or 

the subject as such, as if it acted according to its own principle and had a certain 

aim. On the other hand, however, family and civil society are regarded as ‗ideal‘ 

moments. Idea assumes a finite existence in individuals in order to make itself 

infinite, and what mediates this act of Idea is ―circumstances, the individual‘s 

arbitrary will and his personal choice of vocation‖. According to Marx, it is clear 

that in this passage, no matter what Hegel himself aims, Idea is subject itself, 

whereas circumstances, arbitrary wills and individual choices, which are decisive 

in reality, are reduced to the appearance of Idea. Accordingly, the real world 

submits to a law which belongs to a being different from it. However, since Idea 

has no content which is other than this real world, it needs the real world for its 

development. Therefore, Idea becomes subject, while real subjects are made into 

its moments. It is thus on the condition that they function as the moments of Idea 

and are determinations belonging to Idea that they have a rationality. At this point, 

Marx argues that Hegel‘s philosophy of the state is very far away from being 

critical since he makes the empirical facts, which he reduces to appearance, the 

determinations of Idea. In other words, by reducing the empirical facts to the 

appearance of Idea, Hegel, without being critical, ascribes rationality to them. In 

this context, according to Marx, Hegel‘s approach does not differ from any other 

study in terms of content since it takes the same content as its object; the 

difference lies in the way of phrasing and thinking since Hegel presents this 
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content as the appearance of Idea.
92

 However, for Marx, this formal difference 

gives an end to being critical and amounts to accept the things as they are: 

 

Thus empirical actuality is admitted just as it is and is also said to 

be rational; but not rational because of its own reason, but because 

the empirical fact in its empirical existence has a significance 

which is other than it itself. The fact, which the starting point, is 

not conceived to be such but rather to be the mystical result. The 

actual becomes phenomenon, but Idea has no other content than 

this phenomenon.
93

  

 

It is important to note that although Marx‘s point is to show the contingency of 

the emergence of the state he does not remain on the level of mere contingency; 

for him, every historical fact has its own logic and philosopher‘s role is to follow 

her subject-matter in its inner logic. Therefore, rationality only emerges from the 

logic specific to a certain fact; and it cannot be conceived as separate from and 

beyond the fact. However, in Hegel‘s case, according to Marx, rationality appears 

as Idea which is different from the fact itself.  

Hegel regards the political state as an organism which has various powers 

–a point, which wins Marx‘s approval. But for Marx, even here, Hegel inverts the 

predicate and the subject. From his point of view, the determination of being 

organic is considered as the subject, whereas the various powers of the state 

appear as the predicates of this determination. Furthermore, since Idea is made the 

subject, the political constitution, which means the organism of the state, appears 

to be a result of Idea‘s development in the state; ―it is a question not of political 

idea, but rather of the abstract Idea in the political element.‖
94

 Since Hegel takes 

Idea as the starting point and reduces the actual subjects into mere determinations 

of Idea, he only looks for particular determinations which correspond to abstract 

                                                 
92

 Critique of Hegel‟s „Philosophy of Right‟, p. 8. 

93
 Ibid., p. 9. 

94
 Ibid., p. 12. 



40 

 

determinations. Here, Marx draws attention to two important points which is 

closely related to each other. First, the predicate becomes the subject; to speak in 

more concrete terms, a universal determination becomes an actual subject. 

Second, since a universal determination is made into an actual subject the role of 

the philosopher becomes to show this determination in every fact. To this aim, 

Hegel departs from abstract Idea and tries to follow the trace of Idea in every 

empirical fact and find the determinations which correspond to Idea itself. And 

instead of considering the fact in and for itself and letting himself to move with 

the self-development of the fact itself, Hegel starts from Idea to which he gives an 

independent being and, without the concern to be critical, attempts to discover it 

in every empirical fact:  

 

He does not develop his thought out of what is objective aus dem 

Gegenstand, but what is objective in accordance with a ready-

made thought which has its origin in the abstract sphere of logic. It 

is not a question of developing the determinate idea of the political 

constitution, but of giving the political constitution a relation to the 

abstract Idea, of classifying it as a member of its (the Idea‘s) life 

history. This is an obvious mystification.
95

  

 

According to Marx‘s interpretation, Hegel‘s aim is not to expose the logic of the 

political state, but to apply his own logic to the political state. In this sense, what 

is before us in Philosophy of Right is nothing other than an application of Hegel‘s 

Logic to right. For this reason, it is not ―the logic of fact but the fact of logic‖
96

 

which constitutes Hegel‘s main concern.  

Posing this general critique of Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right, Marx passes to 

a more detailed critique with regard to some specific points of Hegel‘s 

presentation of the state. His critique is an immanent one; as Shlomo Avineri puts, 
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it takes Hegel‘s concepts and premises as given and accepts them.
97

 But then, it 

shows that he arrived at the conclusions contrary to ones he desired and asserted 

in the beginning. At this point, we must refer to Hegel‘s Phenomenology since 

Marx‘s critique calls to mind the procedure of Phenomenology, according to 

which every form of consciousness is called to review its assertion concerning 

truth: let consciousness test itself. For instance, by testing its own assertions, 

sensuous consciousness which is said to be the source of the richest knowledge is 

compelled to accept to be the poorest one since the only thing it knows is nothing 

other than simple ‗here‘ and ‗now‘, which are themselves universal.
98

 In a similar 

way, Marx‘s critique also accepts Hegel‘s assertions and then lets it test its own 

assertions; it exposes the opposition between Hegel‘s assertions in the beginning 

and the conclusions he really arrived at.
99

 It must be noted, however, that, for 

Marx, such an opposition is not only an inexcusable defect of Hegel‘s Philosophy 

of Right; on the contrary, it faithfully depicts the existing state of affairs in many 

respects. Hegel‘s ‗State‘ belongs, above all, to a world which is itself inverted; it 

is true that Hegel inverts the subject-predicate relation, but this relation is already 

inverted in the real world. ―Hegel‘s model is the true description of a false 

reality.‖
100

 Therefore, Marx‘s critique of Hegel also targets the existing 

conditions. And the main reason of Marx‘s attack on Hegel is that, despite his 

claim to reveal the idea of state, Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right actually reflects the 

modern state, and presents it as rational:  
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Hegel is not to be blamed for depicting the nature of the modern 

state as it is, but rather for presenting what is as the essence of the 

state. The claim that the rational is actual is contradicted precisely 

by an irrational actuality, which everywhere is the contrary of what 

it asserts and asserts the contrary of what it is.
101

  

 

Now we will analyze three important points Marx‘s critique directly attacks: the 

determination of monarch, the role of estates of civil society in the powers of 

execution and legislation, and the status of the agricultural estate. The first point is 

related to the inversion of subject-predicate and the arbitrary character of Hegel‘s 

argument; the second indicates Hegel‘s attempt to include certain elements and 

features of the medieval political structure into the modern political state; and the 

third reveals the essence of the state as an instrument of private property. As a 

whole, Marx‘s critique tries to show Hegel‘s uncritical attitude, which takes the 

modern constitutional monarchy as the idea of the state, and asserts that what 

prevails in Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right is contingency, arbitrariness and 

naturalness rather than rationality, necessity and freedom.  

 

 

2.3.2. The Monarch 

 

According to Hegel, the state is an organic unity and consists of various powers 

which are organically connected. Within the state, these powers appear mere ideal 

moments; they have a meaning only as a part of the unity of the state. And this 

unity constitutes the sovereignty of the state, which can only exist as ―subjectivity 

certain of itself‖. 
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The sovereignty of the state is embodied in the monarch, which is the 

moment of final decision. And the monarch, which Hegel represents as immediate 

singularity has a natural determination: it is determined by birth.
102

  

Hegel is aware of the fact that to see the sovereignty of the state in a 

specific individual who is determined by his birth would degenerate the monarch 

into the moment of absolute arbitrariness. And against this, he says that in an 

organic state, the monarch will have only a formal role and be completely 

dependent on his advisors.
103

 But this provision of Hegel is not sufficiently strong 

to prevent Marx from criticizing him.   

Running into a contradiction with himself, according to Marx, Hegel 

delivers the state to the arbitrariness of the monarch since he makes the monarch 

the moment of arbitrariness, arguing that sovereignty is ―ungrounded self-

determination in which finality of decision is rooted‖, despite his own conception 

of the constitution that the monarch cannot locate himself above the constitution 

and violate it. Furthermore, Hegel leaves the appointment of ministers to the 

monarch‘s ―unrestricted arbitrary will.‖
104

 At this point, Marx accuses Hegel of 

giving a rational spectacle to the present situation: 

  

Hegel makes all the attributes of the contemporary European 

constitutional monarch into absolute self-determinations of the 

will. He does not say the will of the monarch is the final decision, 

but rather the final decision of the will is the monarch. The first 

statement is empirical, the second twists the empirical fact into a 

metaphysical axiom. Hegel joins together the two subjects, 

sovereignty as subjectivity sure of itself and sovereignty as 

ungrounded self-determination of the will, as the individual will, in 

order to construct out of that the Idea as ‗one individual‘.
105
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Alongside this criticism concerning the arbitrariness of the monarch, Marx directs 

another one with regard to the monarch: the inversion of the subject and the 

predicate. According to this criticism, Hegel gives sovereignty an independent 

being and thus objectifies it; but then he makes it subjectified in a single person. 

Therefore, the monarch appears as the ―personified sovereignty‖.
106

 In the final 

analysis, by identifying sovereignty with a specific individual, Hegel excludes all 

other individuals from the state.  

According to Marx, Hegel‘s argument concerning the monarch is defective 

and arbitrary because he first asserts that individuality exists only in the 

individual, and then, in accordance with this determination, he says that the 

sovereignty of the state is embodied only in ‗one‘ individual. For Marx, however, 

if Hegel started from the real subjects, real individuals who make the state, and 

conceived the sovereignty as the ―objectified spirit‖
107

 of these individuals he 

would not call an irrational fact, which really exists in the modern world, as 

rational. But, in order to see the existence of the monarch as rational, he even 

reduces personality to a single person. Against this, Marx says the following: 

 

It is obvious that personality and subjectivity, being only predicates 

of the person and the subject, exist only as person and subject; and 

indeed that the person is one. But Hegel needed to go further, for 

clearly the one has truth only as many one‘s. The predicate, the 

essence, never exhausts the spheres of its existence in a single one 

but in many one‘s.
108 

 

Attacking Hegel‘s argumentation, Marx opposes ‗democracy‘ to Hegel‘s 

constitutional monarchy; against the point of view which limits the sovereignty of 

the state only to one person and excludes all other persons from the state, Marx 

makes democracy a current issue. On this point, Marx again accepts Hegel‘s 
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premise that the sovereignty of the state constitutes its individuality, but, contrary 

to Hegel who wants to reduce the individuality of the state only to one individual, 

i.e., to the monarch, he asserts that individuality can exist only as many 

individuals and it is exactly these many individuals or, to put it more exactly, 

people, that constitutes the state. In Marx‘s view, Hegel first objectifies the state 

as separate from people who actually constitutes it, and then subjectifies it in the 

person of the monarch. From the viewpoint of Marx, however, the state is nothing 

other than a self-expression of people and thus the political constitution belongs to 

people itself, not vice versa. In this sense, democracy is the political constitution 

as such: it is not a form of political constitution. Against Hegel who rules the 

alternative of democracy out
109

, Marx says the following: 

 

Hegel proceeds from the state and makes man into the subjectified 

state; democracy starts with man and makes the state objectified 

man. Just as it is not religion that creates man but man who creates 

religion, so it is not the constitution that creates people but the 

people which creates the constitution.
110

  

 

Marx‘s implication is clear: because of Hegel‘s inversion of the relationship of 

subject-predicate, the political result of Philosophy of Right is the justification of 

the modern constitutional monarchy; however, if Hegel did not make the activities 

of people into mere appearance and see only the activity of Idea in them he would 

arrive at the opposite result: the negation of the state in its modern form and even 

the state as such. As we indicated above, Marx thinks that both Hegel and the real 

world itself inverts the subject and the predicate, and Hegel‘s philosophy of the 

state reflects this inverted reality, according to which man is made into a mere 
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predicate of the state which is nothing other than the objectification of human. 

Therefore, the critique of Hegel, for Marx, means the critique of reality which is 

itself irrational. And Marx‘s critique which takes real individuals as its premise 

culminates in the denial of the constitutional monarchy in favor of democracy. 

And it must be remarked that Marx‘s conception of democracy suggests, as he 

himself points out, a society in which the universal and the particular coincides, 

and the political state seems to vanish.
111

 

The last critique of Marx concerning Hegel‘s conception of the monarch is 

related to the determination of the monarch by his birth. This determination is 

presented by Hegel as the ―transition from the concept of the pure self-

determination into the immediacy of being‖.
112

 The fact that Hegel accepts the 

given concept of the monarch and even attempts to ground it from his logic has 

actually no significance for Marx; to tell the truth, there is no need to criticize it. 

But this point reveals the fact that, despite all his claims for rationality, what 

prevails in Hegel‘s rational state is nothing other than natural determination and 

nature itself.  

Hegel tries to justify the position of the monarch in order to preclude any 

arbitrariness in the state but what he presents is, for Marx, the very arbitrariness of 

the monarch: the monarch acts in accordance with his particular will, and what 

determines a person as the monarch becomes not rationality, but nature. ―Thus at 

the highest point of the state bare Physis rather than reason would be the 

determining factor.‖
113

 As a result, 
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instead of the state being brought forth, therefore, as the ultimate 

reality of the person, as the ultimate social reality of man, a single 

empirical man, an empirical person, is brought forth as the ultimate 

actuality of the state. This inversion of subject into object and 

object into subject … necessarily has as its result that an 

empirical existent is taken in an uncritical manner to be the real 

truth of the Idea, because it is not a question of bringing empirical 

existence to its truth but of bringing the truth to empirical 

existence, and thereupon the obvious is developed as a real 

moment of the Idea.
114

 

 

 

2.3.3. The Executive Power 

 

Hegel‘s entire theory of the state depends on a fundamental fact which is a 

characteristic feature of modern society: the separation of the state from the civil 

society. The state represents the universal end, whereas civil society is the realm 

of particular interests in which everyone exclusively pursues her own end and 

regards others as mere means for its attainment. Since Hegel gives ‗the right of 

subjectivity‘, which consists in individuals‘ leading a free life in civil society, a 

considerable significance in his Philosophy of Right, he never thinks to suppress 

civil society and to let it be directly determined by the state. Hegel is, however, 

fully aware of the fact that civil society is burdened with contradictions which it is 

not capable of solving by itself. For civil society is, above all, the realm of bellum 

omnium contra omnes and necessarily brings about the concentration of wealth in 

a few hands, despite the fact that it provides, to a certain extent, a condition in 

which one‘s interests depend on others‘ welfare. Therefore, according to Hegel, 

the particular interests of civil society should be subjected to the universal end of 

the state, without violating the right of subjectivity. Hegel aims at providing the 

unity of the universal and the particular and precluding the conflict of the interests 

of civil society with the universal end of the state; and it is in these terms that he 

discusses the powers of execution and legislation. And it must be stressed that 
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Hegel derives the organs of execution and legislation primarily from the estates of 

civil society. 

For Hegel, public officers, who constitute the executive power and are 

responsible for carrying out the decisions approved by the monarch, pursue the 

universal end of the state, and it is exactly this universal end that constitutes their 

particular end. In other words, the universal and the particular, to a certain extent, 

coincide in the lives of civil servants. For this reason, Hegel calls them ‗the 

universal estate‘.
115

  

Hegel thinks the estate of civil servants as the mediating element between 

the state and civil society; it is represented as a remedy for the conflict of interests 

of civil society and the state. This estate is directly in contact with the monarch 

and tries to attach the interests of corporations in civil society to the universal end 

of the state. To the danger of degeneration of the universal estate, Hegel proposes 

a control from above, by monarch, and from below, by the corporations.  

As to the determination of the estate of civil servants, although knowledge 

and ability are decisive for the affairs of the state, it is nevertheless to the monarch 

that the final decision in the appointment of civil servants belongs. Furthermore, 

in return for their service, they are paid a salary so as to ensure the satisfactions of 

their particular needs. And finally, the right to become a member of this estate is 

kept open to all members of civil society.  

Arguing that the executive power presented by Hegel is nothing other than 

the domination of public officers, or of bureaucracy, Marx opposes Hegel‘s 

attempt to identify the bureaucracy in the state with the corporations in civil 

society. For Marx, Hegel departs from the opposition between the state and civil 

society and sees it as an opposition which requires to be overcome, but he leaves 

it unresolved. He bases the mediating role of the estate of civil servants upon 
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similar features, which the bureaucracy representing the interests of the state and 

the corporations representing the interests of the members of civil society 

commonly share: members of both are elected; transition from one estate to the 

other is recognized; and they lead a particular life and take a salary.  

According to Marx, what Hegel presents is nothing other than an 

accommodation between the bureaucracy and the corporations. Hegel thus lets 

corporations survive in the modern state and, in fact, makes it the presupposition 

of the bureaucracy. He presents the universal estate as one in which the universal 

and the particular combine; but it is actually an estate which makes its own end 

into the end of the state. Accordingly, ―the corporation is civil society‘s attempt to 

become state; but the bureaucracy is the state which has really made itself into 

civil society.‖
116

  

In order to give an end to the opposition between the universal end and the 

particular end, for Marx, it is necessary to bring about a real change in the real 

world; in short, the universal end must be the particular end, and vice versa.
117

 In 

Hegel‘s presentation, however, the opposition between them continues to exist, 

and it is even consolidated due to the introduction of the bureaucracy and the 

corporations: 

 

According to him Hegel these executive office holders, the 

executive civil servants are in reality the true representation of the 

state, not ‗of‘ but ‗against‘ civil society. The opposition between 

state and civil society is thus fixed; the state does not reside within 

but outside of civil society; it affects civil society merely through 

office holders to whom is entrusted the management of the state 

within this sphere. The opposition is not overcome by means of 

these office holders but has become a legal end fixed opposition. 

The state becomes something alien to the nature of civil society; it 

becomes this nature‘s otherworldly realm of deputies which makes 

claims against civil society.
118
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As a result, Marx argues against Hegel that the mediation of bureaucracy does not 

provide a harmony between universal and particular interests, on the contrary 

intensifies the opposition between them. Therefore, according to Marx, it is 

necessary to establish not a formal but real identification of particular and 

universal interests, and thus to abolish bureaucracy itself.
119

 

 

 

2.3.4. The Legislative Power 

 

Discussing the legislation, Hegel again considers the separation of the state from 

civil society and the unity of the universal interests and the particular interests, 

which the executive power is not capable of providing by itself. By the power of 

legislation, the participation of the members of civil society in the state is 

rendered possible.  

The legislative power consists of three elements: the monarch, the 

government and the assemblies of the estates, but the characteristic feature of 

legislation is that it includes the assemblies of the estates. Hegel thinks of 

assemblies as mediating between the government and the civil society. The 

government was represented as the mediating element between the state in the 

person of the monarch and the members of civil society, now Hegel argues that 

there must be a mediator, too, between the government and the civil society, 

which will represent the particular interests of civil society. 

When Hegel discusses assemblies in the legislative power, he departs from 

an important fact he insistently stresses: in an organic state, every individual must 

be connected to the whole. The members of the state do not constitute a formless 

mass; on the contrary, in civil society there are estates to which individuals 
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belong. As we have previously noted, for Hegel, civil society mainly consists of 

three estates: the universal estate, the agricultural estate, and the business estate. 

The first takes part in the executive power, and the agricultural and the business 

estates are represented in the legislative power through assemblies. Hegel thus 

wants to make use of the estate distinction in civil society in his discussion on the 

legislative power and gives it a political meaning. He puts it as follows:  

 

In the Estates, as an element in the legislative power, the private 

estate [Privatstand] acquires its political significance and efficacy; 

it appears, therefore, in the Estates neither as a mere 

undifferentiated multitude nor as an aggregate dispersed into its 

atoms, but as what it already is, namely as divided into two, one 

part [the agricultural estate] being based on the substantial 

relationship, and the other part [the business estate] on particular 

needs and the work whereby these are met. It is only in this way 

that there is a genuine link between the particular which is 

effective in the state and the universal.
120

 

 

According to Marx, Hegel departs from the separation of the state from civil 

society and conceives the opposition between the universal end of the state and 

the particular end of civil society; the state constitutes the public sphere, and civil 

society the private sphere. However, he also sees the estate distinction of civil 

society as a political distinction and lets the private sphere gain a political 

meaning. Although the members of civil society exclusively pursue their own 

particular interests and, qua a member of civil society, have nothing to do with the 

political sphere, Hegel tries to derive assemblies from the estates of civil society 

and makes a distinction in civil society into a political distinction. But, for Marx, 

if Hegel adhered to his own premises he needed to follow the opposite path: the 

private persons of civil society can politically act only insofar as they denied their 

identity as a member of civil society because it is exactly civil society, i.e., the 

private sphere, that makes individuals private persons and removes them from the 

political sphere.  
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In the Estates the universal becomes actually, explicitly [für sich] 

what it is implicitly [an sich], namely, opposition to the particular. 

The citizen must renounce his class, civil society, the unofficial 

class, in order to achieve political significance and efficacy; for it 

is precisely this class which stands between the individual and the 

political state.
121

 

 

On the purpose of deriving assemblies from the estates of civil society, Hegel 

thus, for Marx, invalidates the distinction between the state and civil society, 

which he at the beginning posed, and sees civil society as identical with the 

political society. He does not want to leave the members of civil society as 

isolated atoms, but, for Marx, civil society is itself atomistic, and it is possible to 

speak about the ‗communality‘ of individuals only insofar as ―the political state is 

an abstraction of civil society.‖
122

 

Marx‘s point is that the abstraction of the state is a result of history, and in 

this sense it is a real abstraction
123

; in other words, contrary to the medieval age, 

in which civil estates were directly identical with political estates, in the modern 

times the estates of civil society have no political meaning; they are exclusively 

related to the private sphere. The main reason for this change perfected by the 

French Revolution is that civil society is a realm of contingency, as Hegel would 

also accept it, and does not allow any stable position with regard to individuals 

belonging to an estate:  

 

The present social class already manifests a distinction from the 

former class of civil society by the fact that it does not, as was 

formerly the case, regard the individual as a communal individual, 

as a communal being [ein Gemeinwesen]; rather, it is partly 
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chance, partly labor, etc., of the individual which determines 

whether he remains in his class or not, a class which is, further, 

only an external determination of this individual; for he neither 

inheres in his work nor does the class relate to him as an objective 

communal being organized according to firm laws and related 

firmly to him. Moreover, he stands in no actual relation to his 

substantial activity, to his actual class.
124

 

 

Therefore, for Marx, the members of civil society feel themselves as human only 

by being a citizen of the state, according to which they are defined not by their 

particularity but by their universal determination as human, whereas an estate 

confines the individual to her particular character, removes her from her universal 

determination and ―makes him an animal whose being coincides immediately with 

its determinate character.‖
125

 For this reason, to introduce the estates of civil 

society to the political state as they are and to give them a political significance in 

the assemblies are, for Marx, nothing other than to bring the medieval political 

structure to the modern state. Hegel, on the one hand, accepts the separation of the 

state from civil society and, on the other hand, wants to see the estates of civil 

society as political assemblies; he thus uncritically and in a mystical way 

interprets ―an old world view in terms of a new one.‖
126

 

Although Hegel regards the estates of assemblies as the mediating element 

between the executive power and civil society, he is aware of the fact that in the 

assemblies themselves may arise a ―possibility of hostile opposition‖
127

 since 

these assemblies of the estates primarily pursue their particular interests. And they 

may enter into a conflict with the universal interests of the state, even though they 

appear as the representatives of the executive power in civil society. Hegel tries to 

preclude this possibility of opposition by introducing another mediating element. 
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To this aim, he ascribes a considerable significance to one of the estates of civil 

society, i.e., to the agricultural estate, whose principle is family life and 

landowning, and conceives it as having similar features with the monarch: this 

estate is determined by natural birth, not by election, for attending to the 

assemblies. For its subsistence depends on the possession of land, it is free from 

the contingency of civil society and the wealth of the state. Furthermore, the 

members of the agricultural estate are devoid of freely using their possession; 

through primogeniture, it necessarily passes to the eldest son. Because of these 

features of this estate, Hegel gives a special importance to it so as to preclude a 

likely opposition between the monarch and the assemblies of the estates.  

Against Hegel‘s attempt to supersede the opposition by a mediation 

element, Marx says that the opposition Hegel remarks arises in the very 

institutions which are thought as mediating the universal and the particular. 

According to Marx, this opposition is a real one which cannot be abolished in 

thought; it is ―the self-contradiction of the abstract political state‖. Despite this 

fact, Hegel reduces this opposition to an appearance, and sees it as ―a unity in 

essence‖: he abolishes all opposition by finding mediations. For Marx, however, it 

is ―an essential contradiction‖
128

 which can be abolished only in practice:  

 

It is remarkable that Hegel, who reduces this absurdity of 

mediation to its abstract logical, and hence pure and irreducible, 

expression, calls it at the same time the speculative mystery of 

logic, the rational relationship, the rational syllogism. Actual 

extremes cannot be mediated with each other precisely because 

they are actual extremes. But neither are they in need of mediation, 

because they are opposed in essence. They have nothing common 

with one another; they neither need nor complement one another.
129

  

 

Furthermore, with regard to the specific role of the agricultural estate Hegel 

bestows in the legislative power, Marx thinks that the status of this estate reveals 
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the secret of the modern political estate since it explicitly absolutizes private 

property in the modern state despite the fact that it constitutes the highest 

mediation in the political constitution.  

First of all, Hegel tries to solve the opposition between the monarch and 

the estates by proposing a double assembly. One is determined only by birth, and 

the other consists of representatives elected by corporations. And the danger 

posed by civil society or, to put it more correctly, the business estate is eliminated 

by the agricultural estate because of its certain features which the other estates, the 

universal estate and the business estate, do not have. The most important feature 

of this estate is that it is independent both from the wealth of the state and the 

contingency of civil society since what is valid in this estate is primogeniture so 

that it plays its political role. According to Marx, however, Hegel does nothing 

other than to transform citizens into private persons because the members of civil 

society do not take part in the legislative power as citizens, but according to the 

estate they belong to; the distinction of estates transforms into a political 

distinction in the legislative power. And he also establishes a relationship between 

having an independent property and citizenship.
130

  

Furthermore, Hegel says that the basis of the agricultural estate is the 

natural family life, but this estate is devoid of the right of freely using its property; 

it is necessary to leave it to the eldest son. For Marx, this estate has thus nothing 

to do with the family life because what constitutes the principle of family life is 

love, as Hegel presents it,
131

 but in this estate the case is exactly the opposite; love 

is neglected because of primogeniture.
132

 Together with this, Hegel also enters 

into a contradiction with himself because in the chapter on ―Abstract Right‖ he 

argues that the person has an absolute right over the object she appropriates so 
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that she can freely use and alienate it.
133

 However, in the agricultural estate the 

property gains an autonomous being before its proprietor; ―the subject is the thing 

and the predicate is man. The will becomes the property of property.‖
134

 Inverting 

the relationship of the subject and the predicate, Hegel thus both poses two 

different rights and reveals the inverted character of the real world: 

 

While Hegel here perceives in private rights the alienability and 

dependence of private property on a common will as its true 

idealism, in state rights, on the other hand, he praises the imaginary 

nobility of independent property as opposed to the uncertainty of 

business, the quest for profit, any sort of fluctuation in possessions, 

and dependence on the state‘s capital. What kind of state is this 

that cannot even tolerate the idealism of private rights? And what 

kind of philosophy of right is this in which the independence of 

private property has diverse meanings in the spheres of private and 

state rights?
135

 

 

As a result, Marx thinks that Hegel does not consider the object of investigation in 

and for itself and take other elements into account than those required for an 

objective investigation of the state. And, from the viewpoint of Marx, it is obvious 

especially from his discussion concerning the determination of the monarch, 

corporations, the introduction of the estates as elements constituting assemblies 

into the state, and the exclusive role of the agricultural estate in the state that 

Hegel on the one hand wants to include ―an old world view‖ in his theory of the 

modern state and on the other hand does not remain devoted to his own 

formulations. And contrary to what is asserted at the outset, i.e., the claim to 

present the state as inherently rational, Hegel arrives at the opposite conclusions 

in which contingency, nature and necessity prevail. Therefore, it is true that Hegel 

really attempts ―to recognize reason as the rose in the cross of the present‖, but, 
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according to Marx, reason was really crucified both in Hegel and the present state 

itself. For him, therefore, to transcend Hegel‘s philosophy means at the same time 

the transcendence of the modern state itself. ―Since Hegel‘s political philosophy 

set the seal of approval upon a reality basically defective and distorted, Hegelian 

philosophy cannot be reformed without reforming reality itself.‖
136

  

We have just tried to outline Marx‘s critique of Hegel‘s philosophy of the 

state. And it is clear from our exposition that this critique deserves to be given a 

considerable and even decisive place in Marx‘s critique of Hegel in general since 

it is his first critique of Hegel and his later critique of Hegel mainly depends on 

his conviction, as formulated in this work, that Hegel conceives Idea as an 

independent subject of which the real world is merely an appearance and, as a 

corollary of this hypostatization of Idea, justifies the existing state of affairs.  

 

 

2.4. An Overview 

 

It is clear that Marx‘s critique of Hegel‘s philosophy of the state has a special 

place in Marx‘s relation to Hegel in general since it is above all Marx‘s first 

critique of Hegel and his later critique reflects more or less its general tendency. 

And for all his critique of Hegel‘s philosophy of the state, Marx also tends to 

make use of Hegel‘s dialectic. 

Hegel envisages a harmony between universal and particular ends in the 

Sittlichkeit, which gains its real significance in the modern world. Although this 

harmony is not entirely actualized, Hegel thinks that, according to its concept, in 

the modern world the conditions for the actualization of objective freedom have 

already emerged. On the one hand, civil society as a product of the modern world 

enables the right of subjectivity to develop, and, on the other hand, the modern 

state has arisen as the unity of the moments of the concept: universality, 
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particularity, and individuality. According to Hegel, thanks to the division of 

powers, the modern state can provide a harmony between the universal and 

particular interests, if it is organized as a whole. He therefore considers the 

mediations which would be employed for the concrete freedom and also would 

guarantee for the right of subjectivity not to be suppressed. And the state as 

presented in Philosophy of Right is, for Hegel, thus not the description of any 

empirical state but the idea of the state itself.  

However, as we will later see, Hegel is aware of the fact that civil society, 

though it renders the development of subjectivity possible, brings about a series of 

problems such as poverty, crises arising from overproduction, a great chasm 

between poverty and wealth, colonization, wars, etc. For this reason, he designates 

the various organs of the state as mediations which would prevent both the 

suppression of subjectivity and the domination of civil society over the state. 

According to him, every part of the state should be organically connected so that 

there is no place both for the atomism of individuals and the direct identification 

of particular and universal interests, which would, in turn, causes the extinction of 

individual freedom rather than its flourishing. Therefore, it is clear that Hegel‘s 

philosophy of the state includes a series of solutions to these problems which may 

emerge. However, it is equally clear that Hegel‘s solutions are not in their essence 

revolutionary but reformist. This has mainly two reasons: first, Hegel regards the 

modern world as a decisive moment in the historical development of human and 

thus in the advancement of human freedom and gives a great importance to its 

achievements; and secondly, he experienced the results of French Revolution and 

for this reason avoids offering a radical solution to the problems of the modern 

world and imposing an ideal to reality. 

Marx thinks that Hegel really conceives the nature of the modern state but 

he is devoid of a critical attitude toward the modern state. He argues that Hegel‘s 

attempts to bring a harmony to the universal and particular interests do not solve 

the contradictions of the modern state and, in this sense, his solutions are only 

imaginary, leaving contradictions in reality as they are. According to Marx, both 
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Hegel‘s philosophy of the state and the modern state itself do not succeed in 

bringing a harmony between the universal and particular interests and do not 

overcome the separation between the citizen as a member of the state and the 

bourgeois as a member of civil society, between ‗political human‘ and ‗private 

human‘: individuals continue to live in two different realms. Marx thus sees the 

abolition of this separation in democracy, not yet in communism. 

In the following chapters, we will see the development of Marx‘s thought, 

but the point we want to emphasize here is the implication of Marx‘s critique of 

Hegel: it is through a critique of Hegel‘s philosophy that Marx appropriates the 

essential features of Hegel‘s dialectic. In other words, it is by the mediation of a 

negative attitude towards Hegel‘s thought that Marx comes to embrace the 

fundamental aspects of Hegel‘s dialectic. Therefore, by criticizing Hegel‘s 

philosophy of the state, Marx first adopts the organicist viewpoint which is an 

indispensable aspect of Hegel‘s dialectic.
137

 Secondly, he devotes himself to the 

activity of critique which is a distinctive feature of the entire German idealism 

which has its roots in Kant‘s critical philosophy and culminates in Hegel‘s attempt 

to develop a dialectical logic without any presupposition. Lastly, in his critique of 

Hegel‘s philosophy of the state Marx gives a clue for his method which would be 

employed in Grundrisse and Capital, according to which the object of 

investigation should not be presupposed but must be shown as a result
138

 –a point 

which is an integral part of Hegel‘s dialectic. Consequently, by criticizing Hegel‘s 

philosophy of the state, Marx increasingly enters into a more intimate relation 

with Hegel‘s dialectic and becomes more preoccupied with the problems posed by 

his Philosophy of Right. 
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CHAPTER III 

 

 

WORLDLY DIALECTIC 

 

 

 

Marx only criticized the part of ―the state‖ in Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right, and in 

this critique he said that he would also consider Hegel‘s view of ‗civil society‘
139

  

–which is the realm of economic interests. However, he did not realize this 

project
140

, but it is clear from his critique of Hegel‘s philosophy of the state that 

Marx would direct his attention to civil society. 1844 Manuscripts is a product of 

Marx‘s attempt to conceive civil society in its entirety and to study on the works 

of political economists. It is a double critique, as in the case with his critique of 

Hegel‘s philosophy of the state in which he criticizes both Hegel and the modern 

state: Marx, on the one hand, follows the arguments of political economists and 

subjects them a critique; and he, on the other hand, analyses the modern capitalist 

relations of production and asserts that the world of private property which is 

based on the fact of estranged labor brings about the inhuman condition of 

humans and thus must be replaced by communism. Just as the state which is 

nothing other than an objectification of human governs humans and makes them 

its predicates, so the world of private property, which is nothing other than a 

creation of human, an indication of human‘s power over nature, too, stands as an 

autonomous, external and alien being over against humans. Therefore, both are 
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inverted
141

, and having criticized Hegel‘s philosophy of the state, Marx passes to 

criticizing political economists because they are uncritical about the modern 

society, just as Hegel is vis-à-vis the modern state.  

It is not thus surprising to see a critique of Hegel to be included in 1844 

Manuscripts too. Marx attempts, in this work, to develop a critique of Hegel as a 

whole, primarily focusing on his Phenomenology of Spirit, and establishes a 

common point between him and political economy. Therefore, 1844 Manuscripts 

constitutes a decisive place both in the development of Marx‘s thought and his 

relation to Hegel since political economy and Hegel‘s dialectic are topics Marx 

never stops dealing with throughout his life, and it is in this work that he brings 

both a critique of political economy and a critique of Hegel together. This point is 

more important when we consider the fact that Marx cannot help mentioning 

Hegel‘s name and entering a discussion with Hegel while criticizing political 

economy, as is the case with, for example, Grundrisse and Capital.  

In this chapter, we will consider Marx‘s critique of Hegel‘s dialectic in 

1844 Manuscripts in detail and see it to be a consistent continuation of Marx‘s 

first critique of Hegel. However, this work also attests to the fact that Marx‘s aim 

is not only to criticize, but also to make use of Hegel‘s dialectic. His critique of 

Hegel‘s philosophy of the state is not also devoid of such a concern, but 1844 

Manuscripts allows us to see Marx‘s critical appropriation of Hegel more clearly. 

We also aim to trace which points Marx appropriates in Hegel‘s dialectic and 

paying attention to Marx‘s attempt to determine his own position by criticizing 

Hegel‘s dialectic. Marx‘s critical appropriation of Hegel‘s dialectic in his 1844 

Manuscripts makes clear that his main aim is to deal with worldly problems and to 

find worldly solutions to these problems. An essential aspect of Marx‘s dialectic 

therefore its being worldly –a point Marx clearly remarks in his On the Jewish 

Question:  
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We do not convert secular questions into theological ones. We 

convert theological questions into secular questions. History has 

long enough been resolved into superstition, but now we can 

resolve superstition into history.
142

 

 

However, before directly focusing on Marx‘s critique of Hegel, as expressed in 

1844 Manuscripts, we need to briefly touch on his critique of political economy 

since he thinks that both political economy and Hegel share the same standpoint 

and his concern with Hegel lies not in, for instance, criticizing religion and on this 

basis developing an ‗anthropology‘ in its exact sense of the term, as does 

Feuerbach, but in criticizing political economy and thereby arriving at the 

negation of its condition of existence.  

 

 

3.1. Marx’s Critique of Political Economy or Its Self-criticism 

 

In 1844 Manuscripts, Marx attempts to analyze the realm of economic interests, 

i.e., civil society, and to show its essential contradiction. However, he wants to do 

this by subjecting political economy to criticism and exposing its contradictions. 

The critique which Marx undertakes against political economy is not an external 

one, but from within: he accepts the premises of political economists, follows 

their steps in the analysis of capitalist relations of production and calls them to see 

the contradiction between their premises and the conclusion they arrive. In this 

sense, Marx again follows the procedure of Hegel‘s Phenomenology: he lets 

political economy test itself. 

The greatest contradiction of modern political economy shows itself in the 

fact that it takes labor as the source of wealth, but it is exactly labor itself which, 

in the very relations of production modern political economists depict, finds itself 
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in the most miserable situation. Marx‘s attempt is to make visible this point by 

following the arguments of modern political economy and to show that private 

property taken by political economy as given has as its presupposition estranged 

labor. 

 

He political economist tells us that originally and in theory the 

whole produce of labor belongs to the worker. But at the same time 

he tells us that in actual fact what the worker gets is the smallest 

and utterly indispensable part of the product–as much, only, as is 

necessary, for his existence, not as a man but as a worker, and for 

the propagation, not of humanity but of the slave-class of 

workers.
143

 

 

Political economy takes the separation among capital, landed property and labor 

as given; accordingly, society consists of mainly three classes –capitalists, landed 

proprietors and workers– each of which takes its share from the wealth of society 

respectively as profit, ground rent and wage. For Marx, however, it is the worker 

who most suffers from the fluctuations in the market since she is wholly 

dependent on capital and by herself devoid of the means which would set her 

labor in motion. It is the growth of wealth in society which is for political 

economy best possible condition, but, Marx argues, even if the wealth in society is 

increased the situation of the worker is very far from being getting better since the 

increase in wages brings about overwork, and the overwork of the worker is 

nothing other than the growth of capital, which the worker is wholly dependent 

on, though it is simply accumulated labor. Furthermore, in such a preferable 

condition for political economists, capitalists are obliged to enter into competition 

among themselves so as to take more share from wealth, and the result of this 

competition is that some capitalists lose their positions and join to the working 

class, which, in turn, brings about competition among the workers. Therefore, 

                                                 
143

 Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 25. 



64 

 

since for political economy the most preferable condition is the growth of wealth 

in society ―the goal of economic system is the unhappiness of society‖.
144

 

In the capitalist mode of production, for Marx, there is no place for a 

constant, static condition; it is always in a continuous flux. A visible indication of 

the movement of private property is that the landed proprietors increasingly 

become dependent on capital, and the distinction between the capitalist and the 

landed proprietor disappears so that society consists of two great classes: 

capitalists and the working class. 

 

Political economy proceeds from the fact of private property, but it 

does not explain it to us. It expresses in general, abstract formulae 

the material process through which private property actually 

passes, and these formulae it then takes for laws. It does not 

comprehend these laws–i.e., it does not demonstrate how they 

arise from the very nature of private property.145
 

 

The chief defect of political economy is, for Marx, that it does not consider 

private property as a process, but takes its moments separately. However, what 

appears as contingent for political economy is in fact a necessity of the movement 

of private property; ―since it does not grasp connections within the movement it 

was possible to counterpose, for instance, the doctrine of competition to the 

doctrine of monopoly,‖
146

 but monopoly is not a contingent but a necessary result 

of competition. Therefore, political economy does not consider its laws within the 

inner connection of the economic system.  

Since political economy takes private property as given and does not 

conceive the capitalist relations of production as a connected whole it does not see 

the negative moment in labor: the entire world of private property is a result of 

estranged labor. For Marx, it is clear, however, from the works of political 
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economy that the worker is reduced to a commodity and, as a result of the 

separation of the means of production from her, she leads an alienated life. The 

product, which is a result of labor of the worker, is excluded from her; she cannot 

possess the product of her labor but only takes a share from her product which 

only suffices her to work again. And her labor is not conscious, free activity but a 

coerced labor because she does, by necessity, sell her labor to the capitalist in 

order merely to survive. However, the struggle of the worker to survive, to get her 

means of subsistence, directly results in the growth of capital on which she is 

wholly dependent despite the fact that it is nothing other than the result of her 

labor. Therefore, what the worker produces is an external, alien power which is in 

a direct opposition to her. 

 

In the conditions dealt with by political economy this realization of 

labor appears as loss of reality for the workers; objectification of 

labor appears as loss of the object and object-bondage; 

appropriation as estrangement, as alienation.
147

 

 

As a result, even though modern political economy correctly conceives labor as 

the source of wealth it does not take notice of the negative moment lying in labor 

and ―conceals the estrangement inherent in the nature of labor by not considering 

the direct relationship between the worker (labor) and production.‖
148

 Marx thus 

shows that the plight of labor is not a contingent result of the movement of private 

property, on the contrary private property itself presupposes estranged labor. In 

this sense, ―political economy has merely formulated the laws of estranged 

labor.‖
149
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Finally, it may be useful to point out the great achievement of political 

economy
150

 for Marx that it conceives the essence of wealth not outside human 

but as human‘s labor, i.e., it takes private property as activity and thus 

subjectively. Private property emerges as a subject, as person but its subjective 

essence is nothing other than labor in general.
151

 Accordingly, wealth no longer 

depends on something objective such as precious materials, as in the 

mercantilism, or on agricultural labor which is something subjective but has not 

yet gained the pure form of labor, as in the physiocracy. With modern political 

economy, however, labor as industrial labor, which is abstracted from all specific 

labors, becomes the principle of political economy and the essence of wealth is 

conceived as pure labor, labor in general. Therefore, all externality of wealth is 

stripped away and its essence is identified with the essence of human, i.e., 

labor.
152

  

Land becomes subjected to the industry and emerges as a branch of 

industry itself, and therefore, private property shows itself as ―a world-historical 

power‖ by overcoming all local ties, all external aspects of wealth. With the 

appearance of the land proprietor as a capitalist and the subjection of agricultural 

labor to industrial labor, the opposition between landed property and capital is 

dissolved in favor of capital. 

 

Landed property in its distinction from capital is private property –

capital– still afflicted with local and political prejudices; it is 

capital which has not regained itself from its entanglement with the 

world, capital not yet fully-developed. It must in the course of its 

world-wide development achieve its abstract, that is, its pure 

expression.
153
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However, according to Marx, political economists see only the positive side of 

labor, which historically emerges as the source of all wealth, since they ignore the 

fact of estranged labor; the subjective essence of wealth is posited as human 

essence, as labor, and all external aspects of wealth cleaned out, but in the 

capitalist relations of production the domination over human is completed because 

human is confronted with wealth, which is the product of her own essence, her 

own labor, as an external and alien power. 

 

Under the semblance of recognizing man, the political economy 

whose principal is labor is really no more than consistent 

implementation of the denial of man, since man himself no longer 

stands in an external relation of tension to the external substance of 

private property, but has himself become this tensed essence of 

private property.
154

 

 

 

3.2. The Critique of Hegel’s Dialectic 

 

Marx‘s critique of Hegel‘s dialectic in 1844 Manuscripts aims at exposing the 

relationship between Hegel‘s dialectic and ―modern critical movement.‖
155

 

Actually, for Marx, this dialectic belongs to old philosophy, while new one is to 

be established by means of Feuerbach‘s ―Theses.‖ Since the Young-Hegelians, 

like David Strauss and Bruno Bauer, ―remain wholly within the confines of the 

Hegelian logic‖
156

 and Feuerbach‘s success in his critique of Hegel is significant 

but limited, the present task for Marx is to proceed to criticize ―the Hegelian 

dialectic generally, especially its exposition in the Phenomenology and Logic.‖ 
157
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1844 Manuscripts is mainly aimed as a study on political economy and 

also as its critique from within. Against this background, it is expected that Marx 

needs to enter into a discussion and offer a critique of Hegel‘s philosophy insofar 

as it has decisive common points with political economy; otherwise in a study on 

political economy the critique of Hegel would seem plainly arbitrary. As we have 

stated in the previous chapter, Marx was fully aware of the part of ―civil society‖ 

in The Philosophy of Right, in which Hegel mainly discusses the objects of 

political economy, and promised to fulfill the critique of Hegel‘s ‗civil society‘. 

But his critique of Hegel in 1844 Manuscripts neither considers Hegel‘s 

Philosophy of Right nor attempts to show some common points between Hegel‘s 

discussion on ‗civil society‘ and political economy. It is true that Marx thinks that 

Hegel and political economy share the same standpoint;
158

 however, this is a 

result of Marx‘s aim to discuss Hegel‘s dialectic in more general terms and 

present it as the self-creation of human. To this aim, he turns to Hegel‘s 

Phenomenology and criticizes its concluding chapter, ―Absolute Knowing‖, in 

which, for Marx, human overcomes estrangement Entfremdung only in thought, 

even though Hegel conceives that human objectifies her potential powers 

throughout history and in society. Therefore, it is only after Marx presents 

communism as ―the positive transcendence of private property‖
159

 that Hegel‘s 

dialectic becomes a current issue
160

 because it is exactly the same process at issue 

which is considered from different perspectives. What draws Marx‘s attention to 

Hegel‘s description of this process is ―the dialectic of negativity‖, which implies a 

return to itself from its own opposite and the transcendence of estrangement, and 

according to Marx, it is closely related to communism as the abolition of private 
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property and thus estrangement. It is due to this dialectic of negativity that in his 

1844 Manuscripts Marx attempts to both appropriate and criticize Hegel.  

Before analyzing Marx‘s critique of Hegel in detail, it may be useful to 

point out what Marx appropriates in Hegel and what he finds wanting in Hegel. 

Marx expresses Hegel‘s achievement in the following way:  

 

The outstanding thing in Hegel‘s Phenomenology and its final 

outcome–that is, the dialectic of negativity as the moving and 

generating principle–is thus first that Hegel conceives the self-

genesis of man as a process, conceives objectification as loss of the 

object, as alienation and as transcendence of this alienation; that he 

thus grasps the essence of labor and comprehends objective man–

true, because real man–as the outcome of man's own labor.
161

  

 

We learn from this passage that Hegel had achieved, in Marx‘s eyes, much more 

than Feuerbach thought. According to Marx, Phenomenology presents ―the self-

genesis of man‖: human makes herself. Before human becomes truly human, it is 

necessary for her to realize all her potential powers, and this is possible only 

through a long historical process which necessitates a mediation –a mediation, 

according to which, in order to become truly human, human objectifies her 

potential powers by entering into a relation with the objective world, working on 

natural objects and creates institutions, which first occurs as a process of 

alienation, and then ends with the transcendence of this alienation.  

One may well ask to what Marx objects in Hegel and why he subjects him 

to a sharp critique if the case is exactly so. At the beginning of his critique, Marx 

explains Hegel‘s fault in the following way: 

 

Hegel has only found the abstract, logical, speculative expression 

for the movement of history; and this historical process is not yet 

the real history of man–of man as a given subject but only man‘s 

act of genesis–the story of man‘s origin.
162
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According to Marx, in his Phenomenology Hegel presents the history of human in 

an abstract way and does not explain the real history of human. In spite of all his 

significant achievements, Hegel does not succeed in showing human situation in 

its reality, but only in an ‗abstract‘, ‗logical‘, ‗speculative‘ manner. His 

Phenomenology is in Marx‘s eyes ―the mystified theory of communism‖
163

, but it 

presents the historical path to communism as the production of pure thought. For 

Marx, this is not an innocent attempt, and with regard to its conclusions it is a 

mystifying one. The reason why it is not innocent is not that Hegel has some 

secret aims other than his philosophical one, but that Hegel‘s standpoint 

necessarily brings him to present actual situation in a mystifying way which 

eventually justifies the existing situation. We will now see Marx‘s evaluation of 

Hegel‘s dialectic step by step. 

In his Preliminary Theses for the Reform of Philosophy, Feuerbach says 

the method of speculative philosophy to be same as that of the philosophy of 

religion: both invert the predicate to the subject. Therefore, according to 

Feuerbach, what must be done in order to achieve the truth is to invert this 

inversion again. In Hegel, thinking is separated from thinking being and placed 

before nature and human. For Feuerbach, Hegel‘s main fault is to begin with 

philosophy instead of nature and human. For this reason, he separates thinking 

from thinking being and inverts the subject-predicate relation by making thinking 

itself the subject. In speculative philosophy, the determinations pertaining to the 

finite are made the determinations of the infinite, and what is affirmed is only 

theology itself. Pointing out the last paragraph of Hegel‘s Logic, Feuerbach says 

the following:  

 
He who clings to Hegelian philosophy also clings to theology. The 

Hegelian doctrine that nature or reality is posited by the Idea, is the 
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rational expression of the theological doctrine that nature, the 

material being, has been created by God, the non-material; i.e., 

abstract, being. At the end of the Logic, the absolute Idea even 

comes to a nebulous ―decision‖ to document with its own hands its 

descent from the theological heaven.
164

 

 

Feuerbach‘s critique of Hegel depends on reading Hegelian philosophy is a 

rationalized theology and thus a certain comment on the status of Hegel‘s ‗Idea‘. 

As seen from the above quotation, Feuerbach interprets ‗Idea‘ as the God of 

theology. Therefore, for the philosophy of the future he suggests to negate, and 

thus realize, Hegelian philosophy and to take human herself for self-

consciousness, which is isolated from human in Hegel. Although Marx‘s main 

interest does not lie in whether Hegel‘s philosophy has a theological character or 

not, he still shares the essence of Feuerbach‘s accusation of theology. Marx 

accepts Feuerbach‘s comment on Hegel and to some extent sees Hegel‘s ‗Idea‘ as 

the God of theology; he also agrees with Feuerbach on the necessity of inverting 

Hegel‘s philosophy in order to achieve the truth. In 1844 Manuscripts, he talks 

about this ‗decision‘ made by Idea in Logic, as in Feuerbach. 

 

Idea is abstraction, which made wise by experience and 

enlightened concerning its truth, resolves under various (false and 

themselves still abstract) conditions, to abandon itself and to 

replace its self-absorption, nothingness, generality, and 

indeterminateness by its other-being, the particular, and the 

determinate; resolves to let nature, which it held hidden in itself 

only as an abstraction, as a thought-entity, go forth freely from 

itself: that is to say, abstraction resolves to forsake abstraction and 
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to have a look at nature free of abstraction … This entire 

translation from Logic to Natural Philosophy is nothing else but the 

transition … from abstracting to intuiting.
165

 

 

Although, as we have seen, Marx reads Hegel together with Feuerbachian 

interpretation, his critique does not merely consist of repeating Feuerbach‘s 

critiques. His main aim is not to stop in reading Hegel‘s philosophy as the 

affirmation of theology, but to extract valuable elements from Hegel‘s philosophy 

and to use them for a revolutionary thought. To this aim, Marx attempts to discuss 

Hegel‘s philosophy in a general context
166

, which is different from theology: the 

history of ―self-genesis of man‖. To this aim, Marx finds similarities in Hegel‘s 

philosophy not with theology, but with political economy, and finally makes use 

of it in his critique of political economy. We will now see what an implication 

such a perspective has for Marx‘s aims. 

Hegel‘s great philosophical system consists of three main parts: Logic, 

Philosophy of Nature, and Philosophy of Spirit. He takes these three parts as the 

determinations of Idea, according to which, Logic deals with ―Idea in and for 

itself‖, Philosophy of Nature ―Idea in its otherness‖, and finally, Philosophy of 

Spirit ―Idea that returns into itself out of its otherness‖.
167

 Hegel conceives nature 

as the otherness of logical Idea, and regards the finite realm of nature essentially 

as ‗externality‘. Idea can be found in nature only implicitly and is in it the 

‗negative‘ of itself: ―Nature is self-alienated Spirit.‖
168

 And Spirit represents the 

return of Idea to itself from its otherness. Separating itself from nature, Spirit 

overcomes the externality of nature, or its own externality, and therefore is ―truth 

                                                 
165

 Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 164.  

166
 When Marx talks about ―Hegel‘s false positivism or of his merely apparent criticism‖, he 

remarks that ―Feuerbach designated it as the positing, negation, and re-establishing of religion or 

theology–but it has to be grasped in more general terms.‖ Ibid., p. 158.  

167
 The Encyclopaedia Logic, § 18, p. 42. 

168
 Hegel, G.W.F., Hegel‟s Philosophy of Nature, ed. and trans. M.J. Petry, Vol. I, George Allen 

and Unwin Ltd., London, 1970, § 247, Addition, p. 206.  



73 

 

of nature‖; ―Nature has vanished in this truth, and spirit has yielded itself as the 

Idea which has attained to its being-for-self.‖
169

 However, spirit‘s overcoming 

the externality of nature is a work of a long historical process, and in The 

Phenomenology of Spirit Hegel, prior to his system, presented this process as the 

result of spirit‘s own labor. The implication is clear: Idea posits itself as nature, 

and in the realm of spirit returns to itself out of nature, which is its otherness; 

what is before us is, therefore, not only substance, but also subject.
170

 Hegel puts 

this mediated identity in the following way:  

  

The living Substance is being which is in truth Subject, or what is 

the same, is in truth actual only in so far as it is the movement of 

positing itself, or is the mediation of its self-othering with itself. 

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 immediate unity as such–

is the True.
171

  

 

Hegel‘s Phenomenology of Spirit as ―the Science of the experience of 

consciousness‖
172

 attempts to raise ordinary consciousness, which immediately 

confronts with an external object, to the level of science, in which the externality 

of the object of consciousness is finally overcome. By considering knowledge in 

its process of development, Hegel shows how a simpler form of consciousness 

necessarily, i.e. because of its inner contradiction, passes beyond itself and gives 
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its place to a more complex form of consciousness. In this dialectic of 

consciousness, what changes is not merely the form of consciousness; the subject 

and the object of consciousness change too. By becoming aware of its inadequate 

knowledge, consciousness enters into a different relation with its object, and 

thereby changes its attitude toward its object and itself assumes a different form; 

and ―as the knowledge changes, so too does the object, for it essentially belonged 

to this knowledge.‖
173

 The whole process of this ever changing relation between 

consciousness and its object leads to, by passing through various stages, absolute 

knowing in which consciousness gets rid of the ―alien‖ character of its object and 

conceives it as ―its own essence‖.
174

 Accordingly, every form of consciousness 

discovers that the determination of its object is actually its own determination; for 

instance, in ‗sensuous or immediate consciousness‘, the object is considered as 

‗immediate being‘, and therefore, consciousness takes its own determination as 

the determination of its object.
175

 Finally, the whole process emerges as ―Self‟s 

own act‖ and so the opposition between consciousness and its object is overcome 

and the alien character of the object is given an end to. The role of philosopher is 

to show this process in its entirety: 

 

Our own act here has been simply to gather together the separate 

moments, each of which in principle exhibits the life of Spirit in its 

entirety, and also stick to the Notion in the form of the Notion, the 

content of which would already have yielded itself in those 

moments and in the form of a shape of consciousness.
176

 

 

Therefore, at the end of Phenomenology, Hegel thinks that the education of 

ordinary consciousness to the science is completed because the entire journey of 
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consciousness ends in the identity of subject and object. According to him, 

thinking can now begin to think itself and concentrate upon itself, and 

Phenomenology gives its place to Logic: ―we now understand that we can 

determine the true nature of being merely by determining the true character of 

thought itself‖.
177

 

What Marx finds significant, and also mystifying, in Hegel is related to 

this journey of consciousness. He reads Hegel‘s Phenomenology as follows: 

human makes herself. First, human transforms nature by working on it, stamping 

her mark upon it, creates institutions in order to feel herself at home in this world, 

realizes and objectifies her potential powers throughout history. As a result, what 

is before her is no longer an external world, but her own making: it is a 

thoroughly humanized world. Human becomes human only through her labor. 

Nevertheless, the process by which human becomes truly human, human 

revealing all her species-powers, is burdened with a serious contradiction. In this 

process of externalization, human first realizes herself in a situation of 

estrangement. Objects and institutions she created are estranged beings and 

opposed to her. Therefore, human also needs to overcome this estrangement. It 

must be pointed out that human‘s objectification of her powers necessarily brings 

about estrangement, but it is not a necessity which must remain as unchanged 

throughout history. It is through this mediation of estrangement, by passing 

through this negative moment that human can return to herself as truly human. For 

Marx, the transcendence of estrangement, which occurs especially in the form of 

private property, is communism, and Hegel‘s Phenomenology does nothing other 

than to present it in the form of Spirit‘s returning to itself from its alienation. 

 

… communism is humanism mediated with itself through the 

annulment of private property. Only through the annulment of this 

mediation –which is itself, however, a necessary premise– does 
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positively self-deriving humanism, positive humanism, come to 

being.
178

 

 

It is, therefore, ‗the dialectic of negativity‘ which draws Marx‘s attention and he 

wants to draw attention to. Communism, as the establishment of human‘s 

complete freedom from alienation and her appropriation of nature, if it is to be a 

possibility or even necessity of human life, must certainly have as its 

presupposition a historical past upon which private property, or human‘s 

estrangement, stamps its mark. The whole process is related to human‘s genesis, 

i.e. human‘s becoming for herself and nature‘s becoming for human. At the same 

time, for Marx, it is the genesis of communism which does not deny private 

property but knows it to be its presupposition; ―the entire revolutionary movement 

necessarily finds both its empirical and its theoretical basis in the movement of 

private property–in that of the economy, to be precise.‖
179

  

For Marx, what Hegel conceives in Phenomenology is exactly this genesis 

of human, but the result Hegel arrives is not same as that of Marx. Hegel does 

really conceive the movement of human‘s genesis and describes it in 

Phenomenology but, according to Marx, in an abstract manner. Therefore, the 

result is also an abstract one; it is the transcendence of estrangement only in 

thought.  

Focusing on the last chapter of Phenomenology, ―Absolute Knowing‖, 

Marx remarks that the entire movement of this work is ―to surmount the object of 

consciousness.‖
180

 Hegel starts to Phenomenology with the simplest form of 

consciousness, and to speak about consciousness is to have a non-consciousness. 

―Consciousness simultaneously distinguishes itself from something, and at the 
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same time relates itself to it.‖
181

 Since consciousness as awareness implies an 

existence of something which is different from consciousness itself, it 

immediately exists together with its object. ―The way in which consciousness is, 

and in which something is for it, is knowing. Knowing is its sole act. Something 

therefore comes to be for consciousness insofar as the latter knows this 

something.‖
182

 For this reason, the object seems to have no true being outside this 

relation of knowing, and consciousness knows itself when it knows its object 

because the object is ―its self-alienation‖.
183

 Therefore, the entire Phenomenology 

from the beginning depends on the distinction between subject and object, on 

knowing the object and finally on overcoming its external nature. According to 

Marx, the main steps in this process are as follows:  

In the exertion of surmounting the object of consciousness, the object 

presents itself to consciousness not as something self-subsistent but as something 

vanishing; since human is regarded as equal to self-consciousness what self-

consciousness establishes is nothing other than an abstraction because it is itself 

an abstraction made from human: the object is its own self-externalization; this 

externalization has also a positive significance for self-consciousness; by 

externalizing itself self-consciousness establishes itself as object; in this way, self-

consciousness has transcended this externality and is ―thus at home with itself in 

its other-being as such‖.
184

  

Hegel‘s significance for Marx lies, as we have noted, in (1) his conception 

of labor, (2) his awareness for alienation, and (3) his view of the history of human 

as a process which through the mediation of alienation leads to the transcendence 

of alienation. And according to him, Hegel presents the dialectic of human history 
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in an abstract way and in his eyes human is equal to consciousness. As a result, 

Hegel‘s conclusion is also mistaken; the abolition of alienation occurs only in 

thought; the solution to alienation is a solution only in thought. For Marx, 

therefore, ―The Phenomenology is, therefore, an occult critique –still to itself 

obscure and mystifying criticism.‖
185

 

In order to subject Hegel‘s dialectic to critique, Marx, like Feuerbach, tries 

to invert Hegel and pass beyond his standpoint. Actually, as Marx puts it, ―there 

lie concealed in it Phenomenology all the elements of criticism, already 

prepared and elaborated in a manner often rising far above the Hegelian 

standpoint.‖
186

 But from the standpoint of Marx, it is not sufficiently critical, and 

eventually comes to justify the existing situation –a situation which marks the 

culmination of estrangement. So, for him, what must be done is to invert Hegel‘s 

inverted starting point, if we really want to criticize the world of human in all its 

aspects, since it seems to make human the predicate and consciousness the 

subject, whereas consciousness belongs to human and not vice versa.  

Before proceeding to an exposition of Marx‘s critique, we need to clarify 

one point: in Marx‘s eyes, it is true that Hegel‘s standpoint does mystify and 

hence justify the existing world, but it is equally clear that he does not do this 

consciously or due to his personal views. Hegel does not falsify or distort any 

given condition, what he does is to present in his entire system what is as it is, and 

according to the principle of his system. For this reason, Marx does not speak 

about Hegel‘s distortion, but simply says that ―there is a double error in Hegel‖
187

 

which leads him to obscure a true understanding of the existing state of affairs. It 

is this double mistake which constitutes the essence of Marx‘s critique of Hegel. 
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Since his starting point or principle is wrong, he necessarily arrives at wrong 

conclusions or solutions. Marx puts it as follows: 

 

There can therefore no longer be any question about an act of 

accommodation of Hegel‘s part vis-à-vis religion, the state, etc., 

since this lie is the lie of his principle.
188

 

  

Firstly, Hegel treats all human products, such as the state-power, as if they were 

―thought-entities, and therefore merely an estrangement of pure, i.e., abstract, 

philosophical thinking.‖
189

 According to this standpoint, what has a genuine 

existence is not any empirical entity, but the thought itself. Everything is reduced 

to only an appearance while the true reality is confined merely to Idea. In his 

Logic, Hegel himself seems to hold that all finite things find their ground of 

existence in Idea.  

 

The true situation is that the things of which we have immediate 

knowledge are mere appearances, not only for us, but also in-

themselves, and that the proper determination of these things, 

which are in this sense ―finite‖, consists in having the ground of 

their being not within themselves but in the universal divine 

Idea.
190

  

 

Opposing Kant‘s conception of objectivity, Hegel argues that the finite things are 

appearances not because we have no direct connection with the thing in-itself, but 

because these finite things are mere appearances of something higher called Idea. 

It is Idea that constitutes their ground of existence. For Marx, ―the existing 
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empirical world‖ is thus dissolved by Hegel who gives it only a status of 

appearance. Accordingly, the true existence shows itself only in its philosophy. 

Thus, 

 

… the true existence of religion, the state, nature, and art is the 

philosophy of religion, of nature, of the state and of art. If, 

however, the philosophy of religion, etc., is for me the sole true 

existence of religion, then, too, it is only as a philosopher of 

religion that I am truly religious, and so I deny real religious 

sentiment and the really religious man.
191

  

 

This is exactly what Marx regards as one side of Hegel‘s double error which as a 

result brings about a mystification. As a result of such a conception of objectivity, 

according to Marx, human objectification and estrangement assume a different 

meaning from their true implication: 

 

It is not the fact that human being objectifies himself inhumanly, in 

opposition to himself, but the fact that he objectifies himself in 

distinction from and in opposition to abstract thinking that is the 

posited essence of the estrangement and the thing to be superseded. 

The appropriation of man‘s essential powers, which have become 

objects–indeed, alien objects–is thus in the first place only an 

appropriation occuring in consciousness, in pure thought–i.e., in 

abstraction.
192

  

 

In Marx‘s eyes, it is Hegel‘s great success that he presents objectification and 

estrangement in human history, but he does this in an inverted way so that 

objectification means at the same time estrangement. Since he confines ―the 

existing empirical world‖ to appearance, that is, an appearance of thought, all 

human objectification is regarded not only as objectification of human‘s species 

powers, but also as objectification of human in distinction from thought. The 

problem, then, for Hegel, is not human‘s estrangement from herself but that all 
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human products are not directly identical with thought itself. Therefore, according 

to Marx, as a result of Hegel‘s conception of objectivity, there occurs a 

fundamental change in the meaning of objectification and estrangement so that the 

transcendence of estrangement also means the transcendence of objectivity. 

 

Self-consciousness has equally superseded this externalization and 

objectivity too, and taken it back into itself so that it is in 

communion with itself in its otherness as such. This is the 

movement of consciousness, and in that movement consciousness 

is the totality of its moments.
193

 

 

The second side of Hegel‘s double error depends on ―the vindication of the 

objective world for man.‖
194

 In Marx‘s view, Hegel, on the one hand, reduces the 

existing empirical world merely to an appearance, sees nature as Idea‘s self-

alienated being and so considers all human objectification not in its true 

implication but in its relation to abstract thought, and on the other hand, he takes 

human products as ―phases of mind,‖
195

 which as such bears a mark of necessity. 

So ―the existing empirical world‖ is restored and justified as a phase of mind. 

Since, for Hegel, the true nature of human is merely thought, what is genuine in 

human is her thinking characteristic. Therefore, all her objectification is an 

objectification of thought, and even though human products are human 

objectification ―distinct from and in opposition to abstract thinking‖ they 

nevertheless are seen as thought-entities because what produces them is human, 

whose essence is thought. ―Just as the entities, objects appear as thought-entities, 

so the subject is always consciousness or self-consciousness.‖
196

 It follows that 

Hegel conceives the estrangement only as that of consciousness and does not take 

it into account in its true meaning.  
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All estrangement of the human essence is therefore nothing but 

estrangement of self-consciousness. The estrangement of self-

consciousness is not regarded as an expression of the real 

estrangement of the human being–its expression reflected in the 

realm of knowledge and thought.
197

  

 

Now, in order to fully grasp this critique of Marx we need to remember 

Feuerbach‘s critique which accuses Hegel of reestablishing theology by the 

mediation of philosophy. Hegel first poses the infinite and then transcends it in 

philosophy by positing the finite. And again he transcends the finite and 

reestablishes the infinite. Therefore, for Feuerbach, Hegel‘s negation of negation 

is ―a contradiction of philosophy with itself–as the philosophy which affirms 

theology (the transcendent, etc.) after having denied it, and which it therefore 

affirms in opposition to itself.‖
198

  

Marx reinterprets this critique of Feuerbach in a wholly different context. 

Hegel ascribes the true existence only to the existence in philosophy, and thus 

denies the empirical existence. However, he also affirms the existence of what is 

empirical as self-externalization. 

 

In Hegel, therefore, the negation of the negation is not the 

confirmation of the true essence, effected precisely through the 

negation of the pseudo-essence. With him, the negation of the 

negation is the pseudo-essence, or of the self-estranged essence in 

its denial; or it is the denial of this pseudo-essence as an objective 

being dwelling outside man and independent of him and its 

transformation into the subject.
199

   

 

In this confirmation everything in human world becomes a moment and thus 

despite its transcendence it continues to exist. For instance, according to Marx, in 
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Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right, family is the transcended morality, civil society is 

the transcended family, etc. However, their existence is not denied, they only 

become moments. Therefore, their transcendence occurs only in thought without 

any real change in their existence.  

 

On the one hand, this act of superseding is a transcending of the 

thought entity; thus, Private Property as a thought is transcended in 

the thought of morality. And because thought imagines itself to be 

directly the other of itself, to be sensuous reality–and therefore 

takes its own action for sensuous, real action–this superseding in 

thought, which leaves its object standing in the real world, believes 

that it has really overcome it. On the other hand, because the object 

has now become for it a moment of thought, thought takes it in its 

reality too to be self-confirmation of itself, of self-consciousness, 

of abstraction.
200

  

 

Hegel‘s conception of objectivity thus implies that objectivity in general, together 

with alienation, at the end of the entire movement of Phenomenology must be 

overcome, whereas in reality everything stands as it is since the transcendence of 

alienation occurs in thought. Marx puts it as follows: 

 

Objectivity as such is regarded as an estranged human relationship 

which does not correspond to the essence of man, to self-

consciousness. The re-appropriation of the objective essence of 

man, begotten in the form of estrangement as something alien, has 

the meaning therefore not only to annul estrangement, but 

objectivity as well. Man, that is to say, is regarded as a non-

objective, spiritual being.
201

  

 

Regarding human essentially as a spiritual being, as thinking, Hegel conceives all 

human labor as philosophical labor, labor of pure thought. This is immediately 

clear from Hegel‘s conception of objectivity according to which Logic constitutes 

the thought-value of everything existing. For Marx, therefore, true labor in 
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Hegel‘s view is the labor of thought itself because he conceives what constitutes 

the essence of philosophy as the essence of labor:  

 

Hegel‘s standpoint is that of modern political economy. He grasps 

labor as the essence of man–as man‘s essence in the act of proving 

itself: he sees only the positive, not the negative side of labor. 

Labor is man‘s coming-to-be for himself within alienation, or as 

alienated man. The only labor Hegel knows and recognizes is 

abstractly mental labor. Therefore, that which constitutes the 

essence of philosophy–the alienation of man in his knowing of 

himself or alienated science thinking itself– Hegel grasps as its 

essence.
202

  

 

The story of human‘s self-creation told by Hegel in the Phenomenology of Spirit 

is, in Marx‘s view, of abstract character and presented as the work of spirit, and 

even though it reflects the main movement of the progression of human history, it 

does this ―within the sphere of abstraction.‖
203

  

It is true that human through his labor transforms nature before her, but in 

her labor she first objectifies herself, realizes her species powers before 

appropriating the object, which she works on, to himself. In this objectification is 

the moment of externalization immediately presented; she must externalize her 

powers in the object and put them outside herself. It is only through this mediation 

that she can truly appropriate the object to herself and develop her powers. 

Therefore, by transforming nature human also makes herself a human in its strict 

sense; it is through one and same process that human gives nature a human shape 

and becomes a truly human. From Marx‘s viewpoint, in Phenomenology this 

whole process is described as ―man‘s act of self-genesis‖. And it is exactly this 

aspect of Hegel‘s thought that Marx regards as a great discovery.   

However, Hegel presents human‘s self-creation thoroughly in an abstract 

and formal manner. The main problem with his description is that he considers 

                                                 
202

 Ibid., p. 150. 

203
 Ibid., p. 161. 



85 

 

―sensuous reality‖ as mere appearance and so human is for him in its essence 

equal to self-consciousness. As a result, for Hegel, the dimension of estrangement 

in human life is not seen in that human objectifies himself ―inhumanly‖, but that 

she does this ―in opposition to thought.‖ It is exactly for this reason that Marx 

says that ―he sees only the positive, not the negative side of labor,‖ and in this 

sense he shares the same ‗standpoint‘ with modern political economy, which 

conceives labor as the source of wealth but does not consider the estrangement of 

labor in the world of private property.  

According to Marx, Hegel regards human as equal to self-consciousness, 

with him the transcendence of human‘s alienation is an abstract transcendence 

remaining within the realm of thought, and so it amounts to the vindication of the 

existing situation of human. Above all, the subject of the process of self-creation 

is not human herself but Spirit, and human is degraded to merely a predicate. 

―Subject and predicate are therefore related to each other in absolute inversion.‖
204

 

Consequently, in Hegel‘s eyes, this process is ―a divine process,‖
205

 and what is 

before us is a ―divine dialectic‖ which, on the one hand, puts its abstractions 

outside nature and reduces it into an appearance, and, on the other hand, tries to 

demonstrate its abstractions in nature: 

 

The abstract thinker learns in his intuition of nature that the 

entities which he thought to create from nothing, from pure 

abstraction–the entities he believed he was producing in the divine 

dialectic as pure products of the labor of thought forever weaving 

in itself and never looking outward–are nothing else but 

abstractions from characteristics of nature. To him, therefore, the 

whole of nature merely repeats the logical abstractions in a 

sensuous, external form.
206
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Against this divine dialectic, Marx poses his ‗worldly dialectic‘. It is clear from 

Marx‘s praise of Hegel that Marx has no problem with the dialectic viewpoint 

which characterizes the movement of Phenomenology. The problem for Marx 

arises as to the starting point which, in case of Hegel‘s philosophy, indicates an 

idealist standpoint. For Marx, Hegel accepts the primacy of thought and makes 

thought into a subject, whereas Marx, with Feuerbach, insists on the primacy of 

nature, sense certainty, or sensuous reality over thought.  

Marx expresses his worldly dialectic by the mediation of his critique of 

Hegel. He does this in his three main polemics against Hegel in general: human 

cannot be reduced to self-consciousness; objectivity cannot be regarded as a 

defect; and the real estrangement demands the real transcendence. For Marx, 

human cannot be regarded as equal to self-consciousness because self-

consciousness is only one of the qualities of human. If the starting point is 

determined as self-consciousness and not as human, the relation between subject 

and object cannot be other than a cognitive relation. Since self-consciousness is 

only a quality of human being it is human being himself, not self-consciousness, 

whose estrangement is real. The estrangement of human nature shows itself in 

human thought, and it is exactly for this reason that we talk about the 

estrangement of self-consciousness. Therefore, if we take the real estrangement as 

belonging to self-consciousness the solution to estrangement can only be found 

within thought since in this case the only relation is a cognitive one. For this 

reason, Marx insists on ―real, corporeal man with his feet firmly on the solid 

ground, man exhaling and inhaling all the forces of nature,‖
207

 instead of 

confining himself merely to self-consciousness which he sees only as an 

abstraction made from human. 

 

 

3.3. An Overview 
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In 1844 Manuscripts, Marx aims to criticize Hegel‘s Phenomenology of Spirit and 

Logic, but he mainly deals with the former. It is clear from his own words 

concerning Feuerbach that Marx gives him credit to destroy Hegelian dialectic 

and tries to present a criticism of Hegelian dialectic similar to Feuerbach‘s 

critique. However, Marx‘s critique of Hegel in 1844 Manuscripts is also an 

attempt to appropriate Hegel‘s dialectic and to reinterpret it in the context of 

political economy. This is clear both from his critique of political economists who 

take the results of the movement of private property as contingent, whereas these 

necessarily arise from the nature of private property, and do not conceive the inner 

connections in their movement and as constituting a connected whole, and his 

critique of Hegel who conceives the movement of history through his conception 

of the dialectic of negativity and finds the solution to the estrangement only in 

absolute knowing for he considers the course of history abstractly.  

In this chapter, we have concentrated on Marx‘s attempt to distinguish 

himself from Hegel‘s standpoint which, in Marx‘s eyes, appears as ‗divine 

dialectic‘ and to emphasize his position essentially as ‗worldly‘. However, it is 

also clear that, for all his critique, Marx is aware that Hegel‘s Phenomenology has 

serious critical implications which may only result from its close familiarity with 

the actual situation of human. It follows that Hegel has nothing to do with 

breaking from the worldly content; on the contrary, he always stresses that 

philosophy never parts with actuality –a point, which, as we have seen in the 

preceding chapter, constitutes a foundation for Marx‘s accusation of Hegel for 

justifying the existing state of affairs. As David Carvounas puts it, ―Marx is 

entitled to be dissatisfied with Hegel‘s solution, but in stressing the need for 

revolution in order to overcome alienation, it seems Marx overstresses Hegel‘s 

idealism to make his point.‖
208
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Hegel‘s Phenomenology attempts to show how the experience of 

consciousness gradually leads to the standpoint of philosophy in which the subject 

takes itself as its object; pointing out the conceptual thinking is immanent to even 

most simple shape of consciousness, Hegel exhibits that every shape of 

consciousness indicates its own beyond and finally the series of the shapes of 

consciousness results in absolute knowledge. What is striking in Phenomenology 

is that it takes knowledge in the process of its becoming and incorporates in this 

process society and history. As Herbert Marcuse clearly puts it, ―Hegel‘s 

Phenomenology breaks with Kant‘s transcendental conception: history and society 

enter into the theory of knowledge (and into the very structure of knowledge) and 

do away with the ‗purity‘ of the a priori; the materialization of the idea of freedom 

begins.‖
209

 Even though Marx accuses Hegel of making human equal with 

consciousness, Hegel replaces the knower or the subject neither with 

consciousness nor an abstraction of human; unlike Kant who takes the subject of 

knowledge independent from history and social relations, Hegel speaks of 

individuals in their social relations and in their historical existence. In his 

Phenomenology he really proceeds from consciousness to self-consciousness to 

Reason and finally to Spirit, but he points out that what is concrete is Spirit and all 

shapes of consciousness preceding Spirit is only its moments which can only be 

isolated in thinking, and it is exactly for this reason that Hegel names his 

Phenomenology not of consciousness, but of Spirit: 

 

Spirit is thus self-supporting, absolute, real being. All previous 

shapes of consciousness are abstracts of it. They result from Spirit 

analyzing itself, distinguishing its moments, and dwelling for a 

while with each. This isolating of those moments presupposes 

Spirit itself and subsists therein; in other words, the isolation exists 

only in Spirit which is a concrete existence. In this isolation they 

have the appearance of really existing as such; but they are only 
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moments or vanishing quantities is shown by their advance and 

retreat into their ground and essence.
210

 

 

Hegel thus shows that Spirit objectifies itself throughout history and thereby tends 

to abolish the external and alien character of its object; and according to him, this 

abolition is only possible in philosophy. In this sense, Hegel has nothing to do 

with abolishing objectivity as such, and this can be clearly seen from the fact that 

for Hegel the identity of subjectivity and objectivity is entirely accomplished only 

in philosophy, not in practice. This conception has also its parallel in Marx‘s 

thought: He argues that, no matter nature takes human form and comes to be for 

human being and no matter human labor is freed from estrangement, human‘s 

interaction with nature nevertheless remains necessary one. Marx thus associates 

freedom with production free from utility and need, with artistic activity
211

 in 

general: 

 

Admittedly animals also produce. They build themselves nests, 

dwellings, like the bees, beavers, ants, etc. But an animal only 

produces what it immediately needs for itself or its young. It 

produces one-sidedly, man produces universally. It produces only 

under the dominion of immediate physical need, while man 

produces even when he is free from physical need and only truly 

produces in freedom therefrom … man knows how to produce in 

accordance with the standard of every species, and knows to apply 

everywhere the inherent standard to the object. Man therefore also 

forms things in accordance with the laws of beauty.
212
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As a result, Hegel‘s Phenomenology is also not devoid of worldly character; on 

the contrary, the power of his dialectic depends on being firmly related to 

actuality. It is interesting that Feuerbach sees in Hegel‘s thought a secret theology 

and tries to show its truth as theology; however, nothing can be further from truth 

than this accusation because, for Hegel, it is exactly philosophy which is the truth 

of theology. Though in his 1844 Manuscripts Marx himself praises Feuerbach, his 

position is not identified with that of Feuerbach because he attempts to give a 

worldly content to, or deepen the already existing worldly content of Hegel‘s 

dialectic. In other words, he does not transform the worldly problems into the 

theological ones, as does Feuerbach. And in his critique of Hegel, no matter he 

desires to arrive at an atheist conclusion, Feuerbach still remains within the 

confines of a theological discussion, whereas Marx attempts to read Hegel‘s 

Phenomenology in the context of political economy and to see in it the rise of 

communism. Therefore, Marx‘s critique of Hegel in his 1844 Manuscripts does 

not aim at rejecting or destroying Hegel‘s dialectic; rather, it tries to appropriate 

dialectic and to interpret it in the context of political economy. It is through the 

mediation of critique of Hegel that Marx comes to establish a close contact with 

Hegel‘s dialectic and further advances its worldly character. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

 

NON-SPECULATIVE DIALECTIC 

 

 

 

In a letter to his father, dated 1837, Marx says the following concerning ‗method‘: 

 

The nature of the triangle induces the mathematician to construct 

it, demonstrate its properties, but it remains a mere idea in space 

and undergoes no further development. We must put the triangle 

beside another form. Then it assumes different positions, and the 

other form with its various relative positions endows the triangle 

with different relations and truths. On the other hand, in the 

concrete expression of the living world of thought–as in law, the 

state, nature, philosophy as a whole–the object must be studied in 

its development; there must be no arbitrary classifications; the 

rationale of the thing itself must be disclosed in all its 

contradictoriness and find its unity in itself.
213

 

 

In this passage, which is, as Hyppolite argues
214

, inspired by Hegel‘s 

Phenomenology, Marx points out that in a scientific analysis the method should 

not be external to its object and there should be no place for a ready-made 

schema. It follows that, for him, the method must reflect the inner unity of the 

object together with its contradictions. This view concerning method applies to all 

Marx‘s works, and even in Capital he maintains his position. He is fully aware of 

the fact that the method can also be used for justifying any aim whatsoever if it is 

taken as external to its object and the object is conformed to it. In his critique of 

Hegel‘s philosophy of the state, he directed against Hegel such an accusation: 
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… true philosophical criticism of the present state constitution not 

only shows the contradictions as existing, but explains them, 

grasps [begreift] their essence and necessity. It comprehends their 

own proper significance. However, this comprehension [Begreifen] 

does not, as Hegel thinks, consist in everywhere recognizing the 

determinations of the logical concept [des logischen Begriffs], but 

rather in grasping the proper logic of the proper object.
215

 

 

However, Marx‘s critique is not limited to Hegel; he also targets the works of 

Bruno Bauer (and his friends) and Pierre-Joseph Proudhon because, according to 

Marx, they see the dialectic method as a key for any door and are not thus able to 

conceive its essence: in their hands, dialectic is reduced to a ‗dialectic of 

concepts‘.  

In The Holy Family and The Poverty of Philosophy Marx draws attention 

to such a failure regarding how to use the method and asserts that both Bauer and 

Proudhon understand nothing about Hegel‘s dialectic and present only a 

caricatured form of dialectic, which amounts to the dialectic of concepts rather 

than of the fact itself. In these works, Marx gives a short account of Hegel‘s 

dialectic and shows Hegel as one who ―stands the world on its head‖.
216

 In this 

chapter, we will consider Marx‘s critique of Hegel in these works. 

 

 

4.1. Against Speculative Method 

 

In The Holy Family, Marx directly attacks to Bruno Bauer, who is Marx‘s old 

friend and for a while his master, and Bauer‘s friends, and in this attack Marx is 

                                                 
215

 Critique of Hegel‟s „Philosophy of Right‟, p. 92. 

216
 Marx, K. and Engels, F., The Holy Family or Critique of Critical Critique, trans. R. Dixon, 

Foreing Languages Publishing House, Moscow, 1956, p. 254. Furthermore, in The Poverty of 

Philosophy, while Marx talks about Proudhon to hold ―things upside down like a true 

philosopher‖, it is clear that he has Hegel in mind. Marx, K., The Poverty of Philosophy: Answer 

to the “Philosophy of Poverty” by M. Proudhon, Peking, Foreign Language Press, 1977, p. 102. 



93 

 

now accompanied with Friedrich Engels, his new and later lifelong friend. Marx 

since his critique of Hegel‘s philosophy of the state has come to pay attention to 

‗civil society‘ and political economy because, for him, all legal institutions 

originate in ‗civil society‘, or rather in the material relations of production; 

furthermore, he has determined the proletariat to be the mediator of the realization 

of philosophy. And in his 1844 Manuscripts he has developed a critique both of 

political economy and Hegel. Marx now wants to detach himself from speculative 

philosophy and Bauer‘s philosophy of self-consciousness which, for him, seems 

to fight with shadows.  

To be sure, Feuerbach‘s Theses caused a shift in such discussions and 

seemed to provide Marx with a firm foundation on which he develops his thought. 

But Feuerbach‘s role is thoroughly limited to this sphere: he put an emphasis on 

‗sense certainty‘ and opposed materialism to idealism. For Marx, this is a 

necessary step for dealing with material relations of production and thereby 

grounding the communist worldview. However, 1844 Manuscripts is rather an 

attempt to unify idealism and materialism, even though it puts the emphasis on the 

materialist side. With The Holy Family, Marx openly rejects all kinds of idealism, 

adopts the materialist standpoint and attaches himself to the materialist tradition, 

and further tries to show materialism to be a presupposition of communism. 

In The Holy Family, as consistent with his previous critique of Hegel, 

Marx argues with the abstract character of Hegel‘s method, which in the hands of 

‗Critical Critique‘ of Bauer becomes ever more abstract. Marx‘s critique is, 

however, no less abstract than the criticized method, though The Holy Family 

includes certain elements of the critique of Hegel in 1844 Manuscripts, which 

remained unpublished, and, arguing that ―a few words will suffice to characterize 

speculative construction in general‖
217

, attempts to judge Hegel‘s dialectic 

through a simple example of the ‗fruit‘, with which we will deal below. Marx‘s 

too general critique of Hegel in The Holy Family, however, mainly results from 
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the fact that his main concern in this work is to settle accounts with Bauer and his 

company, who still continue to remain within the limits of Hegel‘s philosophy. 

Marx‘s short critique of Hegel aims to shake the ground on which their thought is 

based. As Georg Lukács points out, ―Marx draws a sharp distinction between 

Hegel and the Hegelians who have acquired only his defects‖.
218

 Unlike them, 

Marx‘s critical attitude toward Hegel prevents him from reducing dialectic to a 

schema and opens the way for fully penetrating the essence of dialectic. 

First of all, according to Marx, Hegel‘s speculative method proceeds from 

the data presented by understanding, which indicates that there are many different 

things in the world, and the fact that they are distinct consists in different 

sensuous properties they possess. However, what understanding has distinguished 

is combined by speculative reason, and thereby sensuous differences are 

disregarded because of their not being essential. What is involved here is a 

process of abstraction which gives an external existence to what it abstracts from 

some particular existence and present as their common characteristic. For 

example, 

 

If from real apples, pears, strawberries and almonds I form the 

general idea ―Fruit,‖ if I go further and imagine that my abstract 

idea ―Fruit,‖ derived from real fruit, is an entity existing outside 

me, is indeed the true essence of the pear, the apple, etc.; then, in 

the language of speculative philosophy I am declaring that ―Fruit‖ 

is the substance of the pear, the apple, the almond, etc. I am saying, 

therefore, that to be a pear is not essential to the pear, that to be an 

apple is not essential to the apple; that what is essential to these 

things is not their real being, perceptible to the senses, but the 

essence that I have extracted from them and then foisted on them, 

the essence of my idea—―Fruit.‖ I therefore declare apples, pears, 

almonds, etc. to be mere forms of existence, modi, of ―Fruit.‖
219
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For Marx, not the fruit, but only different fruits exist, but in the speculative 

method the fruit, which is only abstracted from particular actual fruits, is made 

what is essential and thus substance while particular fruits are reduced merely to 

―the forms of existence‖ of this substance; they are only its ―semblances‖. As we 

have already noted, this process is called by Marx in 1844 Manuscripts as 

―uncritical idealism.‖  

Marx does not think that Hegel remained at such a simple level; according 

to him, Hegel also wants to show why there is diversity among things, or why the 

fruit assumes different shapes and shows itself as fruits. To this aim, Hegel 

attempts to expose the transition from the true substance to the manifestations of 

this substance, but in order to do this he must abandon the abstraction because ―it 

is impossible to arrive at the opposite of an abstraction without relinquishing the 

abstraction.‖
220

 These are exactly the same expressions with those which are 

asserted in 1844 Manuscripts, and as we quoted in the previous chapter Marx‘s 

expression that ―abstraction resolves to forsake abstraction and to have a look at 

nature free of abstraction‖
221

 we have already referred to the theological critique 

of Hegel‘s philosophy by Feuerbach and Marx. This ‗resolve‘, which makes Idea 

or concept into a subject, includes a transition ―from abstracting to intuiting.‖
222

  

As a subject the concept, of fruit in the example Marx gives, must be 

conceived as a ―living, self-differentiating, moving‖ because it can give an 

existence to its apparent forms only by abandoning its own abstraction and posing 

itself as diversity of particular fruits. Therefore, the differences among them are 

nothing than the self-differentiations of the concept itself. ―Thus ‗Fruit‘ is no 

longer a contentless, undifferentiated unity; it is oneness as allness, as ‗totalness‘ 

of fruits, which constitutes an ‗organic ramified series‘.‖
223
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Speculative method thus makes the abstraction, which it abstracts from 

particular existences, into substance and gives the true actuality only to this 

abstraction. And then, by transforming the substance into the subject, it reduces 

them only to an apparent form of this subject, but at the same time gives a partial 

truth to them because they constitute the moments in its life. Therefore, ―the value 

of profane fruits no longer consists in their natural qualities but in the speculative 

quality which gives each of them a definite place in the life-process of ‗Absolute 

fruit‘‖.
224

 Consequently, for Marx, what we have before us is nothing other than a 

mystification because speculative philosopher presents the existence of diversity 

in which ordinary man sees nothing extraordinary, as if it were a miracle.  

 

In the speculative way of speaking, this operation is called 

comprehending the substance as the subject, as an inner Process, 

as an Absolute Person and that comprehension constitutes the 

essential character of Hegel‟s method.
225

  

 

Marx‘s main point here is again the inverting character of Hegelian philosophy, 

which makes real subjects into predicates of a being which is only a creation of 

understanding. Despite this general picture of Hegel which he draws, Marx is still 

sure that Hegel does something beyond mere wordplay and, to a great extent, 

presents his object in an objective way or in accordance with its essence. 

 

…Hegel very often gives a real presentation, embracing the thing 

itself, within the speculative presentation. This real reasoning 

within the speculative reasoning misleads the reader into 

considering the speculative reasoning as real and the real as 

speculative.
226
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Marx argues that Hegel gives his object its due, but does this in a mystical way, 

and his speculative method obscures his real presentation of the thing itself. It is 

very interesting to note that Marx here praises the elaboration of the content in 

Hegel‘s philosophy whereas he defies his method and sees it as mystifying. 

Another important point in Marx‘s critique of Hegel in The Holy Family is that 

Marx calls Hegel‘s method as ‗speculative method‘ and gives no place ‗dialectic‘ 

in his presentation of Hegel‘s method: he only mentions ‗understanding‘ and 

‗speculative reason‘. However, the decisive moment is Hegel‘s method is dialectic 

or ‗negative reason‘.  

In his Logic, Hegel makes a distinction among ‗understanding‘, ‗negative 

reason‘ (dialectical moment) and ‗positive reason‘ (speculative moment) as the 

moments of logical thinking.
227

 Understanding, which moves in accordance with 

the principle of identity, applies a universal to its content and differentiates its 

objects through abstraction. The problem with understanding consists in the fact 

that it isolates its determinations and sticks to them. Hegel also calls it ―the 

goodness of God‖ in the sense that it implies an order in the world of the finite 

things.
228

 

Dialectic as the second moment of logical thinking means the self-

negation and self-transcendence of the determinations of understanding. For 

Hegel, ―the dialectical constitutes the moving soul of scientific progression, and it 

is the principle through which alone immanent coherence and necessity enter into 

the content of science, just as all genuine, nonexternal elevation above the finite is 

to be found in this principle.‖
229

 Dialectic also shows how the finite things are of 

transient character and necessarily pass into their opposites, and in this sense it 

symbolizes ―God‘s might‖
230

.  
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The final moment of logical thought is the positive reason. This 

speculative moment as the positive result of dialectic is the unity of the opposed 

determinations. And it can also be called, according to Hegel, ―mystical‖ since it 

expresses a unity which can never be conceived by understanding.
231

 Hegel also 

points out that if the negative moment, dialectic, is disregarded his logic would be 

devoid of its distinctive feature and stand on the same level with the common 

logic.
232

 

As it is well-known, Marx would later call his method as ‗dialectical 

method‘ in his Capital. It follows that, even though Marx absorbs the dialectic 

method from the beginning, there yet appears to be some uncertainties concerning 

how to use it in his critique of political economy. Marx‘s open appropriation of 

dialectic method is firstly seen only in his Grundrisse, and in this sense his 

attitude toward Hegel‘s dialectic has undergone a decisive change
233

 especially 

since this work; however, what drives Marx to consciously use dialectic in his 

critique of political economy has its signs in all his previous works, as we have 

tried to show: it is by the mediation of a critique of Hegel and Hegelians, who 

have no true insight into Hegel‘s dialectic, that Marx‘s discussion of the correct 

method results in fully appropriating all main aspects of Hegel‘s dialectic. 
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In addition to this critique of Hegel, Marx again attacks Hegel while 

criticizing Bauer‘s conception of history, which seems to be a caricatured form of 

Hegel‘s. The main core of his critique is that their conception of history deprives 

human beings of freedom and transforms history into an omnipotent subject. 

Because of their conception of teleological truth, 

 

… history like truth becomes a person apart, a metaphysical 

subject of which real human individuals are but the bearers.
234

  

 

Marx‘s critique here is mainly related with Bauer‘s deeply negative attitude 

toward the role of ‗mass‘, according to which the mass is ―the true enemy of the 

spirit‖ since the mass cannot understand the true meaning of history and it is 

content with a ―superficiality‖. For this reason, Bauer completely separates 

‗Absolute Criticism‘ from ‗the Mass‘ and sees in history not the actions of the 

mass but ‗idea‘ only. Furthermore, by reducing all struggles to those only in 

consciousness, Bauer ascribes to the ‗Critique‘ an absolute role. However, it is 

explicit for Marx that ―material estrangement‖ can be overcome not by 

superseding it in thought but only through ―exterior, palpable struggles‖. 

 

Yet Absolute Criticism has learnt from Hegel‘s Phenomenology the 

art of changing real objective chains that exist outside me into 

mere ideal, mere subjective chains existing in me, and thus to 

change all exterior, palpable struggles into pure struggles of 

thought.
235

  

 

What is important for us here is Marx‘s remark that Hegel‘s Phenomenology 

transforms real chains into ideal ones and reduces all palpable struggles to 

struggles in thought. From our discussion of Marx‘s critique in 1844 Manuscripts, 

we know that such an interpretation of Phenomenology is a part of Marx‘s general 
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critique of Hegel: for Hegel reduces man to self-consciousness he does not seek 

solutions to the real problems of human life but only tries to solve them in thought 

and thus his philosophy affirms the existing state of affairs. However, it is very 

doubtful whether Hegel shares such an extremist position, which may be ascribed, 

for instance, to the Stoics, with Bruno Bauer. In his Philosophy of Right, Hegel 

clarifies what Marx calls ‗real‘ and ‗ideal‘ in terms of ‗body‘ and ‗soul‘, and 

expresses the fact that the ‗chains‘ cannot be challenged only internally: 

 

It is only because I am alive as a free entity in my body that this 

living existent ought not to be misused by being made a beast of 

burden. While I am alive, my soul (the concept and, to use a higher 

term, the free entity) and my body are not separated; my body is 

the existence of my freedom and it is with my body that I feel. It is 

therefore only sophistical understanding, devoid of the Idea 

[ideelos], which can so distinguish body and soul as to hold that 

the ‗thing-in-itself ‘, the soul, is not touched or attacked if the body 

is maltreated and the existent embodiment [Existenz] of personality 

is subjected to the power of another. I can withdraw into myself 

out of my bodily existence and make my body something external 

to myself; particular feelings I can regard as something outside me, 

and in chains I can still be free. But this is my will; so far as others 

are concerned, I am in my body. To be free from the point of view 

of others is identical with being free in my determinate existence 

[Dasein]. If another does violence to my body, he does violence to 

me.
236

 

 

Hegel is simply saying that body and soul are inseparable –an idea which is 

originally specific to Aristotle
237

– and, especially in my relations to others, body 

is not something that can be disregarded, it is one with my own personality; thus, 

from Hegel‘s point of view, ‗chains‘ cannot be overcome only in thought, even if 

in his thought one may feel himself free in chains.  

In his polemics against Bauer, what Marx strongly opposes is that Bauer‘s 

views on ‗Spirit‘ and ‗the Mass‘ continue the traditional dualism between thought 
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and matter and further between idealism and materialism –a dualism which Marx 

denies in 1844 Manuscripts. In accordance with this dualism, Bauer contrasts 

Spirit with the Mass and sees in the Mass only the direct antithesis of Spirit. 

Especially in his conception of history, ―only a few chosen individuals opposed as 

the active Spirit to the rest of mankind, as the spiritless mass, as matter‖.
238

 What 

is important for us here is that Marx relates such a dualist viewpoint with Hegel‘s 

philosophy of history because in his eyes Bauer‘s conception is nothing other than 

a ―Critically caricatural realization of Hegel‟s conception of history‖: 

 

Hegel‟s conception of history assumes an Abstract or Absolute 

Spirit which develops in such a way that mankind is a mere mass 

bearing it with a varying degree of consciousness or 

unconsciousness. Within empiric, exoteric history he therefore has 

a speculative, esoteric history develop. The history of mankind 

becomes the history of the abstract spirit of mankind, a spirit 

beyond all man!
239

  

 

According to Marx, Hegel sees in history the steps of Absolute Spirit whose aims 

are realized in the hands of mankind which is reduced merely to a bearer of this 

Spirit. The subject of this process therefore seems to be Absolute Spirit while 

mankind is only its matter. However, the classical dualism Marx openly rejects 

appears in Hegel as sublated to a great extent because, as Marx himself puts it, for 

Hegel 

 

the Absolute Spirit makes history only in appearance. For as the 

Absolute Spirit becomes conscious of itself as the creative World 

Spirit only in the philosopher and post festum, its making of history 

exists only in the consciousness, in the opinion and conception of 

the philosopher, i.e., only in the speculative imagination.
240
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The situation is exactly like what Marx says, and therefore the Absolute Spirit is 

not something outside and beyond mankind, its existence is limited to the thought 

of the philosopher. Both mankind and the Absolute Spirit make history 

unconsciously, and it is the philosopher who sees in history an order and an end. 

 

The world spirit is the spirit of the world as it reveals itself through 

the human consciousness; the relationship of men to it is that of 

single parts to the whole which is their substance. And this world 

spirit corresponds to the divine spirit, which is the absolute spirit. 

Since God is omnipresent, he is present in everyone and appears in 

everyone‘s consciousness.
241

 

 

Thus we can talk about an Absolute Spirit not as a transcendent entity but only as 

appearing in the historical actions of mankind and, accordingly, it has no end; it is 

the philosopher who ascribes it an end. As Engels expresses against ‗Absolute 

Criticism‘ of Bauer:  

 

History does nothing; it ―possesses no immense wealth,‖ it ―wages 

no battles.‖ It is man, real living man, that does all that, that 

possesses and fights; ―history‖ is not a person apart, using man as a 

means for its own particular aims; history is nothing but the 

activity of man pursuing his aims.
242

  

 

And it is equally clear from Marx‘s words that Hegel‘s Absolute Spirit is ―nothing 

but the activity of man pursuing his aims‖ and the retrospective reflection of the 

philosopher on history. Therefore, to think the Absolute Spirit as ―beyond all 

man‖ would be mistaken
243

; however, despite this argument, Marx appears to be 
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aware of the true implication of Hegel‘s philosophy of history. And what he does 

not accept is Hegel‘s way of presentation which, for Marx, tends to obscure and 

mystify the real history of mankind.  

By the way, Marx‘s brief explanation of Hegel‘s philosophy of history 

stresses the role of philosopher in history as a retrospective consciousness. The 

philosopher reflects on the past events, and even though her main aim is to 

understand the existing state of affairs, ―the participation of the philosopher in 

history is reduced to this retrospective consciousness‖.
244

 However, for Marx, the 

present is not a completed process, as if we can only think about it post festum; 

rather, we live in a living present and we are not only an interpreter of it, but also 

its actor. So, like everyone, the philosopher is, and ought to be, an active member 

of the present and has a share of making it. 

Finally, it may be useful to state that in The Holy Family Marx sketches a 

brief history of materialism and emphasizes the necessary connection of 

communism with materialism. In many respects, this part clearly shows that Marx 

attaches himself to materialism irrevocably, despite his insistence on the unity of 

materialism and idealism in 1844 Manuscripts.
245

 However, in The Holy Family 

Marx sees a necessary connection between communism and materialism: 

 

There is no need of any great penetration to see from the teaching 

of materialism on the original goodness and equal intellectual 
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endowment of men, the omnipotence of experience, habit and 

education, and the influence of environment on man, the great 

significance of industry, the justification of enjoyment, etc., how 

necessarily materialism is connected with communism and 

socialism.
246

 

 

Such a view, which relates communism directly with materialism and even 

regards Feuerbach‘s materialism as theoretical humanism which corresponds to 

French and English communism as practical humanism
247

, really appears to have 

broken with Hegelian philosophy. The contrary would be unimaginable because, 

for Marx, Hegel reduces human to self-consciousness, overcomes the real 

problems only in thought and thus ―stands the world on its head‖; therefore, 

Hegelian philosophy is ―the most conservative philosophy.‖
248

 However, there is 

also the other side of the medallion: Marx would appropriate the revolutionary 

method from this ―most conservative philosophy‖. 

 

 

4.2. Against Abstraction 

 

Before attempting to criticize the method of Proudhon which is based on applying 

Hegel‘s method as it is, in his Poverty of Philosophy Marx ironically says that 

―Here we are, in the heart of Germany! We shall now have to talk metaphysics 

while talking political economy.‖
249

 This is a very striking expression because of 
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its validity for all Marx‘s writings related to political economy. As we have 

pointed out in the previous chapters, ‗inversion‘ has a central place in all Marx‘s 

critiques: of political economy, of philosophy, and of religion. And this repeatedly 

employed concept is somehow related to metaphysics, even if it is used for a 

critique of metaphysics. Marx first and foremost aims at inverting the inverted 

world of political economy, religion, and philosophy which finds its root in the 

inverted reality itself. And especially it is this necessary connection between a 

critique of political economy and that of Hegel which drives Marx to mention, 

criticize, despise or praise Hegel‘s name whenever he dealt with political 

economy. And in this sense, Marx is always in Germany and vis-à-vis the 

metaphysical inverted character of the reality.  

Furthermore, it is very interesting to see that Marx feels obliged to criticize 

Hegel whenever he attempts to criticize political economy. This is mainly due to 

his rivals who have tried to maintain their relation to Hegel or wanted to enter into 

a close relation with Hegel in their study. In this respect, we must regard 

Proudhon as one of the most important figures to whom Marx criticized because 

he tries to present his ideas on political economy by using Hegel‘s method –an 

effort which seems to be identical with that of Marx especially in Grundrisse and 

in Capital.  

While we were discussing Marx‘s critique of Hegel in 1844 Manuscripts, 

we have quoted Marx‘s remark that ―Hegel‘s standpoint is that of modern political 

economy.‖
250

 Now there is also Proudhon as a third person because he presents 

his ideas on political economy through Hegel‘s method, and it is exactly for this 

reason that Marx attacks him and with this attack he enters into a discussion of 

method once again.  

What is, then, the standpoint of Proudhon? From The Holy Family, we 

know that Marx shares Proudhon‘s ideal –an ideal which aims to transcend the 
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capitalist relations of production and to establish a new society based on equality– 

to the great extent, and hails him for his success over political economists: 

 

He is therefore consistent when he represents as the falsifier of 

economic relations not this or that particular kind of private 

property as other economists do, but private property taken in its 

entirety. He does all that a criticism of political economy from the 

standpoint of political economy can do.
251

 

 

Proudhon attacks political economy from within and tries to show its principle 

itself to be irrational. Nevertheless, all this does not prevent Marx from criticizing 

Proudhon; this will suggest that Marx unfaithfully criticized Feuerbach in his 

Theses on Feuerbach and German Ideology despite all praises he and Engels 

made in their previous works: Feuerbach is ―the true conqueror of the old 

philosophy‖
252

 and ―has in principle overthrown the old dialectic and 

philosophy,‖
253

 and again with Engels‘ words: ―who, then, revealed the mystery 

of the ‗system‘? Feuerbach.‖
254

 As Marx later acknowledges in one of his letters, 

Proudhon plays an important role which is similar to Feuerbach.
255

 In the 

development of Marx‘s thought, as have previously noted, Feuerbach‘s role is so 

limited, and he only opens up a new sphere on which real problems of life are 

discussed. Just as Feuerbach, in contrast to other Young Hegelians who simply 

                                                 
251

 The Holy Family, p. 48.  

252
 Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 144. 

253
 Ibid., p. 143. 

254
 The Holy Family, p. 124. 

255
 ―In this book What is Property? Proudhon stands in approximately the same relation to Saint-

Simon and Fourier as Feuerbach stands to Hegel. Compared with Hegel, Feuerbach is certainly 

poor. Nevertheless he was epoch-making after Hegel because he laid stress on certain points 

which were disagreeable to the Christian consciousness but important for the progress of criticism, 

points which Hegel had left in mystic semi-obscurity.‖ Marx‘s letter to J.B. Schweitzer, in Karl 

Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy: Answer to the “Philosophy of Poverty by M. Proudhon, Foreign 

Language Press, Peking, 1977, p. 214.  

 



107 

 

take one aspect of Hegel‘s philosophy, attacks the ‗inner principle‘ of Hegelian 

system and tries to go beyond it, Proudhon, in contrast to utopic socialists who 

merely demand for equality, too attacks the ‗inner principle‘ of political economy 

–private property– and implies the transcendence of the capitalist system of 

production. For Marx, therefore, neither Proudhon nor Feuerbach introduces 

anything essentially new and important to the fields of political economy and 

philosophy; the only thing they achieve is to indicate a new foundation and the 

transcendence of the system, either of Hegel or of capitalism.  

The difference between Proudhon and Feuerbach is that the former accepts 

Hegel‘s method whereas the latter rejects it. But, for Marx, both points of view 

are incomplete and very far from understanding, and doing justice to, Hegel‘s 

dialectic. Marx believes that he critically appropriates Hegel‘s dialectic and in 

this sense he both accepts it, like Proudhon, and rejects it, like Feuerbach. Since 

Marx conceives the dialectic as scientific method he opposes Feuerbach; and 

since Marx argues that the dialectic must be purified from mysticism before using 

it and not be conceived as a predetermined schema, he also opposes Proudhon.  

From Marx‘s point of view, we may speak of another similarity alongside 

the above mentioned one between Feuerbach and Proudhon –a similarity between 

Bauer‘s and Proudhon‘s standpoint. Marx, on the one hand, argues that Bauer 

cannot free himself from Hegel‘s logic, and the same is valid for Proudhon too 

because he himself wants to make use of Hegel‘s method without criticizing it in 

his study on political economy. For Marx, on the other hand, both also suffer from 

a crucial defect: they can only present a caricatured version of Hegel. Therefore, 

their relation to Hegel is problematic because, on the one hand, Bauer, for 

instance in his conception of history, substitutes his own Absolute Criticism for 

Hegel‘s Absolute Spirit which is nothing other than the retrospective 

consciousness of the philosopher concerning past history, and on the other hand, 

Proudhon does not manage to understand Hegel‘s method properly and reduces 
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dialectic merely to ―the dogmatic distinction between good and bad.‖
256

 Thus, the 

problem for Marx is not only that they remain within a Hegelian framework, but 

also that they misinterpret Hegel and, if we are allowed to use a later expression, 

are not capable of extracting ―the rational kernel within the mystical shell‖.
257

 

While criticizing Proudhon, Marx roughly draws a picture of Hegel‘s 

dialectic, as in the Holy Family. But in this picture, the emphasis is placed on the 

nature and order of ‗categories‘ since Proudhon claims that ―We are not giving a 

history according to the order in time but according to the sequence of ideas.‖
258

 

It is mainly this point that Marx attempts to criticize, and in so doing, he makes 

clear his own conception of ‗categories‘. We will later see that this issue is of 

great importance for Marx because when he tries to present his study on the 

capitalist mode of production systematically, when he does science, he needs a 

correct method of presentation and thus ten years later, in Grundrisse, he is forced 

to discuss the same point –the nature and order of economical categories– in detail 

once again.
259

 We will not follow Marx‘s critique of Proudhon in detail, but limit 

ourselves to present Hegel‘s dialectic as Marx understood it in The Poverty of 

Philosophy. 

In his Logic, Hegel deals with logical categories and shows how the 

transition from one category to another takes place. He takes them as thought-

determinations which thinking gives to itself. Therefore, in Hegel‘s view, Logic, 

as ―the science of the pure Idea,‖
260

 is not a formal thinking, but thinking with 

content. Its content does not come from senses since all sensible data are excluded 

                                                 
256

 The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 106. 

257
 Capital, Vol. I, p. 103. 

258
 The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 97. 

259
 ―The point is not the historic position of the economic relations in the succession of different 

forms of society. Even less is it their ‗in the idea‘ (Proudhon) (a muddy notion of historic 

movement). Rather, their order within modern bourgeois society.‖
259

 Grundrisse, pp. 107-8. 

260
 The Encyclopaedia Logic, § 19, p. 45. 



109 

 

from logical thinking; all content consists of ―thinking in its activity and its 

production.‖ What thinking produces is its own determinacy which is universal. 

Hegel‘s logic consists of these pure thought-determinations which are the 

foundation of all being. Thus, since logic constitutes the ground of everything 

existing, any philosophical science concerning the realm of the finite will 

presuppose logic: 

 

When … we consider the Logic as the system of pure thought-

determinations, the other philosophical sciences–the Philosophy of 

Nature, and the Philosophy of Spirit–appear, in contrast, as applied 

logic, so to speak, for the Logic is their animating soul. Thus, the 

concern of those other sciences is only to recognise the logical 

forms in the shapes of nature and spirit, shapes that are only a 

particular mode of expression of the forms of pure thinking.
261

    

 

Against Proudhon‘s presentation of the economic categories by imitating the 

process in Hegel‘s Logic, Marx gives a brief account of Hegel‘s dialectic, and in 

so doing, he aims to stress his own materialist position.  

Political economists, according to Marx, consider the economic categories 

belonging to the bourgeois mode of production as eternal and unchangeable; they 

really try to explain the operation of this mode of production but ignore its 

historical dimension. However, Proudhon attempts to investigate ―the genesis of 

these categories‖, and by reducing the relations of production to categories, he 

tries to present them in a rational order. For Marx, however, economic categories 

are nothing other than the theoretical expression of ―the historical movement of 

production relations.‖ To take economic categories as separated from the real 

production relations would bring about ascribing these categories to ―the 

movement of pure reason‖
262
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Impersonal reason, having outside itself neither a base on which it 

can pose itself, nor an object to which it can oppose itself, nor a 

subject with which it can compose itself, is forced to turn head 

over heels, in posing itself, opposing itself and composing itself -- 

position, opposition, composition. 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.
263

  

 

For Marx, it is a simple fact that when abstracted the subject from all its specific 

content and accidental feature the only thing left is logical categories. Therefore, it 

is possible to reduce everything to logical categories, and in a similar vein, when 

abstracted from all specific real movements what is before us is the abstract 

movement which is applicable for all movements, or, in other words, when we 

follow the movement of logical categories which applies to everything existent we 

arrive at the movement of everything. However, in this simple process of 

abstraction, which appears in Marx‘s eyes as useless because it does not let us 

come close to the fact but removes us from it, one can imagine finding ―the 

absolute method, which not only explains all things, but also implies the 

movement of things.‖
264

 Accordingly, this method expresses the movement of 

pure reason which depends on ―posing itself, opposing itself and composing 

itself.‖
265

 Reason, devoid of personality, first of all, posits itself as a thesis, but 

this thesis is of contradictory nature and includes the negative and the positive 

aspects. And ―the struggle between these two antagonistic elements comprised in 

the antithesis constitutes the dialectical movement.‖
266

 The entire system is thus 

constituted by following the dialectic movement of categories. 
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Thus, for Hegel, all that has happened and is still happening is only 

just what is happening in his own reasoning. Thus the philosophy 

of history is nothing but the history of philosophy, of his own 

philosophy. There is no longer a ―history according to the order in 

time,‖ there is only ―the sequence of ideas in the understanding.‖ 

He thinks he is constructing the world by the movement of thought, 

whereas he is merely reconstructing systematically and classifying 

by the absolute method the thoughts which are in the minds of 

all.
267

 

 

After this short account of Hegel‘s dialectic, Marx passes to express his own ideas 

against Proudhon. For him, first of all, there is no eternal economic category; they 

emerge from the relations of production, which change throughout history and are 

product of men‘s activity. As the relations of production are changed, economic 

categories are also changed, surely by men themselves, since they reflect these 

very relations: ―these ideas, these categories, are as little eternal as the relations 

they express. They are historical and transitory products.‖
268

 Therefore, for Marx, 

it is impossible to conceive the relations of production by a logical formula 

because they constitute an organic whole, which historically determined. As a 

result, Proudhon‘s attempt to employ Hegelian dialectic in his study on political 

economy serves, according to Marx, not to give a true account of the relations of 

production, but to obscure the very structure of these relations and thus the 

specific nature of a given historical mode of production. As Marx will later also 

show in his Grundrisse, the method cannot be employed for an arbitrary 

classification of economic categories; it must be used only for the aim of 

conceiving the object of investigation concretely. Therefore, the method cannot be 

considered as a means of escaping from a laborious empirical study; on the 
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contrary, it presupposes this laborious process because to conceive the logic of the 

fact requires the entirely appropriation of the fact and the consideration of it in its 

contradictory nature. 

Marx is not also of the opinion that Proudhon was really able to conceive 

Hegel‘s dialectic: he reduces the dialectic into the opposition between ‗good‘ and 

‗bad‘, and the elimination of the bad.
269

 Such a conception of the dialectic is, for 

Marx, not dialectic at all: this makes thought devoid of ‗life‘ and leaves room only 

for ‗morality‘.
270

 

It is not necessary to further follow Marx‘s critique of Proudhon for our 

main aim is to take a look at his critique of Hegel in The Poverty of Philosophy. 

 

 

4.3. An Overview 

 

In this chapter, we have tried to expose Marx‘s critique of Hegel as expressed in 

The Holy Family and The Poverty of Philosophy, however it must be pointed out 

that in these works Marx‘s main concern is to criticize, not Hegel himself, but 

Bauer and his company and Proudhon: he subjects Hegel to the critique in passing 

since they remain within the confines of Hegelian system. It must further be 

stressed that Marx is very far away from identifying their position with that of 

Hegel; according to him, both Bauer and Proudhon present a caricaturized version 

of Hegel‘s dialectic. In other words, they do not succeed in appropriating Hegel‘s 

dialectic, and transform it into a ready-made schema. 

In these works, Marx mainly holds that in a scientific study one never part 

with the fact and impose his own categories to it. If the movement of the fact itself 

is not followed but is conformed to a predetermined schema, thinking tends to 
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replace its dialectic of concepts with the inner movement of the fact. For Marx, 

the method must reflect the logic of the fact and follow its own development. In 

this sense, it is neither a ready-made recipe nor a schema which the fact must be 

conformed to. Therefore, if the method is understood as the body of rules 

determined prior to the investigation of the fact, then, for Marx, it presents no 

advantage for the scientific inquiry; on the contrary, it serves to obscure the nature 

of the fact. 

It may appear as a contradiction that Marx criticizes Proudhon‘s attempt to 

employ Hegel‘s dialectic in his critique of political economy because in his 

Grundrisse he would note that in order to conceive the nature of the capitalist 

mode of production one does not have to follow the historical order and in his 

Capital he would openly express that he used the dialectic method which has been 

systematically developed in Hegel‘s philosophy. However, by opposing 

Proudhon‘s attempt, Marx in fact remains to be devoted to the essence of 

Hegelian dialectic since dialectic has nothing to do with the arbitrary 

classification of some ready-made categories. Therefore, Proudhon‘s model is 

instructive for Marx because he appears to learn from it what he should not do in 

using the dialectic method in his critique of political economy. 

In his Logic, Hegel summarizes the method in those words: 

 

This method is not something distinct from its subject matter and 

content – for it is the content itself, the dialectic which it possesses 

within itself, which moves the subject matter forward. It is clear 

that no expositions can be accepted as scientifically valid that do 

not follow the progression of this method and are not in tune with 

its simple rhythm, for it is the course of the fact itself.
271

 

 

Therefore, for Hegel, the method cannot be external to its object but is the very 

movement of the fact; ―this dialectic is not an activity of subjective thinking 

applied to some matter externally, but is rather the matter‟s very soul putting forth 
                                                 
271
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its branches and fruit organically.‖
272

 In this sense, for him, there is no place for a 

method, which is accepted and applied to a given object, prior to the investigation 

of the object itself. As Frederick Beiser puts it, ―if Hegel has any methodology at 

all, it appears to be an anti-methodology, a method to suspend all methods.‖
273

 

However, this does not mean that dialectic is an empty phrase; on the contrary, as 

we will see in the chapter on ―Revolutionary Dialectic‖, ―dialectic does involve 

some recommendations about how science should approach the world, what sort 

of to look for in it, what sorts of explanations to employ, even a theoretical 

program to be followed.‖
274

 

It is, then, clear that, though it is in the form of a critique of Hegel‘s 

philosophy, in The Holy Family and The Poverty of Philosophy Marx does not 

move away from Hegel‘s dialectic; on the contrary, he constitutes to himself a 

firm and fertile ground so as to make use of it, and, by taking Hegel‘s warnings 

concerning method into consideration, points out the fact that the dialectic cannot 

be a ready-made method, which may be established prior to the investigation 

itself. 

Finally, it may be useful to mention Marx‘s vigilance for any attempt to 

directly apply the dialectic to political economy. Once he learns, on the very dates 

he himself tries to make use of Hegel‘s logic in his critique of political economy, 

that Ferdinand Lassalle is trying to interpret political economy by the help of 

Hegel‘s dialectic, Marx writes to Engels the following: 

 

Lassalle will discover to his cost that it is one thing for a critique 

to take a science to the point at which it admits of a dialectical 

presentation, and quite another to apply an abstract, ready-made 
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system of logic to vague presentiments of just such a system 

political economy.
275
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CHAPTER V 

 

 

HISTORICAL DIALECTIC 

 

 

 

One of the most important aspects of Marx‘s dialectic is that it has historical 

aspect as its essential determination: the dialectic ―regards every historically form 

as being in a fluid state, in motion, and therefore grasps its transient aspect as 

well‖.
276

 Regarding the historical aspect of Marx‘s dialectic, we need to remember 

especially two important points: first, for Marx, whatever exists has its own 

history, and in the world nothing is absolutely permanent. Therefore, change is 

immanent to all things: everything necessarily changes and becomes in time 

something other than itself. Second, and this is more important one, according to 

Marx, human proves herself as a literally historical being by creating her own 

history: human has a history because she does not remain in a given framework, 

which is strictly determined, like an animal, but she continuously transcends her 

limits by producing and reproducing her conditions of existence. In this context, 

Marx radically states that ―we know only a single science, the science of 

history‖.
277

 

In this chapter, though historical viewpoint is characteristic to Marx‘s 

thought in all his works, we will mainly deal with Marx‘s German Ideology and 

Communist Manifesto and try to show his critique of Hegel in these works. We 

will argue that these works of Marx also reflect to certain extent a critical 

relationship with Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right alongside his Philosophy of 

History, and aims to bring into the light the historical development of property 
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relations and thus showing the contradictory nature of private property prevailing 

in modern bourgeois society. Marx further conceives civil society as the basis of 

history and considers the state in its relation to civil society. Before proceeding to 

an analysis of these works we need to consider Hegel‘s view of property and civil 

society; this may help us to conceive the implications of Marx‘s critique. 

 

 

5.1. Hegel’s view of property and civil society 

 

 

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right deals with the concept of right and its 

actualization.
278

 Since right is originated in the free will ―the system of right is the 

realm of freedom made actual.‖
279

 And ―Abstract Right‖, which is the first chapter 

of Philosophy of Right, considers the will in its immediacy, not as actualized; in 

this sense it is only an ideal moment of the actual Idea, which is, in case of the 

right, the state. 

The subject appears in the abstract right as person who is ―infinite, 

universal, and free‖
280

, and who is devoid of any further determination; the person 

as immediate will can abstract from every determination and relates herself only 

to herself. Therefore, the external world is a limitation for her, which must be 

overcome and, to this aim, a person attempts to appropriate the external objects 

and to make them her own. However, the chapter on ―Abstract Right‖ is not only 

related to person‘s taking possession of the external objects, it also includes the 

relation with other persons through ‗contract‘ and in relation with other persons 

the negation of right as ‗crime‘. 
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Since the external object is devoid of any will in itself and it is only a 

‗thing‘ Sache a person existing as immediate will posits her will in the thing and 

makes it her own, giving an end to its appearance of independence. She realizes 

her end in the thing and gives it her own determination. In so doing, a person 

exhibits her freedom in the external world: 

 

All things may become the property of a human being, because the 

latter is free will and consequently is in and for itself, while what 

stands over against him lacks this quality. Thus everyone has the 

right to make his will the thing or to make the thing his will, or in 

other words to supersede [aufzuheben] the thing and transform it 

into his own; for the thing, as externality, has no end in itself; it is 

not infinite self-relation but something external to itself.
281

 

 

A person as free will must manifest her freedom in her external world, and to do 

this, she must appropriate the external things and find in them her will. By placing 

her will in the thing, human makes it acquire a characteristic which it does not 

have in itself. However, to appropriate an external object requires a series of 

process through which a person proves that the object is in her possession. 

Accordingly, a person‘s taking possession of an external object depends on: 

holding the thing physically, which is restricted to her bodily presence
282

; forming 

of the thing so that it bears the character of who gives a form to it even if she is 

not directly present
283

; and placing a ‗sign‘ in the thing so that it has no validity in 

itself but has its master as the signifier
284

. 

In this context, a point must, however, be emphasized, which is also 

related to the discussion on ‗civil society‘, that Hegel consciously uses the 

concepts possession Besitz and property Eigentum in order to show the 
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abstract and universal character of property, which makes it formal. In the chapter 

on ―Abstract Right‖, a person is considered as an abstract being in which 

everyone is equal as persons who exhibit their free will freier Wille in their 

property. In this sense, according to Hegel, property cannot be regarded as mere 

means of satisfying a person‘s particular needs; ―property is the first existence 

[Dasein] of freedom and so is in itself a substantial end.‖
285

 However, though 

persons as property holders are equal, an equality regarding property would, for 

Hegel, be unjust because a person realizes her individual will in the thing and 

makes it her own, and therefore property necessarily bears the character of 

―private property‖
286

 Privateigentum. It is ‗possession‘ that provides a means for 

satisfying a particular need and depends on the needs, desires and wishes of a 

particular person; it is thus thoroughly related to the arbitrary will Willkür of an 

individual and the contingent circumstances. It follows that the amount of 

possession of a person directly depends on her abilities and skills, and external 

circumstances. Consequently, according to Hegel, possession essentially implies 

inequality among persons because it is related to particular aspect, while property 

is a sign of equality among persons but only in terms of formal aspect, according 

to which every person is equal as persons, as property holders, not in terms of 

quality and quantity of their property.  

 

If at this stage we may speak of more persons than one, although 

no such distinction has yet been made, then we may say that in 

respect of their personality persons are equal. But this is an empty 

tautology, for the person, as something abstract, has not yet been 

particularized or posited as distinct in some specific way. 

‗Equality‘ is the abstract identity of the understanding; reflective 

thought and all kinds of intellectual mediocrity stumble on it at 

once when they are confronted by the relation of unity to a 
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difference. At this point, equality could only be the equality of 

abstract persons as such, and therefore the whole field of 

possession, this terrain of inequality, falls outside it.
287

  

 

Hegel thus conceives property as the existence of one‘s freedom, and since it 

essentially belongs to a particular person who places her will in it, other persons 

have no right over her property. Therefore, how much one will possess is 

completely left to the particular aspect which includes both individual differences 

such as ability, skill, etc., and external circumstances: property indicates only the 

formal equality of persons, but in terms of content inequality should not be 

violated since in this case the abstraction of equality would harm to the concrete 

and natural differences among individuals. However, Hegel‘s argument also 

involves a crucial point: since every individual is a person and thus has free will 

she has an absolute right to actualize her freedom, and thus to give her will an 

external existence. Accordingly, it is obvious that it would be wrong to prevent 

one from this right: the right of property cannot be violated and therefore 

―everyone must have property‖
288

. 

As we have pointed out, the abstract right has no validity in itself and is 

only related to the immediate will, which is yet devoid of any concretization; it is 

a moment in which there is no particularity so that Hegel speaks of ‗person‘ not of 

‗persons‘. It is only in civil society, as the moment of particularity of ethical life, 

that particular needs, the subsistence of an individual, the activity of labor and the 

different estates become the topic of discussion. Hegel attaches to civil society a 

great importance since it is a product of the modern world and enables the 

particularity to flourish.
289

 

Civil society is, for Hegel, a realm in which everyone pursues her own 

particular ends and tries to satisfy her own particular needs. Here, what is at issue 
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is the necessity of satisfying these particular needs, but its way is not strictly 

determined but left to each individual. Therefore, what is decisive in civil society 

is, on the one hand, the dependence on nature, though human‘s natural needs 

increasingly become human ones, and, on the other hand, the particular wills of 

individuals since every individual takes her own need as absolute. Then, it is clear 

that in such a society there would appear a great chaos because its members are 

atomized individuals each of whom pursues only her own particular end. 

According to Hegel, however, behind the semblance of disorder, universality 

shows itself. It is true that in civil society each individual thinks only her own 

particular needs and regards everyone else as mere means, but however civil 

society also attaches one‘s satisfaction of her needs to the satisfaction and welfare 

of other individuals so that one attains the means for satisfying her particular 

needs only by the mediation of others. 

In civil society, an individual tries to provide her means of subsistence, but 

she can accomplish this only by knowing what others are in need of and 

producing in accordance with this knowledge. Her welfare thus becomes 

dependent on the welfare of others: she attains the means through which she will 

satisfy her needs only by producing the means for the needs of others. And even 

though contingency prevails in civil society, from this contingency a relationship 

of dependency and necessity emerges so that no one is capable of attaining the 

means without considering the needs, and therefore welfare, of others. ―In the 

course of the actual attainment of selfish ends—an attainment conditioned in this 

way by universality—there is formed a system of complete interdependence, 

wherein the livelihood, welfare, and rightful existence [rechtliches Dasein] of one 

individual are interwoven with the livelihood, welfare, and rights of all.‖
290

 To 

find the universality in this realm of contingency is the work of political 

economy.291 
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Hegel closely analyses the object of political economy and on this basis 

tries to conceive civil society. However, as we will see, he is not uncritical about 

civil society and aware of its defects, and he even conceives these defects as 

integral to civil society; in other words, the problems of civil society are not 

contingent: this society is itself a realm of contingency and thus the problems 

necessarily arise from civil society itself, and the individual is for the most part 

left to the arms of contingency. Before passing to the problems of civil society, we 

will dwell on Hegel‘s analysis of civil society in some detail. 

For Hegel, unlike animal, human continuously increases her needs due to 

her physical organization which leaves her more defenseless relative to animal. 

But it is for the very reason that she creates new needs for herself and, in so doing, 

she also increases the means which will satisfy them. The increase in needs brings 

about ever more dependency of humans on one another because in civil society a 

human can satisfy her needs only through the means which are produced by other 

humans, and, in return for this, she must therefore produce the means through 

which other humans will satisfy their needs. ―We play into each other‘s hands and 

so hang together. To this extent, everything particular becomes something 

social.‖
292

 

This interdependency among humans also transforms natural needs into 

human ones and to certain extent gives an end to ―natural necessity of need‖
293

; 

humans direct themselves to the needs which are produced by themselves. In 

other words, in civil society what is decisive concerning needs is no longer nature 

but society since they are needs which are marked by society and have a spiritual 

character. In civil society, humans therefore save themselves, to certain extent, 

from the necessity of nature, and the fundamental factor in this process, according 

to Hegel, is labor to which ―the moment of liberation‖
294

 directly belongs. It is 
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through labor that natural material is shaped and the means for needs are produced 

so that ―it is the products of human effort which human beings consume.‖
295

 

However, it must be pointed out that Hegel is fully aware of the transformation to 

which labor has undergone in the modern society and does not regard it only as 

labor in general. 

 

The universal and objective element in work, on the other hand, 

lies in the process of abstraction which effects the subdivision of 

needs and means and thereby eo ipso subdivides production and 

brings about the division of labour. By this division, the work of 

the individual becomes less complex, and consequently his skill at 

his abstract work increases, as does the volume of his output. At 

the same time, this abstraction of skill and means of production 

completes and makes necessary everywhere the dependence of 

people on one another and their reciprocal relation in the 

satisfaction of their other needs. Further, the abstraction of 

production makes work more and more mechanical, until finally 

the human being is able to step aside and let a machine take his 

place.
296

 

 

Therefore, it is clear for Hegel that the universal aspect in civil society is provided 

by ‗abstract labor‘ and as a result the interdependency among humans becomes a 

‗necessity‘. Furthermore, Hegel draws attention to a possibility which may 

liberate human from the necessity of labor thanks to the introduction of machines 

in production process, and in this he seems to be very optimistic. This is very 

important because he, on the one hand, points out ―the moment of liberation 

intrinsic to work‖ and, on the other hand, talks about a possibility of liberation 

from labor itself. One may ask why it is necessary to liberate human from labor if 

it is itself emancipatory and whether the mechanization of labor and the 

introduction of machines really bring about the liberation of human from the 

necessity of labor. The answer is not given in Philosophy of Right, but can be 

found in Hegel‘s earlier writings. 
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In his 1803-4 Jena writings, Hegel draws attention to the negative aspect 

of labor rather than ―the moment of liberation‖ lying in labor and shows how the 

laborer increasingly becomes weak and worthless due to the introduction of 

machines in the production process. He puts it as follows: 

 

When he man lets nature be worked over by a variety of 

machines, he does not cancel the necessity for his laboring but only 

postpones it, and makes it more distant from nature; and his living 

labor is not directed on nature as alive, but this negative vitality 

evaporates from it, and the laboring that remains to man becomes 

itself more machinelike; man diminishes labor only for the whole, 

not for the single laborer; for him it is increased rather; for the 

more machinelike labor becomes, the less it is worth, and the more 

one must work in that mode.
297

 

 

And, again in his 1805-6 Jena writings: 

 

Individual becomes–through the abstractness of labor–more 

mechanical, duller, spiritless. The spiritual element, this fulfilled 

self-conscious life, becomes an empty doing leeres Thun. The 

power of the Self consists in a rich all-embracing comprehension, 

but this power is lost. He can leave some work to machine, but his 

own activity thereby becomes more formalized. His dull work 

constricts him to a single point, and his work becomes more 

consummate the more one-sided it becomes.
298

 

 

Therefore, for Hegel, it is clear that although labor has an emancipatory aspect 

since it enables to transform natural objects into human products and to certain 

extent provides the unity of the subjective and the objective, in civil society it 

bears no implication of freedom for the laborer because her labor becomes more 

mechanized and one-sided, and the laborer herself becomes a part of the machine. 
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And the introduction of machines in the production process causes her to more 

work and lengthen her working-time. Hegel is thus right to think that human 

should liberate herself from the necessity of labor which kills her spirituality and 

leaves no free time for her. As a result, he argues that when the mechanical labor 

of the laborer is entirely replaced by the machines ―human freedom is restored‖
299

. 

Furthermore, Hegel conceives civil society not as an undifferentiated 

whole but as one consisting of three main estates Stände: the substantial estate, 

the formal estate and the universal estate. This first estate is the agricultural estate 

and gets its means of subsistence from the products of the land. Hegel remarks 

that in the modern society this estate tends to get the character of industry, and 

despite this fact, he emphasizes that ―the agricultural estate will always retain a 

mode of life which is patriarchal and the substantial disposition proper to such a 

life.‖
300

 The second estate makes natural objects into human products and thus its 

work necessitates reflection. Hegel considers craftsmanship, manufacture and 

trade within this estate.
301

 Lastly, the universal estate is composed of public 

officers whose task is devoted to the universal interests of the state. The members 

of this estate get their means of subsistence through salary which the state pays to 

them.
302

 It must be also noted that Hegel sees to belong to an estate as 

indispensable for personality because for him in the modern state everyone must 

be organically connected to the whole.
303

 And it is interesting that Hegel regards 

the existence of estates as the basis of the right of particularity and argues that 

                                                 
299

 Hegel, G.W.F., Lectures on Natural Right and Political Science: The First Philosophy of Right 

(Heidelberg, 1817-1818), University of California Press, California, 1995, § 101, p. 177. 

300
 Outlines of the Philosophy of Right, § 203, Addition, p. 195. 

301
 Ibid., § 204, p. 195. 

302
 Ibid., § 205, p. 195. 

303
 ―When we say that a human being is ‗somebody‘ etwas, we mean that he should belong to a 

specific estate, since to be a somebody means to have substantial being. A person with no estate is 

a mere private person and does not enjoy actual universality.‖ Ibid., § 207, Addition, p. 197. 



126 

 

―subjective opinion and one‘s particular arbitrary will‖ are decisive in an 

individual‘s belonging to an estate.
304

 

As we have pointed out, in Hegel‘s view, civil society is not free from 

problems and, though it exhibits an appearance of universality, it is nevertheless 

essentially the moment of particularity and it is thus open thoroughly to the 

contingency. Therefore, despite the fact that civil society appears as a self-

sufficient whole and all its members are strictly connected to each other, it brings 

about serious problems. 

It is true that in civil society there is an interdependence among men, 

which in fact has become a necessity, and a considerable wealth, but everyone 

cannot get an equal share from this wealth: it depends on one‘s ability and 

capital.
305

 For Hegel, this inequality is just since humans are themselves unequal 

by nature. However, he is also aware that in civil society even the satisfaction of 

most fundamental needs is subjected to the contingency, and therefore ―civil 

society affords a spectacle of extravagance and want as well as of the physical and 

ethical degeneration common to them both‖.
306

 Furthermore, the increase in the 

needs and the means for their satisfaction brings about ―luxury‖, ―dependence‖ 

and ―want‖.
307

 

Hegel allocates a considerable place to the discussion on the problem of 

poverty Armut in civil society. Humans may fall into poverty due to their 

arbitrary will because in civil society there is no necessity of labor and they do not 

have to work. Further, the contingent factors in civil society may also bring about 

this situation of humans and they may be deprived of their means of subsistence. 

However, poverty is not a contingent result of civil society because even in its 
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most wealthy conditions it necessarily causes to poverty. Civil society is driven to 

concentrate wealth in a small group whereas the most part of society falls into the 

poverty and confronts with such a condition that for all their labor they are 

deprived of opportunities through which they lead a free life. This, in turn, 

weakens their trust in making a living through their labor and in society as a 

whole. 

 

In this way there is born in the rabble the evil of lacking sufficient 

honour to secure subsistence by its own labour and yet at the same 

time of claiming the right to receive subsistence. Against nature a 

human being can claim no right, but once society is established, 

poverty immediately takes the form of a wrong done to one class 

[Klasse] by another. The important question of how poverty is to 

be abolished is one that agitates and torments modern society in 

particular.
308

 

 

Hegel discusses some ways of solution to the poverty and then he himself refutes 

all. Firstly, charity, which is itself indebted its existence to the poverty, seems to 

alleviate it by helping the poor, but it is a contingent remedy and has no objective 

basis.
309

 Secondly, the subsistence of the poor can be directly provided by the rich 

or public services, but in this case they would satisfy their needs without working 

and ―this violates the principle of civil society‖.
310

 Lastly, some work can be 

found for the people but ―the evil consists precisely in an excess of production and 

in the lack of a proportionate number of consumers‖.
311

 As a result, none of these 

ways of solution to poverty can be successful, and it is clear from Hegel‘s 

discussion that poverty is immanent to the operation of civil society. And as 

Shlomo Avineri rightly puts it, ―this is the only time in his system where Hegel 

                                                 
308

 Ibid., § 244, Addition, p. 221. 

309
 Ibid., § 242, p. 220. For a detailed discussion, see Losurdo, D., Hegel and the Freedom of 

Moderns, trans. Marella and Jon Morris, Duke University Press, Durham, 2004, pp. 225-245. 

310
 Outlines of the Philosophy of Right, § 245, p. 221. 

311
 Ibid., § 245, p. 222. 



128 

 

raises a problem – and leaves it open‖.
312

 However, Hegel nonetheless seems to 

have some solution to the problem of poverty: corporations. According to him, 

individuals are organized in a corporation according to their occupation and skill, 

and it is like ―a second family‖ and protects its members against contingent 

situations in civil society. ―Within the corporation the help which poverty receives 

loses its contingent character and the unjust humiliation associated with it.‖
313

 

Finally, it must be stressed that Hegel obviously knows the problems of 

modern society and in fact contemplates some solution to them. He conceives the 

three estates, which constitute civil society, together with their problems. 

Accordingly, the universal estate, i.e., the estate of public servants, is open to the 

possibility of degeneration and Hegel proposes against this degeneration the 

control of the monarch from above and of the corporation from below. He sees the 

tendency of the agricultural estate to become a branch of industry, and against this 

he requires that it preserve its patriarchal family structure and the right of eldest 

son (primogeniture). And finally, Hegel wants to restore corporations for the 

business estate in order to grant this estate a secure foundation. However, it is 

clear that Hegel‘s solutions are not innovative ones and do not include a radical 

change vis-à-vis the capitalist relations of production in which ―all that is solid 
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melts into air‖.
314

 And, as we have seen, for him, there is no place for equality 

among men concerning the distribution of goods because he conceives property 

essentially as private property. The main reason for his opposition to equality lies 

in his idea that ‗the right of particularity‘ which has gained a decisive position in 

civil society should not be violated. 

 

People are made unequal by nature, where inequality is in its 

element, and in civil society the right of particularity is so far from 

cancelling this natural inequality that it produces it out of spirit and 

raises it to an inequality of skill and resources, and even to one of 

moral and intellectual education. To oppose to this right a demand 

for equality is a folly of the empty understanding which takes as 

real and rational its abstract equality and its ‗ought-to-be‘.
315

 

 

We will return to this point, but now let us try to follow Marx‘s conception of 

‗civil society‘ and his critique of Hegel as expressed in the German Ideology. 

 

 

5.2. ‘Civil Society’ as the Basis of all History 

 

In The German Ideology, Marx and Engels try to subject the Young Hegelians to 

a comprehensive critique and to formulate their own conception of history based 

on their previous critique. This work is obviously a continuation of Marx‘s earlier 

views, in which he formulates his own conclusions, we have seen in his previous 

works, in an exact way. This continuation can be clearly seen in: (1) his critique 

of ‗ideology‘ as the inverted reflection of an inverted reality –a point which we 

have seen especially in his critique of Hegel‘s philosophy of the state and the 

―Introduction‖ he writes to this critique; (2) his critique of the Young Hegelians as 

ideologues imagining the rule of ideas and thus fighting against these ideas rather 
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than against the roots of these ideas, and finally getting entrapped within the 

Hegelian system –a point which we can explicitly see in 1844 Manuscripts and 

the Holy Family; (3) his conception of ‗civil society‘ as the basis of all history –a 

point which Marx has come to establish since his critique of Hegel‘s philosophy 

of the state; (4) his conception of the proletariat as the subject of revolutionary 

transformation which will abolish the estrangement of human and put an end to 

the ‗natural society‘ –a point which comes to be developed in the ―Introduction‖ 

and 1844 Manuscripts; (5) his critique of Feuerbach who cannot conceive 

human‘s practical activity and the dialectical and historical interaction between 

nature and human, and thus who falls behind Hegelian philosophy –a point which 

may be seen in 1844 Manuscripts. Therefore, what is involved in this work is 

nothing other than a more comprehensive and complete formulation of Marx‘s 

earlier ideas. And by devoting himself to the realization of philosophy, at least to 

its essence, Marx directly aims to change the existing world and formulates this 

idea in his ―Theses on Feuerbach‖, which is jotted down in the same year as the 

German Ideology, in the following way: 

 

The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways; 

the point is to change it.
316

 

 

All these points are related with each other and also throw a light on Marx‘s 

relation to Hegel. We will analyze the German Ideology especially by regarding 

in its relation to Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right and Philosophy of History. 

 

 

5.2.1. Critique of the Young Hegelians and Feuerbach 
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German criticism has, right up to its latest efforts, never left the 

realm of philosophy. It by no means examines its general 

philosophic premises, but in fact all its problems originate in a 

definite philosophical system, that of Hegel. Not only in its 

answers, even in its questions there was a mystification. This 

dependence on Hegel is the reason why not one of these modern 

critics has even attempted a comprehensive criticism of the 

Hegelian system, however much each professes to have advanced 

beyond Hegel. Their polemics against Hegel and against one 

another are confined to this—each takes one aspect of the Hegelian 

system and turns this against the whole system as well as against 

the aspects chosen by the others.
317

  

 

Marx‘s critique of the Young Hegelians does not undergo any change in its 

essence, and the passage quoted above summarizes it in general.
318

 According to 

this critique, they cannot break their connection with the Hegelian system and the 

only thing they can do is nothing other than adopting only one aspect of this 

system and interpreting everything in accordance with this aspect. Accordingly, 

Bruno Bauer places himself in the standpoint of self-consciousness whereas David 

Strauss devotes himself to the standpoint of substance. In this regard, it can be 

said that they get behind the Hegelian system which reconciles these two aspects. 

And although they base themselves on the Hegelian system Bauer simply returns 

to the Fichtean position and Strauss to Spinozistic position. However, Feuerbach 

tries to challenge with Hegelian system as a whole and to go beyond it, and 

therefore, in Marx‘s view, he represents a further step against Bauer and Strauss. 

For Marx, the Young Hegelians mainly devote themselves to the critique 

of religious conceptions and assert that ―political, juridical, and moral 

consciousness was religious or theological consciousness‖.
319

 They try to liberate 

human from religious chains because they suppose that religion dominates the 
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world. And it is exactly their opinion of the domination of religion that places 

them on the same level with the Old Hegelians. The only difference among them 

lies in the fact that the Young Hegelians want to overthrow the domination of 

religion whereas the Old Hegelians affirm it.
320

 According to Marx, 

 

Since the Young Hegelians consider conceptions, thoughts, ideas, 

in fact all the products of consciousness, to which they attribute an 

independent existence, as the real chains of men (just as the Old 

Hegelians declare them the true bonds of human society), it is 

evident that the Young Hegelians have to fight only against these 

illusions of consciousness.
321 

 

It follows that although the Young Hegelians really want to change the existing 

state of affairs they regard this change as only occurring in consciousness because 

the reason why humans are not free is their religious conceptions. It is evident that 

Marx thinks differently: he is concerned with the conditions which produces 

religion. Against this background, the entire text of the German Ideology aims to 

show how humans change their ideas together with changing their material life. 

Therefore, a change in consciousness is not a theoretical problem but a practical 

one which requires a material change in the material relations of life, and it is 

equally certain that the production of consciousness is intertwined with the 

production of material life. Being content themselves only with a demand for a 

change in consciousness, which expects humans to leave their religious 

conceptions, the Young Hegelians  

 

logically put to men the moral postulate of exchanging their 

present consciousness for human, critical or egoistic 

consciousness, and thus of removing their limitations. This demand 

to change consciousness amounts to a demand to interpret the 
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existing world in a different way, i.e., to recognise it by means of a 

different interpretation.
322

  

 

In Marx‘s view, even though the Young Hegelians aim to change the existing 

situation of humans in which religion prevails, their attempt is nothing other than 

a different interpretation of the existing state of affairs insofar as they propose 

humans only to leave their religions conceptions. Therefore, to attack religion or 

any product of human consciousness cannot by itself bring about any solution; the 

point is to attack the conditions which cause such illusions.
323

 For Marx, the 

Young Hegelians are devoid of any awareness concerning the mutual relationship 

between consciousness and reality.  

 

It has not occurred to any one of these philosophers to inquire into 

the connection of German philosophy with German reality, the 

connection of their criticism with their own material 

surroundings.
324  

 

In The German Ideology, Marx separates Feuerbach from the Young Hegelians 

and directs a different and more detailed critique to him, since he, as different 

from other Young Hegelians, attacks to the principle of Hegelian system and in 

this sense his work attains a further step over other Young Hegelians. According 

to Marx, Feuerbach remains on the level of ‗perception‘ and ‗sensation‘; in other 

words, he does not conceive the world as a result of human practice. In this 

context, by a reference to ‗first thesis‘
325

 on Feuerbach, it can be said that he 
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regards human essentially as a passive being and does not understand ―the active 

side‖ of the human practice which does not leave the world as it is, but makes it 

into a human world. Unlike Feuerbach, Marx regards the world as a product of 

human history and thus as the result of human practice:  

 

Feuerbach does not see that the sensuous world around him is not 

a thing given direct from all eternity, remaining ever the same, but 

the product of industry and of the state of society; and, indeed, [a 

product] in the sense that it is an historical product, the result of the 

activity of a whole succession of generations, each standing on the 

shoulders of the preceding one, developing its industry and its 

intercourse, and modifying its social system according to the 

changed needs. Even the objects of the simplest ―sensuous 

certainty‖ are only given him through social development, industry 

and commercial intercourse.
326 

 

From Marx‘s point of view, although Feuerbach rightly points out sensuous 

reality he nevertheless conceives it only as object and he is not able to see that 

nothing in the human world is directly given but a product of human practical 

activity. In this sense, there is no nature independent of man. ―Of course, in all 

this the priority of external nature remains unassailed, and all this has no 

application to the original men produced by generatio aequivoca.‖
327

 However, it 

is equally certain that there is no longer such a nature or the original humans; 

―nature, the nature that preceded human history, is not by any means the nature in 

which Feuerbach lives, it is nature which today no longer exists anywhere.‖
328

 As 
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a result of human history, nature emerges as a human nature, and human makes 

herself by developing her essential capacities. Therefore, both nature and human 

herself are historical products.
329

  

Consequently, Feuerbach too does not go beyond merely offering a 

different interpretation of what it is and ―remains in the realm of theory‖.
330

 In 

this, he does not differ from the Young Hegelians; since he does not conceive 

sensuous world as a product of human practice and human as sensuous activity 

―he gives no criticism of the present conditions of life‖.
331

 

  

As far as Feuerbach is a materialist he does not deal with history, 

and as far as he considers history he is not a materialist. With him 

materialism and history diverge completely.
332

 

 

 

5.2.2. Relations of Production as the basis of all history 

 

From Marx‘s critique of the Young Hegelians and Feuerbach two things 

immediately follows: first, the production of ideas is dependent on the production 

of material life, and, according to this determination, humans have always been in 

a continuous activity so as to maintain their physical existence; by producing their 

material life they also produce their conceptions. Second, by fighting against the 

products of human consciousness one cannot provide any real change in the 

material life of humans, and so it is absolutely necessary that there must be a real 
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change in the material world in order to make humans free from the chains of 

religion, which are rooted in the material world.  

Although in The German Ideology they are radically formulated, these 

thoughts have, as we have shown in the previous chapters, their roots in Marx‘s 

early writings. For example, in his 1844 Manuscripts Marx says the following: 

 
Religious estrangement as such occurs only in the realm of 

consciousness, of man‘s inner life, but economic estrangement is 

that of real life; its transcendence therefore embraces both 

aspects.
333

  

 

However, The German Ideology exclusively focuses on ‗production‘ and tries to 

read all human history on the basis of material production. As we have previously 

noted, what is decisive in this context is again Marx‘s critique of Hegel‘s 

Philosophy of Right. As a result of this critique, Marx establishes a crucial point: 

civil society constitutes the basis of all human history. And what he does in The 

German Ideology is to explicitly show that the realm of economic interests, in the 

final analysis, determines human conceptions and legal relations among humans.  

In his Philosophy of Right, Hegel considers civil society in the third and 

last chapter of his work, which he calls ―Ethical Life‖. This part is again divided 

into three parts: ‗family‘, ‗civil society‘ and ‗the state‘. However, he discusses 

property in the chapter of ‗abstract right‘ and formulates it only in the general and 

legal terms. Although in the part of civil society Hegel conceives the realm of 

economic interests essentially as a realm in which the capitalist relations of 

production prevail, in the chapter on ―Abstract Right‖ he defines property in a 

general way. Yet, as Hegel himself knows very well, property is inseparably 

connected with civil society and has thus a historical character. It is exactly for 

this reason that Marx opposes Hegel and argues that the sphere of material 

production has become decisive throughout all human history: without leaving 
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civil society aside or fully appreciating its significance one can see neither the 

dependence of legal relations on production relations nor the role of the state.  

To this aim, Marx attempts to consider human history on the basis of 

material production. It is clear that this is for Marx nothing other than the 

inversion of the ideas of the Young Hegelians and Hegel who appears to give an 

inverted picture of the existing conditions. As consistent with his ideas formulated 

in 1844 Manuscripts, according to which the true starting point is not 

consciousness but human himself, and consciousness is only a quality of human, 

not vice versa, in The German Ideology Marx departs from humans who produce 

and reproduce their life in certain relations of production.  

 

The premises from which we begin are not arbitrary ones, not 

dogmas, but real premises from which abstraction can only be 

made in imagination. They are the real individuals, their activity 

and the material conditions of their life, both those which they find 

already existing and those produced by their activity. These 

premises can thus be verified in a purely empirical way.
334  

 

For Marx, if we will talk about some kind of premises, they can be nothing other 

than ―the real individuals, their activity and the material conditions of their life‖. 

Humans are born into a given web of social relations, and they try to maintain 

their physical existence in these relations and also add to them something from 

themselves. And this whole process constitutes the base on which everything else 

such as religion, legal relations, state, etc., will arise. Humans have to produce 

within certain relations of production so as to maintain their existence.  

Hence, humans have always been in a continuous activity in order to live, 

and obliged to produce their material life before they produce anything else. To do 

so, they need to produce their means of subsistence, and the production of the 

means of subsistence paves the way for human‘s becoming truly human: 
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Men can be distinguished from animals by consciousness, by 

religion, or anything else you like. They themselves begin to 

distinguish themselves from animals as soon as they begin to 

produce their means of subsistence, a step which is conditioned by 

their physical organisation. By producing their means of 

subsistence, men are indirectly producing their material life.
335  

 

Therefore, for Marx, human distinguishes herself from the animal through her 

productive activity. In this sense, human‘s distinction is not a given condition; by 

producing her material life human begins to make herself: human is a result of her 

productive activity. It is this decisive role of production that drives, in The 

German Ideology, Marx to consider all history on the basis of production.  

It is clear from the decisive role of production that it is not related only to 

humans‘ physical existence or to mere survival, but also constitutes the ground of 

humans‘ mode of life: 

 

This mode of production must not be considered simply as being 

the reproduction of the physical existence of the individuals. 

Rather it is a definite form of activity of these individuals, a 

definite form of expressing their life, a definite mode of life on 

their part. As individuals express their life, so they are. What they 

are, therefore, coincides with their production, both with what they 

produce and with how they produce. Hence what individuals are 

depends on the material conditions of their production.
336

  

   

Therefore, according to Marx, how humans produce their material life is closely 

associated with their way of life and social organization. Furthermore, they 

develop their conceptions in this framework of production; what they think is 

related to how they produce their life. Production has thus a central place in all 

pursuits of humans. ―Men must be in a position to live in order to be able to ‗make 

history.‘‖
337

 This simple premise of human history should in no case be forgotten 
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not only because it is a fundamental fact of human life but also because it gives a 

ground for understanding all other aspects of human life. As Marx suggests, if 

there will be a history at all it has to depend on this simple fact since it has a direct 

connection with social and political structure.  

Humans produce in order to satisfy their physical needs, and the 

satisfaction of physical needs brings about the rise of new needs. They 

continuously have to produce and reproduce their material life. This has a double 

meaning: first, humans have to satisfy their physical needs and, to do so, they 

produce and reproduce their subsistence of means; second, they also produce their 

children and provide the continuity of their species. The latter indicates family, 

and Marx‘s consideration of it is striking:  

 

The family, which to begin with is the only social relation, 

becomes later, when increased needs create new social relations 

and the increased population new needs, a subordinate one (except 

in Germany), and must then be treated and analysed according to 

the existing empirical data, not according to ―the concept of the 

family‖, as is the custom in Germany.
338

  

 

This can be considered as a critique directed toward Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right, 

in which he deals with family as ―the immediate substantiality of spirit.‖
339

 

Against such a conception, Marx considers family in its relation to the production 

of material life which depends on certain productive forces. For Marx, therefore, it 

is on these basic premises that society and history must be studied and never 

considered in their isolation from productive forces. 

As these productive forces advance and population increase, new needs 

emerge and the division of labor further increases. With the increasing division of 

labor, the divisions within society also come to become evident and within the 

social organization each individual becomes dependent on a different branch of 
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work. According to Marx, however, the division of labor implies not only the 

different works for different individuals, but also that labor and free time are 

distributed among different individuals. It follows that a part of society lives in 

‗enjoyment‘ and ‗consumption‘ whereas another part devotes its entire life to 

‗labor‘ and ‗production‘ and the burden of whole society falls on this part.
340

 

A further result of the division of labor, according to Marx, is a separation 

between particular interests and the common interest, and here the state appears as 

the representative of the common interest. However, for Marx, this is an illusion 

because the state is itself determined according to class struggles; accordingly, the 

common interest is only a form of semblance, which a particular class assumes for 

its own interests so as to strengthen and perpetuate its power.
341

 Here Marx 

appears to target Hegel‘s philosophy of the state which considers the state as 

immanent end of family and civil society.
342

 By contrast, Marx thinks that the 

relations of civil society are decisive vis-à-vis the state, and the state is 

subordinate to civil society, not vice versa. His materialist conception of history, 

therefore, 

 

relies on expounding the real process of production –starting from 

the material of life itself– and comprehending the form of 

intercourse connected with and created by this mode of production, 

i.e., civil society in its various stages, as the basis of all history; 

describing it in its action as the state, and also explaining how all 

the different theoretical products and forms of consciousness, 

religion, philosophy, morality, etc., etc., arise from it.
343

 

 

Marx thus points out the fact that civil society is the most decisive factor in 

human history and it is on the basis of civil society that the state and the forms of 
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intellectual production must be considered. If this point is ignored, then one would 

find herself in the arms of absolute and eternal truths. According to Marx, 

however, ideas, which appear as absolute and are counted as to have absolute 

validity, in fact reflect nothing other than the ideas of ―ruling class‖ which in civil 

society possesses the means of production. Therefore, for instance, the separation 

of powers, which Hegel considers in the form of the constitutional monarchy and 

relates it with the ‗the self-determination of the concept‘
344

, is in fact a result of a 

stalemate among various political elements: the monarch, the aristocracy, and the 

bourgeoisie.
345

 

Marx thus shows that the state is closely connected with civil society, and 

its historical existence reflects the relations of civil society and to certain extent 

fits in the level of the development of the mode of production. However, with the 

development of the bourgeoisie, civil society enters into an unhampered 

development and gets rid of all local ties. In this sense, the state emerges as 

different and independent from civil society as if it were representative of the 

common interest whereas ―it is nothing more than the form of organisation which 

the bourgeois are compelled to adopt, both for internal and external purposes, for 

the mutual guarantee of their property and interests.‖
346

 Such a position of the 

state presupposes the fact that the bourgeoisie has organized itself as a class and 

took hold of domination throughout the country. It follows that it is only in those 

countries, where the rival for the power among certain classes still continues, that 

the state still to certain extent exists as independent.
347
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According to Marx, the world history also owes its existence to the 

increasing division of labor among nations and hence the composition of a world 

market. The development of productive forces results in the interaction among 

different countries: the world market draws all countries in it and appears as ―an 

alien power‖. Humans thus increasingly become dependent on a power arising 

from their own actions. Marx thus argues against Hegel who regards the world 

history as the work of the Spirit
348

 that: 

 

… transformation of history into world history is by no means a 

mere abstract act on the part of ―self-consciousness‖, the world 

spirit, or of any other metaphysical spectre, but a quite material, 

empirically verifiable act, an act the proof of which every 

individual furnishes as he comes and goes, eats and drinks and 

clothes himself.
349

 

 

However, it must be stated that Hegel holds that the working of civil society is by 

necessity being directed toward the composition of a world market. 

 

This inner dialectic of civil society thus drives it –or at any rate 

drives a specific civil society– to push beyond its own limits and 

seek markets, and so its necessary means of subsistence, in other 

lands which are either deficient in goods it has over produced, or 

else generally backward in creative industry, etc.
350

 

 

According to Marx, the world history is not a work of conscious activity of 

humans, but necessarily emerges as an alien power from the relations of civil 

society.
351

 Therefore, ―the right of particularity‖, which Hegel regards as one of 
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the most important principles of the modern society since it enables humans freely 

pursue their interests, is nothing other than arbitrary relations in civil society, and 

this arbitrariness implies not human freedom but only humans‘ dependence on an 

objective and alien power, which is in fact a product of their own action.
352

 It is 

true that humans have been in a continuous activity throughout history so as to 

produce and reproduce their material life on the basis of the labor of the previous 

generations, and they have given nature a human shape and made it something 

human by appropriating it to themselves and changing it in accordance with their 

needs; however, they have done this only by subjecting themselves more to 

production and exchange relations. Neither production nor exchange is under their 

control since the division of labor is determined not according to the will of 

humans but naturally.
353

 In this sense, there is really a ―second nature‖
354

, as 

Hegel puts it: humans do not live under the domination of an external and alien 

power, i.e., of nature, but it is humans themselves who create the relations within 

which they live. However, this ―second nature‖ is, for Marx, still natural; in other 

words, humans still live under the domination of an alien power, no matter 

whether it exists by itself or it has been created by humans. Their dependency 

continues to exist as a result of the fact that production and consumption are very 

far away from being ordered rationally and in accordance with human freedom. 
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This complete dependency of humans, however, for Marx, is not final 

because the alien power governing humans also creates the conditions for the 

emergence of ‗communism‘, by divesting the great part of humans of property 

and causing a great contradiction between a considerable wealth and an equally 

considerable misery.
355

 

 

All-round dependence, this primary natural form of the world-

historical co-operation of individuals, will be transformed by this 

communist revolution into the control and conscious mastery of 

these power, which, born of the action of men on another, have till 

now overawed and ruled men as powers completely alien to 

them.
356

 

 

In 1844 Manuscripts, Marx united the critique of political economy and that of 

Hegel and presented communism, ―positive abolition of private property‖, as self-

creation of human on the basis of a reading of Hegel‘s Phenomenology. In The 

German Ideology, he now gives a historical picture of production and property 

relations and shows that the movement of private property, or of capital, is driven 

to its own dissolution by creating the proletariat. However, it is clear that he 

determines his position and his materialist conception of history against the 

Hegelian standpoint. The Communist Manifesto, which is collaboratively written 

by Marx and Engels, would further develop this historical perspective and try to 

show the necessity of communism. This work, as a defense of communism, 

includes a series of replies against the accusations directed toward communism, 

and a closer examination will show that it also reflects an implicit dialogue with 

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right. 
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5.3. The Abolition of Private Property
357

 

 

In The Communist Manifesto, written as a political program for the international 

worker movement, Marx and Engels draws attention both to the great 

achievements of the modern bourgeoisie and to its inevitable dissolution. They 

thus aim to show that communism is a current topic because it is exactly the 

movement of capital which paves the way for it, by simplifying and intensifying 

class conflicts and creating an army which is composed of the propertyless.  

According to Marx, the modern bourgeoisie increasingly makes the 

modern state subjected to itself and creates a world market. By turning all social 

relations, which previously appeared as if they would eternally remain the same, 

the modern bourgeoisie forces everything to be in conformity with its own 

movement. ―In one word, it creates a world after its own image.‖
358

 However, 

Marx also points out that the fact that the working of modern bourgeois society is 

not free from great problems and essentially bears within it serious crises which 

mainly results from overproduction. And every attempt to get rid of them, in fact, 

brings about new crises.
359

 Furthermore, the modern bourgeoisie creates a new 

class which consists of those who have no property and thus have to work for 

others. The members of this class are themselves a commodity whose price is 

determined according to supply and demand in the market. As a result of 
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mechanization and the division of labor, they come to be a part of the machine 

and are forced to work more.
360

  

The Communist Manifesto as a defense for communism also includes a 

series of replies against the accusations made for it. However, a closer 

examination shows us that in this work Marx continues to be in a dialogue with 

Hegel and justifies communism against the background of Hegel‘s Philosophy of 

Right. As we have seen above, Hegel opposes an equality concerning the 

distribution of the goods on the basis of his conception of property that property is 

essentially private property because in it one puts her will and makes it her own. 

In this sense, according to Hegel, the abolition of private property means the 

abolition of one‘s freedom and personality. 

For Marx, what is important is the historical character of property. And on 

this basis, he opposes a conception of property which eternally remains the same. 

According to him, in the capitalist mode of production, private property is not an 

indication of individual property; on the contrary, it is private property itself 

which makes most individuals devoid of freedom, and even of property itself. 

Therefore, Marx argues that communism would not prevent one from 

appropriating the product of her own labor; ―the distinguishing feature of 

Communism is not the abolition of property generally, but the abolition of 

bourgeois property‖.
361

 For the bourgeois property increasingly makes the great 

masses the propertyless and does not let one appropriate the product of her own 

labor since those who produce only for their subsistence lose their position and 

become subjected to the movement of private property. In The Communist 

Manifesto, Marx strikingly emphasizes this point: 

 

We Communists have been reproached with the desire of abolishing 

the right of personally acquiring property as the fruit of a man‘s own 
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labour, which property is alleged to be the groundwork of all personal 

freedom, activity, and independence.  

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned property! Do you mean the 

property of the petty artisan and of the small peasant, a form of 

property that preceded the bourgeois form? There is no need to abolish 

that; the development of industry has to a great extent already 

destroyed it, and is still destroying it daily.
362

 

 

It is clear that Marx does not oppose Hegel‘s conception of property; on the 

contrary, he seems to support it. The problem for him is not that Hegel‘s 

conception is false, but that it is not consistent with the modern bourgeois relation 

of production because of its class character. This very conception of property 

requires the abolition of private property since under the modern bourgeois 

relations of production one cannot possess the product of his labor and he only 

produces for the ‗capital‘ which is property of those who possess the means of 

production. Furthermore, with the development of industry, the great masses 

gradually fall into poverty, and especially petty artisans and small peasants lose 

their positions. Therefore, Marx‘s communism does not aim at abolishing 

property as the product of one‘s own labor but the property which prevents one 

from possessing the product of his labor:  

 

We by no means intend to abolish this personal appropriation of the 

products of labour, an appropriation that is made for the maintenance 

and reproduction of human life, and that leaves no surplus wherewith 

to command the labour of others. All that we want to do away with is 

the miserable character of this appropriation, under which the labourer 

lives merely to increase capital, and is allowed to live only in so far as 

the interest of the ruling class requires it.
363

 

 

In 1844 Manuscripts, as we have discussed in the chapter on ―Worldly Dialectic‖, 

Marx analyzed the conditions of the worker under the capitalist mode of 

production in detail, and asserted that the worker leads an alienated life because 
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he cannot possess the product of his own labor and his labor is not a free, 

conscious activity but coerced one external to himself. His labor which is nothing 

other than a fundamental characteristic of his nature is reduced merely to a means 

of subsistence. He has no property but his labor, and in order to live he is forced 

to sell his labor, i.e. this only property he possesses, to the capitalist. The only 

gain he receives in return is a minimum which only suffices the worker to survive 

and rework, whereas the product of his own labor confronts him as an external 

power over which he has no control. It is not the producer himself, but the 

capitalist, who possesses the product. And what creates the conditions for the 

capitalist‘s appropriation of the product of labor of the worker is the fact that the 

capitalist owns the means of production. It is exactly this property that Marx 

opposes and wants to abolish because it already abolishes the possibility of 

possessing one‘s own product by his labor.  

 

You are horrified at our intending to do away with private property. 

But in your existing society, private property is already done away 

with for nine-tenths of the population; its existence for the few is 

solely due to its nonexistence in the hands of those nine-tenths. You 

reproach us, therefore, with intending to do away with a form of 

property, the necessary condition for whose existence is the non-

existence of any property for the immense majority of society.
364

 

 

As we have seen, this brief text, The Communist Manifesto, insistently points out 

that Hegel‘s conception of property as a model of simple commodity production is 

gradually invalidated in the modern bourgeois relations of production; and in this 

sense, it is the existing mode of production that puts an end to personal freedom, 

by abolishing the possibility of one‘s possessing the product of his own labor. 

Therefore, such a conception of property, which is respected by Marx too, does 

not correspond to the existing mode of production and does not recognize the 

historical character of property, the form it assumes in the modern bourgeois 

                                                 
364

 Ibid., pp. 257-8. 



149 

 

relations of production in which one does no longer produce in order to satisfy a 

personal need, but the production is devoted to increase capital, which is 

essentially based on the exploitation of labor.  

Consequently, it is evident from this that Marx tries to defend and 

reestablish communism also against the background of Hegel‘s critique. And to 

this aim, by manifesting the existing state of affairs, Marx argues that Hegel‘s 

conception of property is contradicted not by communism but by private property 

itself.
365

 The problem with Hegel is that in his Philosophy of Right he has a 

penetrating insight into the modern bourgeois relations of production under the 

title of ‗civil society‘, whereas in the chapter on ―Abstract Right‖ he only deals 

with a form of property which is specific to simple commodity production or, as 

Marx says, ―the property of the petty artisan and of the small peasant‖. 

Consequently, Hegel‘s conception of property remains abstract, although he 

presents civil society concretely. However, it must be also stated that Hegel‘s 

view of civil society, for all its deep insight into the problems of this ‗external 

state‘, comes short of conceiving the growing conflict between the capitalists and 

the workers, and therefore ―it fails to address adequately the contradictory nature 

of civil society‖
366

. This is evidently clear from Hegel‘s classification of the 

estates, according to which both the capitalists and the workers take part in the 

same estate: ‗the formal estate‘.
367
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When Hegel discusses civil society, he refers to the interdependence of 

men and a process of socialization.
368

 It follows that, in the modern bourgeois 

relations of production, individual production is replaced by social production, 

that is, all products bear to a certain extent a contribution of many members of 

society, and therefore, one‘s own product through his labor gives its place to a 

collective product through collective labor. In this sense, it is not possible to speak 

of ‗capital‘, which has a decisive role in the modern bourgeois relations of 

production, as a product of an individual since in its production many individuals 

involve. ―Capital is a collective product, and only by the united action of many 

members, nay, in the last resort, only by the united action of all members of 

society, can it be set in motion.‖
369

 

On the other hand, according to Hegel‘s conception of property, as we 

indicated above, one first appropriates something natural, transforms it by his 

labor, leaves his stamp on it, and finally takes it in his possession; this 

transformed thing, therefore, exclusively belongs to its producer because he has 

added it something from his. In this context, if we follow Hegel‘s conception of 

property and consider the production in the modern bourgeois relations of 

production essentially as social one, we must conclude that since what is involved 

here is a social product it must belong to society as a whole. It is not one person or 

a few, but the entire society which must possess the product by the many 

members of society. For the production is social in the modern bourgeois relations 

of production, its form of appropriation must also be social.   

What Marx draws attention to is exactly this social character of production 

vis-à-vis Hegel‘s conception of property. And by emphasizing the great 
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contradiction in the modern bourgeois relations of production –that is, despite the 

social character of production, the form of appropriation remains private–, Marx 

justifies his communism against the background of Hegel‘s critique of 

communism. He insistently remarks that the aim of his communism is to abolish 

not personal property which is the basis of personal freedom, but capital which 

depends on the labor of society as a whole and the exploitation of this labor.  

 

When, therefore, capital is converted into common property, into the 

property of all members of society, personal property is not thereby 

transformed into social property. It is only the social character of the 

property that is changed. It loses its class-character.
370

 

 

Marx is very attentive to the freedom of man and tries to formulate his 

communism in such a way that an equality concerning the distribution of goods 

will not contradict the freedom of each member of society.  For this reason, he 

goes to the trouble to justify his communism against the critique such as Hegel‘s 

and attempts to show that equality can be consistent with freedom. And he 

describes communism in this regard as ―an association, in which the free 

development of each is the condition for the free development of all‖.
371

 

 

 

5.4. An Overview 

 

Hegel‘s philosophy constitutes one of the greatest turning-points in the history of 

philosophy. This can be said to have mainly two reasons: first, Hegel presents a 

dialectic logic which enables to conceive the living reality, unlike traditional logic 

which considers the determinations of being in their isolation and thus kills the 

movement inherent in all beings. And secondly, he essentially deals with the 
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‗Spirit‘ Geist which gives itself an existence only in history.
372

 Therefore, it is 

not surprising that history occupies a significant place in Hegel‘s philosophy 

because it is above all a philosophy of spirit.  

For Hegel, ―freedom is the substance of spirit‖
373

 and history is nothing 

other than ―the progress of the consciousness of freedom‖.
374

 He regards all 

human institutions, the state and the world history as a product of spirit‘s labor, 

and he also points out that it is thus its own product: it makes itself what it is by 

the mediation of the negation of its immediate existence.
375

 In this context, history 

is a process in which what is implicit in human becomes actual. Accordingly, 

human is free but her freedom exists at first only as potential; but she does not 

stop in such an abstract determination and makes herself free in history through 

producing herself as human. It is on this basis that Hegel attempts to see in history 

the development of human freedom. It is also clear that, in Hegel‘s view, human 

lives in a world she himself created, and to live in such a world becomes her 

―second nature‖.
376

 

However, although Hegel thinks that human freedom has attained to a 

decisive moment in the modern world, it is clear from his view of civil society 

that the interdependence relation among humans tends to bring them under its 

sway and to transform into a blind and alien power. It is exactly for this reason 

that he warns that ―the freedom of trade should not be such as to jeopardize the 
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general good‖.
377

 He also offers some precautions such as police, the 

administration of justice, and corporations, so as to minimize the negative results 

of the workings of civil society. Furthermore, his philosophy of the state keeps in 

mind a likely opposition between civil society and the state, between particular 

and universal interests, and he discusses especially the legislation against this 

background. Keeping Platonic state in his mind, however, Hegel does not propose 

a radical solution like a strict control over civil society and pays regard to ―the 

right of particularity‖. In this, his conception of property plays a significant role, 

according to which property is essentially private property and ―the first existence 

of freedom‖.
378

 As a result, for Hegel, civil society remains subordinate to the 

state and the world history. 

It is clear that Marx owes much to Hegel‘s conception of history and, as 

we have tried to show, he proceeds from where Hegel cut short. For Marx, too, 

man is a product of his labor, and the world history is the self-creation of man. 

However, according to Marx, the modern world is very far away from being the 

space for the actualization of freedom mainly due to the following reasons: the 

freedom of trade emerges as the only freedom which disenables all other forms of 

freedom
379

; capital posits itself as the sole power and subjugates the state and the 

world history to itself; private property in modern civil society becomes the main 

means for excluding the majority from appropriating the product of its own labor. 

If it is to be expressed in Hegelian terms, ―second nature‖ as the negation of 

immediacy and what is natural becomes the affirmation of an alien power and still 
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remains as natural because it operates independently from humans‘ will and bring 

them under its control; civil society, as the ideal moment of the state and thus the 

world history, makes them its own ideal moments. Marx therefore concludes that 

the capitalist relations of production must be abolished, if it is to bring a harmony 

between universal and particular interests, and this is the presupposition of such 

an ―association, in which the free development of each is the condition for the free 

development of all‖.
380

 However, for him, this ―association‖ is not an ideal but 

emerges from the self-movement of capital, which is necessarily driven toward its 

own crises and creates the army of the propertyless, i.e., the proletariat. 

As a result, holding historical dialectic and adhering strictly to historical 

reality, Marx surely passes beyond Hegel‘s standpoint, but equally appropriates 

the main implications of Hegel‘s thought. It is through a critique of Hegel that 

Marx adheres to the essence of Hegel‘s historical dialectic. 
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CHAPTER VI 

 

 

REVOLUTIONARY DIALECTIC 

 

 

 

In his Capital, Marx points out the revolutionary character of dialectic and 

presents it as an irresistible power: 

 

The fact that the movement of capitalist society is full of 

contradictions impresses itself most strikingly on the practical 

bourgeois in the changes of the periodic cycle through which 

modern industry passes, the summit of which is the general crisis. 

That crisis is once again approaching, although as yet it is only in 

its preliminary stages, and by the universality of its field of action 

and the intensity of its impact it will drum dialectics even into the 

heads of the upstarts in charge of the new Holy Prussian-German 

Empire.
381

 

 

According to Hegel, dialectic negates the determinations of understanding and 

shows their contradictory nature and the necessity of their self-transcendence: 

every finite being has its own contradiction in it, and it is exactly for this reason 

that it finds no permanent base for its existence and is destined to perish. Dialectic 

is, therefore, not a way of thinking which is external to its object or looks for the 

contradiction outside its object; on the contrary, dialectic knows that its object is 

essentially contradictory and what drives it to pass into another form is nothing 

other than its own contradiction which is the base of its movement. Dialectic as a 

method thus is to follow the self-movement of its object and not to give any place 

for something external. For Hegel, ―dialectic is not an activity of subjective 
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thinking applied to some matter externally, but is rather the matter‟s very soul 

putting forth its branches and fruit organically.‖
382

  

It is clear, however, that dialectic, as Hegel presents it, requires neither any 

presupposition nor any recipe; in this sense, thinking dialectically or applying the 

dialectic method to any branch of science is not to construct the object of the 

science in accordance with some predetermined rule or to apply a logic to the fact, 

but to follow ―the matter‘s very soul‖ and to make it visible. The only important 

thing for this method is to present the fact itself as something concrete which is 

the unity of many determinations and contradictions. In his critique of political 

economy, which culminates in Capital, Marx mainly aims at applying
383

 such a 

method and is certain that the capitalist society, through its own contradictions, 

advances to its own dissolution. And, according to him, this fact is not a result of 

a subjective wish or of an arbitrary thinking, but solely depends on following its 

own movement. The method which will make the movement of capitalist society 

visible is thus revolutionary since the dialectic of this society brings us to its 

negation.   

In this chapter, we will take into consideration Marx‘s remarks on the 

method, as presented in Grundrisse and Capital, and his critique of Hegel because 

in these works Marx‘s critique of, or ‗return‘ to, Hegel appears mainly on the 

basis of method. 

 

 

6.1. The Method of Rising from Abstract to Concrete 
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The most instructive text concerning Marx‘s relation to Hegel is perhaps his 

Grundrisse, which was written during 1857-8, because in this work Marx 

explicitly refers to Hegel‘s method and consciously attempts to make use of it, 

whereas in his previous works he openly rejects Hegel‘s logic and his 

‗speculative‘ method.
384

 In Grundrisse, Marx seems to have made a decision 

about how he would consider the capitalist relations of production and which 

method he would employ in his critique of political economy. Although he directs 

almost the same critique to Hegel there seems to occur a change in his conception 

of method.
385

  

We have seen that Marx, in 1844 Manuscripts, The Holy Family and The 

German Ideology, seems to have finished his job with Hegel‘s philosophy and 

even he accuses the Young Hegelians of remaining within Hegelian logic. 

Furthermore, in the Poverty of Philosophy he ridicules with Proudhon for his 

direct application of Hegel‘s method to his critique of political economy. In the 

Grundrisse, however, Marx makes Hegel a current issue again and says 

something new related to the starting point of a scientific inquiry and how one 

should conceive the ‗abstract‘ and the ‗concrete.‘ 

In a well-known letter to Engels, Marx writes the following: 
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… I have completely demolished the theory of profit as hitherto 

propounded. What was of great use to me as regards method of 

treatment was Hegel‘s Logic at which I had taken another look by 

mere accident, Freiligrath having found and made me a present of 

several volumes of Hegel, originally the property of Bakunin. If 

ever the time comes when such work is again possible, I should 

very much like to write 2 or 3 sheets making accessible to the 

common reader the rational aspect of the method which Hegel not 

only discovered but also mystified.
386

 

 

This letter is of great importance since it indicates that through ―another look‖ 

Marx finds Hegel‘s Logic useful so that it helps Marx demolishing the theory of 

profit by providing him with ―the method of treatment‖. However, Marx also adds 

that the method, which is a discovery of Hegel, is mystified by Hegel himself. 

Marx thus no longer regards Hegel‘s Logic as mere wordplay, but thinks that it 

contains the true scientific method. And, therefore, it is clear that Marx becomes 

more preoccupied with the search for a correct method as he wants to present his 

thought in a scientific manner and begins to do science, and he feels obliged, 

though ―by mere accident‖, to return to Hegel.
387

 We will now analyze Marx‘s 

discussion of method in his Grundrisse and also try to understand on which 

ground he criticizes Hegel. 

In his early works Marx does not hide his aversion for abstractions and 

continuously accuses both political economists and philosophers of leaving 

themselves to be determined by abstractions. In these discussions abstraction 

seems to merely have a negative meaning, and what is real is persistently 

emphasized against it. However, Marx‘s point is not to deny the necessity of 
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abstraction as such in any scientific study, but only to avoid falling into 

schematization. In Grundrisse, which is of crucial importance for understanding 

Marx‘s method in his critique of political economy, he now attempts to explicate 

the concepts ‗abstract‘ and ‗concrete‘ and to justify the abstract as the true starting 

point.  

In Marx‘s eyes, modern bourgeois society constitutes an interconnected 

whole, an organic unity, so it must be considered as organizing itself from the 

simple to the combined. An understanding of such a unity thus necessitates a 

certain level of abstraction which reveals its simplest category. It is this abstract 

category that, as a starting point, will enable us to rebuild our subject, which is in 

case of political economy modern bourgeois society, in its entirety and truth. The 

reason why the concrete cannot be the direct starting point is that when it is taken 

as it is, as given, it is merely an empty abstraction. Marx puts it as follows: 

 

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, which is the foundation and the 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. These classes in turn 

are an empty phrase if I am not familiar with the elements on 

which they rest. E.g. wage labour, capital, etc. These latter in turn 

presuppose exchange, division of labour, prices, etc.
388

 

 

The fact that the concrete as an immediate starting point is an empty abstraction 

because its content is left undetermined clearly indicates a new way of seeing the 

concrete and the abstract, according to which ―the concrete is concrete because it 

is the concentration of many determinations, hence unity of diverse.‖
389

 In a 
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scientific research, to talk about the concrete as it is given, without any mediation 

which exposes its determinations and contradictions, is to make it into an 

abstraction which only serves to obscure its structure, and in this case what we 

have is merely ―a chaotic conception of the whole.‖
390

 But if we start from the 

abstract, the simplest category of the concrete, then we proceed to rebuild it step 

by step from the simplest to the combined and thus conceive it as ―a rich totality 

of many determinations and relations.‖
391

 

  

It appears in the process of thinking, therefore, as a process of 

concentration, as a result, not as a point of departure, even though 

it is the point of departure in reality and hence also the point of 

departure for observation Anschauung and conception. Along the 

first path which starts from the concrete, the full conception was 

evaporated to yield an abstract determination; along the second 

which starts from the abstract, the abstract determination leads 

towards a reproduction of the concrete by way of thought.
392

   

 

Marx further develops his conception of these simple categories when he 

discusses their historical existence and its relation to the succession of categories 

in scientific investigation concerning political economy. The simple category, 

which is taken as a simple relation of a more concrete whole in comparison to this 

simple category, has an historical past. In this respect, it may express the 

dominant relation of a less concrete whole while it is only a subordinate relation 

of a more concrete whole. ―To that extent the path of abstract thought, rising from 

the simple to the combined, would correspond to the real historical process.‖
393

 

However, the case is not valid for every historical relation. In certain societies, of 
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which the development is less developed, ―cooperation, a developed division of 

labour, etc., are found, even though there is no kind of money.‖
394

  

Marx mentions two simple categories of political economy in order to 

explicate his views on the nature of simple and abstract categories. Firstly, money 

as a simple category of political economy and as a simple relation of modern 

bourgeois society has a long history before these relations of production exist; in 

this respect its historical existence is consistent with the method of rising from the 

abstract to the concrete. This simple category, which can be traced back to very 

old times, however, has arrived to its full development only in modern bourgeois 

society; hence, it is also justified as a simple relation of this society because it has 

become possible to talk about money in general.  

Secondly, like money, labor has also a long history, but in modern 

bourgeois society it achieves simplicity and generality in reality. And its historical 

development also coincides with the history of its comprehension. The simplicity 

of labor lies not only in its being a simple relation of a more complicated whole, 

but also in its becoming historically simple and abstract. In this sense, it is a real 

abstraction which is the product of historical relations of production. Accordingly, 

―as a rule, the most general abstractions arise only in the midst of the richest 

possible concrete development.‖
395

 To conceive labor in general, not a particular 

kind of labor, it is necessary for any kind of labor to have developed to a great 

extent. Once the different kinds of labor, labor in reality, has thoroughly 

developed and gradually homogenized it becomes possible to talk about labor in 

general, a certain ―indifference towards any specific kind of labour.‖
396

 And in 

such a condition an individual does not have to limit himself only to a specific 

kind of labor; hence, in general there is no longer a certain kind of labor specific 
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only to certain individuals. Therefore, labor in modern bourgeois society becomes 

―the means of creating wealth in general‖
397

 and accordingly, the category of 

labor, like labor in reality, comes to be thought as the source of wealth. 

  

Here, then, for the first time, the point of departure of modern 

economics, namely the abstraction of the category ‗labour‘, ‗labour 

as such‘, labour pure and simple, becomes true in practice. The 

simplest abstraction, then, which modern economics places at the 

head of its discussions, and which expresses an immeasurably 

ancient relation valid in all forms of society, nevertheless achieves 

practical truth as an abstraction only as a category of the most 

modern society.
398

  

 

Therefore, the category of labor proves itself to be one of the predominant 

categories of political economy because pure and simple labor in reality has 

become the means of creating wealth in general in the capitalist relation of 

production, which is the subject of political economy. The abstraction of labor is 

thus not only a product of thinking, but also of the historical movement of 

production relations which homogenizes all kinds of labor. In this sense, 

abstraction in thought reflects, or corresponds to, an abstraction in reality.  

In addition, the fact that although labor is present in all forms of society it 

achieves its full development in the complex relations of capitalist production 

provides us with an understanding of a less developed form of society because the 

more developed form of society has as its subordinate relation the predominant 

relation of a less developed form of society. Just as ―human anatomy contains a 

key to the anatomy of the ape‖
399

, so bourgeois society enables us to understand 

the previous forms of society.  
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As to the succession of economic categories, Marx surprisingly argues that 

the succession should not depend on the historical development of economic 

relations corresponding to these categories. It is according to the concrete whole, 

to which these categories belong, that their succession should be considered 

because what Marx, and all political economists, try to conceive is ‗this‘ whole, 

this modern society. 

   

Their sequence is determined, rather, by their relation to one 

another in modern 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. And not their sequence ‗in the idea‘ (Proudhon) 

(a muddy notion of historic movement). Rather, their order within 

modern bourgeois society.
400

  

  

Marx hence informs the reader about how he takes the capitalist relation of 

production into account in Grundrisse, but he is fully aware that this discussion of 

method is thoroughly related with Hegel, and for this reason he, on the one hand, 

appreciates Hegel‘s greatness with regard to the method of science and, on the 

other hand, comes to criticize him. The critique we shall now analyze is directed 

toward Hegel‘s idealist standpoint. 

All Marx so far says about ―the scientifically correct method‖
401

 is 

consistent with Hegel‘s viewpoint. However, Marx insistently draws attention to 

one important point: although we should start from the simple categories in a 

scientific study, it should not be forgotten that the subject, the concrete, is always 

outside the thinking subject, and in this sense it is the real starting point for 
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―observation and conception‖. When we observe and represent the concrete, i.e. 

modern bourgeois society in case of political economy, it is immediately before 

us; thus it is prior to all cognitive efforts. In all our acts of observation and 

representation, the fundamental substratum is the concrete itself.  

For Marx, the concrete is the totality of many determinations and relations 

and so it does not present itself to observation and representation as it is, or we 

cannot know the concrete in all its comprehension merely through observation 

and representation. It is only through thinking that we appropriate the concrete 

and reproduce it as ―a totality of thoughts.‖ And to be able to conceive the 

concrete in all its determinations and relations, we need a series of mediation and 

abstraction because it does not immediately present itself to thinking; if we try to 

conceive it immediately by way of thought, we can have only ―a chaotic 

conception of the whole‖. Therefore, we should make the concrete into a product 

of thought through ―the working-up of observation and conception into 

concepts.‖
402

 But in all this procedure, the concrete in reality is always 

presupposed, and this should never be forgotten.
403

 It is thus necessary to see 

categories, which we get by way of abstraction from the concrete, as essentially 

belonging to the concrete; they have no validity in themselves. They express only 

―the forms of being, the characteristics of existence, and often only individual 

sides of this specific modern bourgeois society.‖
404

 

This point is self-evident for Marx himself, but he lays stress on it in order 

to show where he exactly differs from Hegel. As consistent with his previous 

critique of Hegel, Marx accuses him of confusing the movement of reality with 
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the movement of thought. According to him, therefore, in Hegel 1) human being 

is replaced with conceptual thinking; 2) conceptual world is seen as reality itself; 

3) the movement of categories is taken as real act of production; and finally 4) the 

product of this movement is equal to world itself.
405

 As it can easily be seen, this 

critique of Hegel in Grundrisse is almost the same with the one in 1844 

Manuscritps. And as a result of such a comment, Marx had concluded in 

Manuscripts that ―the only labor which Hegel knows and recognizes is abstractly 

mental labor.‖
406

  

Against Hegel, Marx insistently points out that nature constitutes the 

foundation of life, and in the method of rising from the abstract to the concrete it 

should not also be forgotten that the concrete must be kept in mind as a 

precondition. 

  

… Hegel fell into the illusion of conceiving the real as the 

product of thought concentrating itself, probing its own depths, and 

unfolding itself out of itself, by itself, whereas the method of rising 

from the abstract to the concrete is only the way in which thought 

appropriates the concrete, reproduces it as the concrete in the mind. 

But this is by no means the process by which the concrete itself 

comes into being.
407

  

 

This passage is very illuminating; it explicitly distinguishes between the process 

of reproducing the concrete in thought and the process of the becoming of the 

concrete, and accuses Hegel of confusing these two different processes. 

  

The totality as it appears in the head, as a totality of thoughts, is a 

product of a thinking head, which appropriates the world in the 

only way it can, a way different from the artistic, religious, 

practical and mental appropriation of this world. The real subject 

retains its autonomous existence outside the head just as before; 
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namely as long as the head‘s conduct is merely speculative, merely 

theoretical. Hence, in the theoretical method, too, the subject, 

society, must be kept in mind as the presupposition.
408

  

 

Here, in order to show the priority of ‗the real subject‘, Marx again distinguishes 

between different ways of appropriation of the world with which human being 

establishes a relation in a different way. And, as different from all other ways, 

‗science‘ must transform the real subject into a product of thought, ―of the 

working-up of observation and conception into concepts.‖
409

 This process of 

translating observation and conception into concepts implies that the real subject 

is from the beginning present, and the reason why science begins not directly with 

the concrete, but with the abstract, and then proceeds to the concrete exactly 

results from the nature of thought, which must be followed especially in being 

preoccupied with science.  

Now the question is this: did Hegel forget or disregard the independence of 

the real subject, and was he content with beginning with the abstract without any 

reservation concerning the priority of the concrete itself in an ontological sense? 

Concerning the starting point Marx refers to Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right, in 

which giving the example of ‗possession‘ Hegel discusses what is abstract and its 

relation to more concrete historical relations. Marx appreciates Hegel taking 

‗possession‘ prior to ‗family‘ or a more concrete relation, even though the former 

necessarily presupposes the latter. 

  

Hegel, for example, correctly begins the Philosophy of Right with 

possession, this being the subject‘s simplest juridical relation. But 

there is no possession preceding the family or master-servant 

relations, which are far more concrete relations. However, it would 

be correct to say that there are families or clan groups which still 

merely possess, but have no property … But the concrete 

substratum of which possession is a relation is always presupposed. 

One can imagine an individual savage as possessing something. 

                                                 
408

 Ibid., p. 101-2.  

409
 Ibid., p. 101. 



167 

 

But in that case possession is not a juridical relation. It is incorrect 

that possession develops historically into the family. Possession, 

rather, always presupposes this ‗more concrete juridical 

category‘.
410

  

 

Marx finds Hegel right in proceeding from possession to family, but at the same 

time adds that possession as a juridical relation cannot exist without any family 

relations. However, Hegel also says the same thing in the passage Marx refers to 

in his Grundrisse, and explicitly warns us against confusing ‗the logical order‘ 

and ‗the time order‘: 

   

In the empirical sciences one usually analyses what is found in 

representation [Vorstellung], and when the single instance has been 

brought back to the common character, the latter is then called the 

concept. This is not our procedure; we only wish to look on at the 

way in which the concept determines itself and to restrain 

ourselves from adding thereto anything of our thoughts and 

opinions. What we acquire in this way, however, is a series of 

thoughts and another series of existent shapes; to which I may add 

that the time order in which the latter actually appear is other than 

the logical order. Thus, for example, we cannot say that property 

existed before the family, yet, in spite of that, property must be 

dealt with first. Consequently you might raise here the question 

why we do not begin at the highest point, i.e. with the concretely 

true. The answer is that it is precisely the truth in the form of a 

result that we are looking for, and for this purpose it is essential to 

start by grasping the abstract concept itself. What is actual, the 

shape in which the concept is embodied, is for us therefore the 

further thing and the sequel, even if it were itself first in the actual 

world. The development we are studying is that whereby the 

abstract forms reveal themselves not as existing for themselves but 

as untrue.
411 

 

Hegel discusses ‗property‘ in the first chapter of his Philosophy of Right entitled 

―Abstract Right‖ and makes a distinction between ‗property‘ and ‗possession‘. 

According to this distinction, the former is related to the free, objective, juridical 
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and rational aspect, whereas the latter implies needs, subjective ends and external 

conditions.
412

 And he accepts that property presupposes the existence of family, 

although he takes property prior to family in his Philosophy of Right because his 

science requires the self-development of the concept itself. For this reason, he 

considers property prior to family and to a certain extent consciously disregards 

the time order. As to Marx, he also says that he will not follow the historical 

development, but consider the economic relations according to ―their order within 

modern bourgeois society‖.
413

  

Therefore, it is clear that in his Philosophy of Right Hegel himself does not 

appear to confuse the movement of reality with that of thought and consciously 

disregards to certain extent the historical order in order to present the concrete as a 

result.
414

 In this context, Marx‘s critique cannot be considered as directed against 

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right, but to his Logic, in which Hegel considers thought-

determinations in their movement and apart from the finite world. By interpreting 

Hegel‘s logical categories as transcendent which are the causes of the finite 

beings, Marx argues against Hegel that logical categories are but ―characteristics 

of existence‖. It must, however, be stated that for Hegel thought-determinations 

do not exist prior to and apart from the finite world; if the case were the opposite, 

his position would be same as that of Plato. All Hegel wants to show in his Logic 

is that categories are not devoid of content, and their own movement exhibits the 

nature of being. 

 

 

6.2. The Method of Inquiry and the Method of Presentation 
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The ―Postface‖ Marx wrote to the volume one of his Capital in 1873 is one of the 

most important texts for the research on Marx‘s relation to Hegel. The distinctive 

feature of this text is that it was written for the aim of defending and appropriating 

Hegel, contrary to previous texts in which Marx primarily attempted to criticize 

him. On the one hand, throughout his intellectual development Marx has been in a 

critical relationship with Hegel and, on the other hand, he never hesitates pointing 

out Hegel‘s greatness. It is clear that this is so mainly due to two reasons: first, 

Marx and Engels did not believe that no one has ever passed beyond Hegel‘s great 

philosophical system and those who claim to do so are nothing other than poor 

imitators; and second, they believed that Hegel‘s ‗inverted‘ philosophy somehow 

truly reflects the inverted character of the world in which humans fall under the 

domination of a reality which is nothing other than his creation.
415

 

However, we also know that, since Grundrisse, Marx has entered into a 

more positive relationship with Hegel, especially concerning the method of his 

critique. This positive relationship, as we have previously pointed out, depends on 

Marx‘s desire to present the operation of capitalist mode of production in a 

scientific way. For he essentially has the aim of showing its contradictions and 

transient character, his work is in the form of a critique of political economy and 

amounts to the negation of the capitalist mode of production. But the critique, in 

Capital, is not a polemic against a given point of view or some specific theory; on 

the contrary, it is intended to be ‗science‘ itself. In his previous works, Marx 

criticizes Hegel, Bauer, Feuerbach, Proudhon, or anyone else in a polemical way, 

but in Capital he attempts to correctly reflect the operation of the capitalist mode 

of production, together with its contradictions. In this sense, the critique in 

Capital is a precondition of presenting the capitalist mode of production in a 

scientific form. Accordingly, from Marx‘s point of view, the true science of 
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political economy can only be accomplished in the form of a critique of political 

economy. And it is clear that every scientific effort needs its proper method, and it 

is exactly this need which drives Marx to ‗return‘ Hegel once again since, as 

Engels puts it, ―one should not ride carthorses if one intends to go coursing over 

the very rough ground of abstract reasoning‖.
416

 

The ―Postface‖ is thus a text in which Marx tries to make his method clear 

and expresses his gratitude to Hegel; but despite all his defense of Hegel, Marx 

does not take a step back regarding his evaluation of Hegel and devotes to his first 

formulation: Hegel makes Idea the subject by giving it an autonomous being, and 

his standpoint, which is thus by its nature uncritical, serves to justify the existing 

state of affairs. However, it is not also possible to speak about Marx‘s method to 

undergo a serious change since, as we will show below, the dialectic method 

which Marx shortly points out in the ―Postface‖ is, more or less, specific to all 

Marx‘s writings. However, when he develops the critique of political economy he 

cannot help reconsidering and making use of Hegel‘s dialectic in detail since it is 

Hegel who presents ―its general forms of motion in a comprehensive and 

conscious manner‖.
417

 

In The Poverty of Philosophy, while criticizing Proudhon‘s attempt to 

employ Hegelian dialectic in his presentation of political economy, as we have 

previously indicated, Marx says the following: 

 

Here we are, in the heart of  Germany! We shall now have to talk 

metaphysics while talking political economy … M. Proudhon is 

transporting us to our dear fatherland and is forcing us, whether we 

like it or not, to become German again.
418
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In Capital, Marx intentionally and willingly chooses what Proudhon forced him to 

do and shows once again to be a German since he aims at developing a critique of 

political economy, and this task can be, for him, accomplished only by employing 

the dialectic method which is ―in its very essence critical and revolutionary‖.
419

  

For Marx, the reason why political economy must assume a critical form 

so as to remain as science results from the inner development of political 

economy itself. Political economy has essentially developed in the hands of 

British bourgeois political economists, and they have contributed to the 

development of political economy as science more or less impartially. But the 

subject-matter of political economy is itself a living social reality continuously 

developing. This reality is burdened with its own contradictions and also related 

to different, or even opposing, interests of classes. Therefore, the fact that political 

economy may develop in its beginnings as a science is due to the undeveloped 

situation of class struggle: 

 

In so far as political economy is bourgeois, i.e. in so far as it views 

the capitalist order as the absolute and ultimate form of social 

production, instead of as a historically transient stage of 

development, it can only remain a science while the class struggle 

remains latent or manifests itself only in isolated and sporadic 

phenomena.
420

  

 

And when the class struggle developed and the proletariat organized itself as a 

class, it is not possible for bourgeois political economy to remain impartial since 

the capitalist mode of production, which political economy analyses as the last 

and final form of all modes of production, ceases to appear unrivalled. ―It was 

thenceforth no longer a question whether this or that theorem was true, but 

whether it was useful to capital or harmful, expedient or inexpedient.‖
421
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The critical character of political economy has, for Marx, a special 

significance for Germany. The capitalist mode of production has developed in 

Germany more slowly than in England and France, and when it has arrived at a 

certain level of development the proletariat as the rival class of the bourgeoisie 

has already gained a class consciousness and begun to make its efficacy feel. 

Therefore, it is impossible for political economy in Germany to develop 

impartially and scientifically at the very time the capitalist mode of production 

developed in this country. ―Thus at the very moment when a bourgeois science of 

political economy at last seemed possible in Germany, it had in reality again 

become impossible.‖
422

  

Marx thus thinks that he, as a German political economist, must develop 

the critique of political economy in order to raise it to the level of science again. 

And it is also clear that its critique can only be fulfilled from the standpoint of the 

proletariat since its birth was the work of the bourgeoisie; from the bourgeois 

standpoint, political economy developed. Since the only way political economy 

can still remain as science is that it must have a critical character, which the 

standpoint of the bourgeoisie cannot possess –otherwise it would be compelled to 

accept its conditions of existence to be transient and thus destroy itself– its 

critique needs the perspective of another class whose existence itself attests to the 

negation of the capitalist mode of production.  

 

The peculiar historical development of German society therefore 

excluded any original development of ‗bourgeois‘ economics there, 

but did not exclude its critique. In so far as such a critique 

represents a class, it can only represent the class whose historical 

task is the overthrow of the capitalist mode of production and the 

final abolition of all classes – the proletariat.
423
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In Marx‘s eyes, it is thus German economic reality that renders possible a genuine 

political economy in the form of critique. The other aspect of the issue is German 

philosophical tradition which culminates in Hegel and which Marx is closely 

familiar. Hegel left a great philosophical system which seemed impassable. And 

Marx dared to criticize and try to overcome it essentially because of its affirmative 

character, but he was, from the beginning, fully aware of its significance: despite 

of all its ‗mystificatory‘ side, Hegel‘s philosophy possessed dialectic and exposed 

it in its full development.  

For Hegel, as we have already noted, dialectic is ―God‘s might‖
424

 which 

does not let any finite being to remain unchanged and subsist forever; it is due to 

its dialectic that the finite being includes in it its contradictions and is forced to 

pass to its opposite. Furthermore, the development of thinking is itself dialectical; 

it negates the abstract determinations, which the understanding poses, and shows 

them to be one-sided.  

 

Hence, the dialectical constitutes the moving soul of scientific 

progression, and it is the principle through which alone immanent 

coherence and necessity enter into the content of science, just as all 

genuine, nonexternal elevation above the finite is to be found in 

this principle.
425

  

  

In his many works, Marx opposes Hegel‘s system which takes Idea as the only 

self-subsistent being and reduces everything finite to mere appearances of it
426

 

because it amounts the justification of the existing state of affair despite of the 

dialectic which it employs. However, by making use of the dialectic in his 

Capital, Marx attempts to give it its essential character again, which in Hegel‘s 
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system appears to be sacrificed to another moment of logical thought: speculation. 

Marx aims to show the immanent development of the capitalist mode of 

production and thus, by making its contradictions visible, its self-negation. He 

desires not to criticize the capitalist mode of production from outside but to follow 

its own immanent contradictions. In this sense, the only thing Marx wants to do in 

his analysis of the capitalist mode of production is to leave himself to its own 

movement; the critique is fulfilled exactly by the process itself. And dialectic is 

nothing other than this self-exposing process. As Hegel describes it, 

 

dialectic is not an activity of subjective thinking applied to some 

matter externally, but is rather the matter‘s very soul putting forth 

its branches and fruit organically. This development of the Idea is 

the proper activity of its rationality, and thinking, as something 

subjective, merely looks on at it without for its part adding to it any 

ingredient of its own. To consider a thing rationally means not to 

bring reason to bear on the object from the outside and so to work 

on it, but to find that the object is rational on its own account [für 

sich] … The sole task of philosophical science is to bring into 

consciousness this proper work of the reason of the thing itself.
427

 

 

As a result, in his critique of political economy Marx consciously chooses to be a 

German and talks about ‗metaphysics‘ since the critique can fulfill its proper task 

only by the dialectic method which has been fully elaborated in the hands of a 

German idealist philosopher, i.e., Hegel.  

In the ―Postface‖, Marx talks about the method which he applies in Capital 

and which he calls ‗dialectic‘. However, he does this not by his own words, but 

from the mouth of a Russian critic.
428

 By making him speak, Marx wants to 

remove an error which depends on confusing ―the method of inquiry‖ and ―the 

method of presentation‖. This confusion reduces dialectic only to the presentation, 

which makes Marx‘s work appear to be idealist, whereas it attaches the realistic 
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aspect of his work to the inquiry which is isolated from the presentation and thus 

from dialectic. The critic puts it as follows: 

 

At first sight, if the judgement is made on the basis of the external 

form of the presentation, Marx is the most idealist of philosophers, 

and indeed in the German, i.e. the bad sense of the word. But in 

point of fact he is infinitely more realistic than all his predecessors 

in the business of economic criticism … He can in no sense be 

called an idealist.
429

 

 

It is interesting to see that a philosopher who has settled account with Hegelian 

idealism, on many occasions, criticized his idealist system and attached himself to 

the materialist tradition of thinking, is now subjected to the accusation of being 

idealist, at least with regard to the external form of the presentation of his work. 

This accusation may be thought of as the revenge of Hegel from Marx, and it is 

exactly for this reason that in his Capital he feels the need for clarifying his 

relation to Hegel once more.  

This revenge indicates a simple fact: however much you emphasize your 

standpoint as materialist, the form of the presentation of your work may show you 

as an idealist. Against the accusation of being idealist, Marx argues that it is 

Hegel himself who is idealist. This defense is not much difficult for Marx because 

he has pointed out Hegel‘s idealist standpoint throughout the entire development 

of his thought and emphasized his own standpoint as materialist especially since 

The Holy Family. Therefore, although he unsubtly regards himself as a disciple of 

Hegel, he needs nevertheless to overstress the idealist character of Hegelian 

philosophy and its inversion of the subject-predicate relation.  

However, the confusion Marx tries to explicate is not that he appears as an 

idealist in the presentation of his work; rather, he wants to show that his method 

of inquiry, for which the Russian critic finds Marx realistic, results exactly from 

his being German. In other words, what makes Marx realistic is his attachment to 
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the dialectic method which owes its full development to Hegel. Let us now 

consider what renders Marx‘s method more realistic in the eyes of the Russian 

critic.  

The Russian critic especially draws attention to the point that Marx tries to 

show not only the necessity of the existing state of affairs, but also the necessity 

of its abolition, and in this sense what strikes us in Marx‘s method of inquiry is 

that it gives a considerable significance to exposing the necessary transition of one 

order of social relations into another. Therefore, Marx investigates the laws of 

economic phenomena and their relation to the social world, but these laws 

themselves reveal the fact that every social order has a given lifetime and must 

give its way to another social order. And this process of transition is a necessary 

one independent from humans‘ will; it is like a process of ―natural history‖. In this 

context, it is clear that Marx analyses the phenomena he considers in their 

development and does not take them as a lifeless content. Accordingly, every 

phenomenon in economic life must be, like a biological organism, born, grow and 

decay. Every phenomenon has, however, its own laws specific to itself, as the 

case in biology; newer social organism has laws different from the previous one 

since it represents a different moment of development. ―With the varying degrees 

of development of productive power, social conditions and the laws governing 

them vary too.‖ The Russian critic concludes in the following way: 

 

The scientific value of such an inquiry lies in the illumination of 

the special laws that regulate the origin, existence, development 

and death of a given social organism and its replacement by 

another, higher one. And in fact this is value of Marx‘s books.
430

 

 

This brief summary of the Russian critic concerning Marx‘s method employed in 

Capital is approved by Marx himself, and he calls his method dialectic. As to the 

confusion which shows Marx as an idealist, Marx indicates that if the method of 
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inquiry has fulfilled its task and succeeded in conceiving its object with all its 

aspects, ―if the life of the subject-matter is now reflected back in the ideas, then it 

may appear as if we have before us an a priori construction.‖
431

  

Therefore, Marx remarks that the realism of his work owes its existence to 

Hegel‘s dialectic, and since the dialectic method is the most scientific way of 

exposing the nature of its object and depends on not leaving the object as it is but 

on reproducing it in thought it necessarily appears to deal with its object a priori. 

In this sense, the distinction between the method of inquiry and the method of 

presentation, if it is said to exist, depends on the distinction between the 

movement of reality and that of thought insofar as thought does not stick to ―the 

existing empirical data‖ and ―the existing historical order‖ but attempts to 

reproduce the object and to present it as a product of thought in order to fully 

grasp its structure. To this aim, Marx attempts to grasp capital not in its empirical 

appearance but in its concept, its inner nature and connection.
432

 

However, against the fact that his position resembles that of Hegel, Marx 

points out the idealist character of Hegel‘s philosophy and says the following: 

 

My dialectical method is, in its foundations, not only different from 

the Hegelian, but exactly opposite to it. For Hegel, the process of 

thinking, which he even transforms into an independent subject, 

under the name of ‗the Idea‘, is the creator of the real world, and 

the real world is only the external appearance of the idea. With me 

the reverse is true: the ideal is nothing but the material world 

reflected in the mind of man, and translated into forms of 

thought.
433
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Marx could have considered his reception of Hegel‘s philosophy because Capital, 

in which he consciously employs the dialectic method, brings about a semblance 

of an a priori and idealist work; however, Marx does not change his attitude 

toward Hegel‘s philosophy, on the contrary, he intensifies his critique, regarding 

Hegel‘s Idea as ―the creator of the real world‖. 

 

 

6.3. An Overview 

 

In the previous chapters, we have tried to show that, by criticizing Hegel‘s 

philosophy, Marx tries to grasp Hegel‘s dialectic more fully and, in accordance 

with this attempt, he clarifies the following points: dialectic requires being critical 

vis-à-vis the existing state of affairs and it takes its object in its movement and 

development; it does not part with its worldly ground and approaches all problems 

on the basis of this ground; it cannot be reduced to a recipe or schema, and it must 

be deduced from the inner logic of the fact itself; it is above all historical, and 

once it departs from historical reality it can easily turn into a dialectic of concepts. 

We have also pointed out that these important points are also essential to Hegel‘s 

dialectic.  

In this chapter, we have considered Marx‘s critique of Hegel under the title 

of ―Revolutionary Dialectic‖ since in his Capital Marx draws attention to 

‗revolutionary‘ aspect of his method. He above all tries to show how the capitalist 

mode of production is driven toward its own dissolution. His work is thus the 

critique of political economy but, as we have pointed out, his critique is aimed to 

be the science of political economy. Marx‘s scientific study takes as its method 

dialectic, which he has already to certain extent appropriated in his previous 

works, and uses it in a systematical way. Though Marx emphasizes the 

revolutionary aspect of dialectic against Hegel, in his mature work Marx fully 

appropriates Hegel‘s dialectic. 
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In his Logic, Hegel distinguishes between ―analytic method‖ and 

―synthetic method‖ and regards them as belonging to the finite cognition. The 

former method takes the concrete as given and then dissolves it into its 

components; it tries to proceed from a concrete individual to a general 

determination.
434

 The synthetic method contrarily starts from a specific universal 

and follows the moments of the concept.
435

 In the former method perception 

comes first, but in the latter the concept. However, Hegel presents his method, 

―the philosophical method‖, as the unity of analytic and synthetic methods.
436

 

Marx considers the analytic method as one proceeding from the concrete to the 

abstract and the synthetic method as one proceeding from the abstract to the 

concrete. And although the latter is for Marx the scientific method, he also points 

out that the real starting point is always the concrete, and therefore perception and 

observation come first. In this sense, it is clear that, according to Marx, too, both 

methods are essential for any scientific effort, but the scientific presentation 

requires the method of rising from the abstract to the concrete because it aims to 

present the concrete as a complex whole which consists of many determinations 

and has its contradictions. Therefore, though Marx tries to make a distinction 

between himself and Hegel and accuses Hegel of confusing the movement of 

reality with that of thinking, he in fact comes to fully appropriate Hegel‘s method. 

As Ian Fraser correctly puts it, Marx‘s method is the same with that of Hegel. 

 

In their method of inquiry, both Marx and Hegel begin by 

analysing these forms the mode of existence of the general 

abstraction or universal concept in society to discover their inner 

connection. In terms of presentation, both begin with the abstract 

and move to the concrete.
437
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CHAPTER VII 

 

 

A RECONSIDERATION OF MARX’S CRITIQUE OF HEGEL 

 

 

In the preceding chapters, we have tried to follow the steps in Marx‘s critique of 

Hegel in his various works and thus to present his arguments against Hegel. We 

have seen that he always stands in a critical relationship with Hegel, but he is also 

in the search of appropriating Hegel‘s philosophy or, to put more correctly, his 

dialectic. And it is clear from the exposition of his critique of Hegel that Marx 

attempts to give back to the dialectic its qualities as critical, worldly, historical 

and revolutionary. As a matter of fact, these qualities are essential to Hegel‘s 

dialectic itself, but Marx thinks that in the hands of Hegel it was somehow 

mystified and hence amounted to the affirmation of the existing state of affairs 

rather than negating it. For Marx, the problem with Hegel‘s work lies in the very 

nature of the principle of his philosophy; it is due to his idealist philosophy that he 

arrives at conservative conclusions. This point in Marx‘s critique of Hegel is so 

important that he maintains this claim from his doctoral dissertation to his 

Capital, in which he for the first time calls his method as dialectic and 

immediately opposes it to Hegel‘s. It is clear that what Marx has in mind is 

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right as a conservative application of dialectic. Against 

this background, Marx on the one hand sees Hegel as the greatest dialectician in 

the history of thought and tries to make use of Hegel‘s Logic in his critique of 

political economy, and on the other hand, in order not to fall into the same error, 

i.e., the glorification of what exists, he continually emphasizes his materialist 

position vis-à-vis the idealist character of Hegel‘s philosophy.  

Marx‘s continuous dialogue with Hegel is, however, burdened with a 

tension, which has its germ even in his first critique of Hegel: as it can be clearly 

seen in the preceding chapters, Marx‘s attitude toward Hegel‘s method and Logic 
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shows a change, but his verdict that in Hegel dialectic ―is standing on its head‖ 

remains almost the same. This tension brings about a strange situation: having 

completed his critique of Hegel and seemed to do away with his philosophy, Marx 

feels obliged to deal with Hegel again, and it is exactly when Hegel is treated as 

―a dead dog‖ that he makes it public to be the disciple of Hegel.
438

  

On the one hand, Marx and Engels attack everyone who aims at making 

use of Hegel, and in this sense they consider themselves as the true legitimate 

successor of Hegel –a point, to which Engels draws attention in a more general 

context when he says that ―The German working-class movement is the inheritor 

of German classical philosophy.‖
439

 Marx‘s statement in his Capital also attests to 

this fact: he actually expresses to be not only a disciple, but also the disciple of 

Hegel; in other words, he regards himself as the sole living inheritor of Hegel. On 

the other hand, Marx and Engels are convinced that they are not Hegelians
440

 and 

extracted ―the rational core under the mystical shell‖. However, this two-fold 

aspect of their relation to Hegel, which is sun-clear to them, is still far from being 

obvious to the common reader,
441

 so that numerous works have been written 

concerning this topic. 
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In this chapter, we will attempt to present an integral picture of Marx‘s 

critique of Hegel, which we have so far considered separately. And we will argue 

that in Capital Marx was able to solve the above-mentioned tension only by 

positing a distinction between the method of presentation and the method of 

inquiry which, in turn, necessitates a reconsideration of the argument against 

Hegel that he inverts the subject-predicate relation and by his principle justifies 

what exists. Marx is, however, is very far from such an attempt and, in fact, 

sharpens his argument against Hegel by presenting him as a philosopher who 

stands on his head and attributing him an ontology, according to which Idea ―is 

the creator of the real world, and the real world is only the external appearance of 

the idea‖.
442

 Yet, it is Marx‘s continuous dialogue with Hegel which attests to the 

fact that Hegel‘s dialectic which appears as if standing on its head actually stands 

on its feet. 

 

 

7.1. Hegel, Feuerbach and Marx 

 

It is generally acknowledged that Feuerbach stands between Hegel and Marx: by 

the mediation of Feuerbach, Marx transcends Hegel and gets rid of his idealist 

philosophy; there must be no doubt that Marx leaves Feuerbach behind too, but 

the critique role Feuerbach plays between Hegel and Marx is not denied. In 

Ludwig Feuerbach and The End of Classical German Philosophy, which was 

written after Marx‘s death for the aim of clarifying the transition from Hegel to 

Marx or Marxism, Engels emphasizes Feuerbach‘s significance and does not hide 

the fact that he and Marx became ‗Feuerbachian‘ for a while: 
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Then came Feuerbach‘s Essence of Christianity. With one blow it 

dissipated the contradiction by again raising materialism to the 

throne without any fuss. Nature exists independently of any 

philosophy. It is the foundation upon which we human beings, 

ourselves the products of nature, have grown up. Nothing exists 

outside nature and man, and the higher beings created by our 

religious fantasies are only the fantastic reflection of our own 

essence. The spell was broken; the ―system‖ was shattered and cast 

aside, and the contradiction shown to exist only in our imagination 

was dissolved. One must have oneself experienced the liberating 

effect of this book to have any idea of it. The enthusiasm was 

general; at once we all became Feuerbachians. It may be seen from 

The Holy Family how enthusiastically Marx greeted the new 

approach and how much –in spite of all critical reservations– he 

was influenced by it.
443

 

 

In the preceding chapters, we have tried to show that Feuerbach really plays a role 

in the development of Marx‘s thought, but this results not from the profundity of 

Feuerbach‘s thought but from the requirements at that time in which Marx still 

tries to determine his position. Against the Young Hegelians such as Bruno Bauer 

and Max Stirner who continuously emphasize ‗self-consciousness‘, despise the 

role of the masses in history, and do not conceive the significance of the economic 

reality, Marx wants to attack the ground on which they built their thought. The 

point is, for Marx, not to transform the worldly problems into the theological 

ones, but the reverse.
444

 In short, Marx aims at breaking the conceptual frame, i.e., 

Hegelian idealism, on which their theories are based, in order to give the role of 

the economic reality in human emancipation prominence.  

For Marx, the realization of philosophy requires abolishing all barriers to 

human freedom, and to do so, it is necessary to expose the inverted character of 

reality and abolish it. Hegel devoted himself to show the rationality and the 

progress of human freedom in the modern world; however, according to Marx, the 

modern world has an inverted character and, in fact, represents the culmination of 
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the estrangement of human, so it must be transcended. The realization of 

philosophy can be accomplished only through the action of the proletariat since 

this class contains in itself all slavery of human. All wealth of society depends on 

the proletariat but in reality it is in the most miserable conditions. The reason why 

the proletariat is fitted to the accomplishment of this task, i.e., the realization of 

philosophy, lies, for Marx, in the fact that the proletariat constitutes the universal 

class. The proletariat is 

 

an estate that is the dissolution of all estates, a sphere of society 

having a universal character because of its universal suffering and 

claiming no particular right because no particular wrong but 

unqualified wrong is perpetrated on it; … a sphere, finally, that 

cannot emancipate itself without emancipating itself from all the 

other spheres of society, thereby emancipating them; a sphere, in 

short, that is the complete loss of humanity and can only redeem 

itself through the total redemption of humanity.
445

 

 

The liberation of the proletariat consists in abolishing its own conditions of 

existence, so it cannot become a dominant class which pursues only its own 

interests. Therefore, for Marx, proletariat represents the identity of universal and 

particular interests. Hegel‘s universal class, bureaucracy, cannot be conceived as 

providing this identity simply because its welfare consists in remaining as 

bureaucracy and even becoming a caste. Hegel himself also recognizes this 

possibility, and as a consequence sees the control over this class from both above 

and below as absolutely necessary, even though in it the universal and particular 

interests appear identical.
446

 In contrast with bureaucracy, the welfare of the 

proletariat lies not in maintaining its position but in giving an end to modern 

bourgeois relations of production, which depend on the exploitation of labor, 

together with its own existence. 
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The proletariat executes the sentence that private property 

pronounced on itself by begetting the proletariat, just as it carries 

out the sentence that wage-labour pronounced on itself by bringing 

forth wealth for others and misery for itself. 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.
447

 

 

However, according to Marx, Hegel presents the modern state as a rational one 

and ignores the fact that legal relations are but an expression of the relations of 

property. It is exactly what Hegel appears to affirm that Marx opposes. In this 

sense, the transcendence of the economic reality is, for Marx, also that of 

Hegelian philosophy.  

It is only with Feuerbach that the necessity of the transcendence of 

Hegelian philosophy is openly expressed since the Young Hegelians are not able 

to conceive this fundamental point and to go beyond Hegelian philosophy.
448

 It is 

exactly this aspect of Feuerbach‘s work which attracts Marx‘s attention, drives 

him to magnify Feuerbach and causes him to adopt certain points in Feuerbach‘s 

critique of Hegel. 

 

Strauss expounds Hegel from Spinoza‟s point of view, and Bauer 

from Fichte‟s point of view in the domain theology, both with 

perfect consistence. They both criticized Hegel insofar as with him 

each of the two elements was falsified by the other, while they 

carried each of the elements to its one-sided and hence consistent 

                                                 
447

 The Holy Family, p. 52. 

448
 We read in 1844 Manuscripts: ―How do we now stand as regards the Hegelian dialectic? This 

lack of awareness about the relationship of modern criticism to the Hegelian philosophy as a whole 

and especially to the Hegelian dialectic has been so great that critics like Strauss and Bruno Bauer 

still remain wholly within the confines of the Hegelian Logic.‖ Economic and Philosophic 

Manuscripts of 1844, p. 142. And in The German Ideology: ―German criticism has, right up to its 

latest efforts, never left the realm of philosophy. It by no means examines its general philosophic 

premises, but in fact all its problems originate in a definite philosophical system, that of Hegel. 

Not only in its answers, even in its questions there was a mystification. This dependence on Hegel 

is the reason why not one of these modern critics has even attempted a comprehensive criticism of 

the Hegelian system, however much each professes to have advanced beyond Hegel.‖ The German 

Ideology, p. 34-5. 



186 

 

development. Both of them therefore go beyond Hegel in their 

criticism, but both of them also remain within his speculation and 

each represents one side of his system. Feuerbach was the first to 

complete and criticize Hegel from Hegel‟s point of view, by 

resolving the metaphysical Absolute Spirit into ―real man on the 

basis of nature‖ and to complete the Criticism of religion by 

drafting in a masterly manner the general basic features of the 

Criticism of Hegel‟s speculation and hence of every kind of 

metaphysics.
449

 

 

However, Marx‘s attempt to appropriate Hegel‘s dialectic, and in this sense his 

return to Hegel, in his later works includes to a certain extent a refutation of 

Feuerbach‘s critique of Hegel, but it must be also stated that his position in his 

early works, too, cannot be called ‗Feuerbachian‘. As we have previously pointed 

out, even in 1844 Manuscripts in which his praise of Feuerbach reaches the peak 

―Marx‘s philosophical break from Feuerbach‖
450

 is clear, and he regards his own 

critique of Hegel as ―absolutely necessary‖ because such a task has never been 

accomplished despite Feuerbach‘s critique.
451

 The problem, however, lies in the 

fact that although Marx increasingly dismisses Feuerbachian critique of Hegel in 

general he preserves the fundamental charge of Feuerbach against Hegel and does 

not think reconsidering his judgment over Hegel: Hegel inverts the relation 

between the subject and predicate, and makes Idea an independent subject.
452

 

 

 

7.1.1. The Subject and the Predicate 

 

In The Essence of Christianity, Feuerbach puts the following: 
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The personality of God is thus the means by which man converts 

the qualities of his own nature into the qualities of another being –

of a being external to himself. The personality of God is nothing 

else than the projected personality of man.
453

 

 

In religion, human puts her own qualities outside herself and represents them as 

belonging to an external being, God. The qualities ascribed to God are in fact 

nothing other than that of human. On this basis, Feuerbach attempts to transform 

theology to ‗anthropology‘, declaring God is human himself. He does not, 

however, limit his critique to theology and tries also to apply the method in his 

critique of religion to ‗Hegelian speculation‘ because he sees in Hegelian 

philosophy a similar inversion to theology. Just as theology makes God, to whom 

human himself projects her own qualities, into the subject and human into the 

predicate, so Hegelian philosophy abstracts thought from thinking being and 

converts it into a subject under the name of Idea. Hegelian philosophy thus 

alienates human from her own essential quality and is a form of alienation. 

Therefore, although it appears as if it denied theology, Hegelian philosophy 

affirms theology and, in fact, is ―the last refuge and the last rational mainstay of 

theology.‖
454

 

Feuerbach thus attempts to unmask Hegelian philosophy, and what is to be 

done is, for him, very simple: it must be inverted again in order to arrive at the 

truth. 

 
The true relationship of thought to being is this only: Being is the 

subject, thought the predicate. Thought comes from being, but 

being does not come from thought. Being comes from itself and is 

through itself; being is given only through being; being has its 

ground within itself because only being is meaning, reason, 
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necessity, and truth; in short, it is all in all. Being is because not-

being is no being; i.e., nothing or nonsense.
455

 

 

First of all, it must be stated that the reason why Hegel needs dialectic is exactly 

that the true relationship between being and thought is not as above explained. 

And Marx never falls into such an illusion and nowhere asserts such an anti-

dialectic view. He simply argues that 

 

As individuals express their life, so they are. What they are, 

therefore, coincides with their production, both with what they 

produce and with how they produce. Hence what individuals are 

depends on the material conditions of their production.
456

 

 

However,  

 

In acquiring new productive forces men change their mode of 

production; and in changing their mode of production, in changing 

their way of earning their living, they change all their social 

relations.
457

 

 

For Marx, the point is not that being is the subject but that there is a mutual 

interaction between the material relations of production and humans themselves. 

Even in Engels, who is generally accused of vulgarizing the relation between 

being and thought, there is no room for presenting being as the subject; he only 

puts the problem as the primacy of being.
458

 

Feuerbach wants to uncritically apply the same method, which he used in 

his critique of religion, to Hegelian philosophy and makes a great mistake. In his 

critique of religion, the inversion simply means that God, which appears as the 
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subject, is in actual fact nothing other than the projected essence of human, who 

appears in religion as the predicate of God, whereas it is human himself which is 

the subject. But in his critique of Hegelian philosophy, Feuerbach asserts that 

being is the subject, thought the predicate. He may well put this as follows: human 

is the subject, thought the predicate, which is, in turn, depends on conceiving 

human as separate from thought; but there is nowhere a human apart from 

thinking, if she is said really to be a human. Feuerbach, however, ascribes to being 

subjectivity and reduces thought to a mere predicate, whereas what makes a 

human subject is her ability to think since animal does not think and say ‗I‘, and 

so is not a subject.
459

 

Although Feuerbach puts the conception of ‗the inversion of the subject 

and the predicate‘ in the center of his critique and tries to invert the inverted 

essence of religion and philosophy he cannot express what he meant because he 

opposes Hegelian philosophy which itself opposes to ―the opinion that the True 

consists in a proposition which is a fixed result, or which is immediately 

known‖
460

. If Feuerbach, who places a great emphasis on the relation of the 

subject and the predicate, investigated the structure and elements of proposition he 

could avoid from making being into the subject and immobilizing the subject-

predicate relation. 

Being cannot be a subject for the very reason that it is the predicate of 

everything which exists; it is most general determination and so the starting point 

of Hegel‘s Logic. But he does not attempt to ascribe the character of subjectivity 

to being as such. And if one wants to consider thinking itself as ‗subject‘ it is the 

subject only as ―that which thinks, and the simple expression for the existing 

subject as thinker is ‗I‘.‖
461
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It may perhaps be helpful to express Feuerbach‘s assertion in a 

proposition; in this case we have: being is thought since, according to Feuerbach, 

being is the subject and thought the predicate. In this proposition, the truth of 

being appears as thought, but this is a conclusion from which Feuerbach avoids 

since he tries to firmly establish the distinction between being and thought. It 

follows that if we take Feuerbach‘s assertion seriously and put the subject and the 

predicate, which themselves are elements of proposition, in a proposition we 

arrive at the opposite conclusion Feuerbach wanted to express. He determines a 

fixed subject like being and to this permanent subject ascribes a quality like 

thought, but the nature of proposition itself contradicts the fixity of the subject and 

presents the subject as passing to the predicate.
462

   

Let us invert the proposition: thought is being. But in this case the 

proposition appears to ascribe to thought an independent existence, which again is 

a result Feuerbach will not be content with. Then, it is clear that if we determine 

being as the subject and thought as the predicate, what before us is nothing other 

than the identity of being and thought.  

Then, we need to surrender ourselves to Feuerbach‘s arms: he would say 

that what he simply meant that thought is a quality of being and not vice versa. 

One can challenge with this claim, but firstly one can rightly demand from 

Feuerbach that he renounce the conception of the inversion of the predicate and 

the subject which he tries to apply to Hegelian philosophy because he now 

formulates his idea in a different way. The final formulation of Feuerbach that 

thought is a quality of being and not vice versa can be accepted, but only if we 

discard the requirement of ‗not vice versa‘: otherwise, thought would be presented 

as something non-existent. If thought does not exist, if it is not, then there would 

be no room for thought except in language. 
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Leaving the abstractions of Feuerbach aside, one may well express the 

relation between being and thought through the concept ‗becoming‘ and see them 

in a mutual interaction, instead of considering them separately and in a rigid 

opposition to each other. Therefore, the relation between being and thought is 

expressed as follows: being becomes thought, and thought becomes being. It is 

exactly on this ground that Marx conceives the relation of the subject and the 

object in his 1844 Manuscripts.  

According to Marx, human transforms nature through her practical activity 

and objectifies her essential powers in it. Neither nature nor human is immediately 

given
463

 because, on the one hand, by objectifying her human essence in nature, 

human increasingly abolishes the externality of nature and gives it a human form 

and, on the other hand, it is only in this process of objectification that by 

developing her human essence she becomes truly human. 

  

It is just in the working-up of the objective world, therefore, that 

man first really proves himself to be a species being. This 

production is his active species life. Through and because of this 

production, nature appears as his work and his reality. The object 

of labor is, therefore, the objectification of man‟s species life: for 

he duplicates himself not only, as in consciousness, intellectually, 

but also actively, in reality, and therefore he contemplates himself 

in a world that he has created.
464

 

 

Human history presents us therefore nothing other than nature‘s becoming for 

human or its becoming human nature. Marx thus considers the relation between 

human and nature, or subject and object, in its historical development and points 

out the fact of objectification which constitutes the main core of his 1844 

Manuscripts.  
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 It is therefore not surprising that on this basis Marx criticizes Feuerbach in 

The German Ideology because Feuerbach is devoid of conceiving the dialectic of 

the subject and the object and does not see the mutual interaction between them. 

His ‗being‘ as the subject has fell victim to the historical activity of thinking 

being. 

 

Feuerbach does not see that the sensuous world around him is not 

a thing given direct from all eternity, remaining ever the same, but 

the product of industry and of the state of society; and, indeed, [a 

product] in the sense that it is an historical product, the result of the 

activity of a whole succession of generations, each standing on the 

shoulders of the preceding one, developing its industry and its 

intercourse, and modifying its social system according to the 

changed needs. Even the objects of the simplest ―sensuous 

certainty‖ are only given him through social development, industry 

and commercial intercourse.
465 

 

According to Marx, even though the fact of estrangement prevents human from 

entirely appropriating a world which is her product, by objectifying her essential 

powers in nature human has already given to it a human object, and there is no 

longer a nature or being which has not been mediated through her practical 

activity.
466

 

It is therefore clear that Marx never attempts to regard being or nature as 

the subject; on the contrary, it is an object which increasingly becomes human. 

And it is also clear that one can speculate about the relation of the subject and 

object in terms of which is primary but the primacy of nature is no avail for 

Feuerbach since there is no longer an external nature but a human world as a 

result of the interaction between the subject and the object, human and nature. 

Marx thus has nothing to do with a ‗metaphysical‘ problem as to whether being or 

thought is first; ―the entire so-called history of the world is nothing but the 
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begetting of man through human labor, nothing but the coming-to-be of nature for 

man.‖
467

 

Such a conception is not limited only to Marx‘s early works but 

fundamental to his thought in general. In Capital, he holds that through the 

process of labor, which is conscious and purposeful activity, human makes natural 

object subjected to her purpose and gets rid of its immediacy. However, the 

process also attests to the transformation of human and in this sense she also gets 

rid of her own immediacy: ‗slumbering‘ potentialities both in nature and human 

come to begin. 

 

Labour is, first of all, a process between man and nature, a process 

by which man, through his own actions, mediates, regulates and 

controls the metabolism between himself and nature. He confronts 

the materials of nature as a force of nature. He sets in motion the 

natural forces which belong to his own body, his arms, legs, head 

and hands, in order to appropriate the materials of nature in a form 

adapted to his own needs. Through this movement he acts upon 

external nature and changes it, and in this way he simultaneously 

changes his own nature. He develops the potentialities slumbering 

within nature, and subjects the play of its forces to his own 

sovereign power.
468

 

 

Human knows what is going to emerge in the end of labor process because the 

finished product firstly exists in her mind; she tries to actualize by the instrument 

of labor a particular end, which she represents before the labor process, in her 

object. And, the finished product as the actualization of an end hides its process of 

becoming, if it has been well worked out: ―labour has become objectified, the 

object has been worked on. What on the side of the worker appeared in the form 

of unrest Unruhe now appears, on the side of the product, in the form of being 

Sein, as a fixed, immobile characteristic.‖
469
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Marx thus draws attention to the mediating role of labor between nature 

and human, between the subject and the object, and as a result of the process of 

labor the immediacy, or naturalness, of the natural object is stripped away and the 

object of labor undergoes a formal change so that it itself really emerges as a raw 

material for other ends and needs, though it is something produced. Human‘s 

production thus increasingly necessitates not natural objects or objects in their 

natural form, but ‗products‘ which are the result of a long labor process. 

  

Animals and plants which we are accustomed to consider as 

products of nature, may be, in their present form, not only products 

of, say, last year‘s labour, but the result of gradual transformation 

continued through many generations under human control, and 

through the agency of human labour.
470

  

 

Therefore, it is clear, for Marx, that the natural world, which is external to human, 

increasingly loses its external character and becomes a human world: in other 

words, the object gains a subjective form while the subject objectifies through her 

labor. As a result, human‘s relation to reality, to the external world is not only that 

of ‗contemplation‘ or ‗intuition‘ but also a practical relation in which the object 

becomes something subjective whereas the subject becomes something objective. 

 

The chief defect of all previous materialism (that of Feuerbach 

included) is that things [Gegenstand, reality, sensuousness are 

conceived only in the form of the object, or of contemplation, but 

not as sensuous human activity, practice, not subjectively. Hence, 

in contradistinction to materialism, the active side was set forth 

abstractly by idealism — which, of course, does not know real, 

sensuous activity as such. Feuerbach wants sensuous objects, really 

distinct from conceptual objects, but he does not conceive human 

activity itself as objective activity. In Das Wesen des 

Christenthums, he therefore regards the theoretical attitude as the 

only genuinely human attitude, while practice is conceived and 

defined only in its dirty-Jewish form of appearance. Hence he does 
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not grasp the significance of ‗revolutionary‘, of ‗practical-critical‘, 

activity.
471

 

 

According to this well-known thesis, idealism conceives ‗the active side‘, though 

‗abstractly‘, whereas Feuerbach is not able raise even to this level. However, 

Marx‘s claim is not entirely true since his statements, which we have quoted 

above from Capital, are almost the translation to the language of political 

economy of the expressions appearing under the title of ―Teleology‖ in Hegel‘s 

Logic. According to Hegel, purpose requires ―the negation of immediate 

objectivity‖.
472

 

  

The teleological relation is the syllogism in which the subjective 

purpose con-cludes itself with the objectivity external to it, through 

a middle term which is the unity of these two. This unity is both 

the purposive activity and the objectivity posited immediately as 

subservient to the purpose: in other words it is the means.
473

 

 

The realization of the purpose means that the object is subjected to the purpose 

which exists as prior to this realization, and therefore ―the realised purpose is the 

posited unity of subjective and objective.‖
474

 However, the realized purpose is 

also a means for other purposes because of the nature of external purposiveness: 

since the means is external to its object and the purpose is subjective, it only 

includes a formal change and is not able to rise to the level of ‗Idea‘ as ―the unity 
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of the concept and objectivity‖. But the external purposiveness still constitutes the 

closest determination to Idea.  

For Hegel, human‘s relation to the external world, both theoretically and 

practically, is not that of contemplation, but a process through which human 

increasingly overcomes its externality, its mere givenness and integrates it into 

himself. 

 

What human beings strive for in general is the cognition of the 

world; we strive to appropriate it and to conquer it. To this end the 

reality of the world must be crushed as it were; i.e., it must be 

made ideal.
475

 

 

Therefore, it is clear that Marx cannot find in Feuerbach any dialectical view 

concerning the relationship between the subject and the object, but Hegelian 

philosophy which is said to be ‗destroyed‘ by Feuerbach remains a fertile ground. 

―Marx rejected Feuerbach precisely because he lacked a dialectical approach.‖
476

 

However, Feuerbach‘s critique of Hegelian philosophy is not limited to the 

inversion of the subject and the predicate; there can be found in his Preliminary 

Theses on the Reform of Philosophy another attack with which we now deal. 

 

 

7.1.2. Abstract and Concrete 

 

To abstract means to posit the essence of nature outside nature, the 

essence of man outside man, the essence of thought outside the act 

of thinking. The Hegelian philosophy has alienated man from 

himself in so far as its whole system is based on the acts of 

abstraction. Although it again identifies what it separates, it does so 
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only in a separate and mediated way. The Hegelian philosophy 

lacks immediate unity, immediate certainty, immediate truth.
477

 

 

According to Feuerbach, Hegelian philosophy misses ‗immediate truth‘ by 

mediating everything and places its abstractions before what is actual. 

Furthermore, he finds the method or procedure of Hegelian philosophy faulty and 

relates it to the standpoint of theology because it starts from ‗abstract‘ instead of 

‗concrete‘ itself, which, for him, however, must constitute the true starting point. 

 

The course taken so far by all speculative philosophy from the 

abstract to the concrete, from the ideal to the real, is an inverted 

one. This way never leads one to the true and objective reality, but 

only to the realization of one‟s own abstractions and, precisely 

because of this, never to the true freedom of the Spirit; for only the 

perception of things and beings in their objective reality can make 

man free and devoid of all prejudices. The transition from the ideal 

to the real has its place only in practical philosophy.
478

 

 

In 1844 Manuscripts, Marx hails Feuerbach as the founder of ―true materialism 

and real science‖
479

 and presents, with Feuerbach, sense-perception as ―the basis 

of all science.‖
480

 Further, he attempts to base the critique of political economy on 

―the discoveries of Feuerbach‖.
481

 However, Marx‘s arguments are not entirely 

true, since, though he becomes increasingly more concerned with the critique of 

political economy, he makes use of no Feuerbachian element in his critique. His 

relation to Hegel is, however, a life-long one, and it is clear at least from 

Grundrisse that he does not entirely agree with Feuerbach‘s conclusions 

concerning the relationship between the abstract and the concrete. Before 
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elaborating the issue, one must draw attention to a decisive point, without which 

the full import of the problem cannot be properly understood. 

Any science has its proper object and in this sense seems to presuppose an 

external object about which it aims at knowing. However, the process of acquiring 

knowledge of a particular object requires not only sense-perception but also 

concepts with which the immediacy of the object is stripped away. Therefore, the 

aim of knowledge is to transcend the mere givenness of the object and to mediate 

it through the process of thought. In this sense, by remaining on the level of sense-

perception it is not possible to get a true knowledge of the object. Human 

knowledge thus is essentially conceptual and presupposes certain concepts; what 

Hegel attempts to show in his Phenomenology of Spirit is that even the most 

simple shape of consciousness, sense-certainty, on the level of which Feuerbach 

wants to remain, is itself conceptual and necessitates such simple universal 

concepts as ‗now‘, ‗here‘, and ‗this‘, and, let alone being the richest source of 

knowledge, what it presents us is nothing other than a knowledge of a simple 

‗this‘. Therefore, all human knowledge operates through concepts and is thus 

mediated. The objects of knowledge do not immediately show their essence, it is 

only through the activity of thought that one can attain to what is true in them. 

However, the mediation is also essential to the object itself. 

 

There is nothing in heaven or nature or spirit or anywhere else 

that does not contain just as immediacy as mediation, so that both 

these determinations prove to be unseparated and inseparable and 

the opposition between them nothing real.
482

 

 

It follows that nature itself, which Feuerbach proposes as an immediate certainty, 

is an empty abstraction if it is not conceived as the unity of various objects and 

phenomena and in this sense it is not immediately given to us. Furthermore, from 

the standpoint of human practice, it is also an empty abstraction since the sensible 
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objects themselves are not directly present in the human world but they show 

themselves in relation to, and as mediated through, human practice. 

 

Feuerbach, not satisfied with abstract thinking, wants sensuous 

contemplation; but he does not conceive sensuousness as practical, 

human-sensuous activity.
483

 

 

Feuerbach thus opposes sensuous consciousness to the scientific thought by 

emphasizing immediate certainty and sensuality. He does not make any 

distinction between the level of epistemology and the level of ontology, and even 

he takes nature as given and immediate. He accuses Hegelian philosophy of being 

preoccupied with abstractions and lacking sensuality, and, in contradistinction to 

it, he points out the finite, the determinate and the concrete; he sees contradiction 

as accidental, secondary, holds to arrive at the truth on the basis of sensuous 

certainty and sticks to immediacy. And he radically argues that ―the course taken 

so far by all speculative philosophy from the abstract to the concrete, from the 

ideal to the real, is an inverted one.‖
484

  

For Hegel, however, who thinks abstractly does not rely on whether one 

thinks through abstractions or sticks to the concrete he counts as such. Abstracting 

thought, which is in its one-sidedness characteristic to the understanding, isolates 

various determinations, leaves them in their isolation and arbitrarily highlights 

among them one determination which appears to be obvious; in the case of 

Feuerbach, this means to see in Hegelian philosophy nothing other than a mere 

theological project and to conceive all dimensions of it as supporting a secret 

theology. The concrete thinking, however, sees sunshine even in the severed head 

of a murderer, i.e., the fact that she is still a human, and kills ―the abstraction of 

the murderer.‖
485

 This simply means that, in order to think concretely, thought 

                                                 
483

 ―Theses on Feuerbach‖, p. 570. 

484
 ―Preliminary Theses for The Reform of Philosophy‖, p 49. 

485
 Hegel, G.W.F., ―Who Thinks Abstractly?‖, in Hegel: Texts and Commentary, trans. and ed. by 

Walter Kaufmann, University of Notre Dame Press, Indiana, 1977, p. 117. 



200 

 

must abstract from what appears as the most obvious, cease to stick to ―this one 

predicate‖ and also take into account other determinations so that it is only 

through abstractions that thought conceives what is essential. According to Hegel, 

 

everything actual contains opposed determinations within it, and in 

consequence the cognition and, more exactly, the comprehension 

of an ob-ject amounts precisely to our becoming conscious of it as 

a concrete unity of opposed determinations.
486

  

 

Therefore, to take refuge in immediacy and to be content with a mere givenness is 

to disregard the fact that the object itself consists of many determinations and 

even of opposed determinations. The determinations of an object can be regarded 

as ideal moments of an organic unity, which can only be isolated through 

abstraction. According to Marx, for instance, every commodity has a use-value 

which results from the natural qualities of the product, but it has also an 

exchange-value since it is produced not for the direct consumption but for 

exchange. The exchange-value of the commodity, which is ―the cell-form‖ of 

bourgeois society, is not, however, given to sense-perception; it can be dealt with 

only by ―the power of abstraction‖.
487

 In Capital, Marx thus proceeds from 

commodity and shows its two-fold character, and sets to analyze the entire 

structure of the world of commodity ―by unfolding logically the commodity and 

money forms from his categories of use-value and value‖.
488

 

Like Hegel, Marx also regards the concrete as ―the concentration of many 

determinations, hence unity of the diverse‖
489

 and asserts that it cannot be taken 
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for the starting point since in this case it would seem as ―a chaotic conception 

Vorstellung of the whole‖
490

. It follows that the concrete must appear as a 

―result‖ in the scientific inquiry, and it is only in this way that it can be shown in 

its true form and reproduced ―as the concrete in the mind‖. Therefore, according 

to Marx, ―the method of rising from the abstract to the concrete‖ is ―the 

scientifically correct method‖.
491

 As Marx himself accepts, this conception of 

method belongs to Hegel and is consciously followed by him especially in his 

Science of Logic, Philosophy of Right and Phenomenology of Spirit. 

Unlike Feuerbach, Marx thus regards ―the course … from the abstract to 

the concrete‖ not as an ‗inverted‘ course but as an integral part of scientific 

thought and method, and does not confine it merely to ―the practical philosophy‖. 

It is true that there is an inversion in this course but only for sensuous or ordinary 

consciousness which must be replaced by scientific thought in any scientific 

study. For science cannot be content with the data provided by senses but aims to 

go beyond the appearance and to penetrate the essence. The problem with 

ordinary consciousness lies in the fact that it takes the objects as they appear 

whereas their appearance may to certain extent be illusory. ―Precisely because we 

cannot rely upon the way things appear, we need scientific explanations –

explanations which often appear paradoxical and contrary to everyday 

observation.‖
492

 Therefore, the work of science is not with mere appearances and 

tends to grasp the inner connection of the relations it deals with: to grasp the 

essence is the reason for the existence of any science. As Marx puts it, ―all science 

would be superfluous if the form of appearance of things directly coincided with 

their essence‖.
493
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As a result, we can say that Marx finds no basis in Feuerbach‘s thought in 

order to grasp the capitalist mode of production and develop a critique of political 

economy. However, Hegel‘s system presents a fertile ground for Marx‘s thought 

since it above all includes the most developed conception of science and a 

scientific method. Marx thus attempts to appropriate Hegel‘s dialectic, despite all 

his criticism, and leaves Feuerbach behind, despite all his praises for him. It is so 

certain that after The German Ideology Marx never turned to Feuerbach for either 

applauding or criticizing. In fact, against to the tendencies towards ignoring 

Hegel, which at that time prevailed in Germany, Marx expresses his reaction to 

Feuerbach in his letter to Engels, dated 1868: ―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.‖
494

 

 

 

7.2. Philosophy and Critique 

 

One of the decisive points in Hegel‘s thought is that Idea is already actualized; it 

is not a ‗beyond‘ or a mere ideal but an actual fact which everywhere makes itself 

appear. The role of philosophy is accordingly not to impose an ideal to the world 

but to show Idea which is always effective in it. 

 

The notion that ideas and ideals are nothing but chimeras, and that 

philosophy is a system of pure phantasms, sets itself against the 

actuality of what is rational; but, conversely, the notion that ideas 

and ideals are something far too excellent to have actuality, or 

equally something too impotent to achieve actuality, is opposed to 

it as well. However, the severing of actuality from the Idea is 

particularly dear to understanding, which regards its dreams (i.e., 
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abstractions) as something genuine, and is puffed up about the 

―ought‖ that it likes to prescribe, especially in the political field.
495

 

 

This seems a very accommodating position which limits philosophy to dealing 

with an actuality, by banishing it to turn its face to the world and to speculate 

about an ‗ought‘ or the future of the world. ―Hegel considers the task of 

philosophy as being retrospective rather than prospective.‖
496

 It follows that 

philosophy does nothing other than conceiving the world in its truth and standing 

apart from saying it what it ought to be. However, Hegel‘s point is to make clear 

two important points: first, philosophy is not an empty speculation but rigidly 

connected to actuality, and thus ―its accord with actuality and experience is 

necessary;‖
497

 and secondly, Idea and ideals do not live in a beyond but are 

realized in this world. Furthermore, for Hegel, the need for philosophy arises from 

the ―dichotomy‖
498

 between oppositions such as the subject and the object, and 

what falls on the part of philosophy is to show their identity in thought; therefore, 

―the task of science, and more precisely philosophy, is nothing but the 

overcoming of this antithesis between subjectivity and objectivity through 

thinking.‖
499

 

Although Marx‘s position appears fundamentally different or opposed to 

Hegel‘s, a closer examination shows that Marx has completely absorbed Hegel‘s 

viewpoint and to a great extent adopted it. For him, like for Hegel, what is ideal 

does not depend on some subjective wish or an arbitrary will; on the contrary, 
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what is ideal is already realized in the world itself or it emerges from the very 

movement of the world itself. According to Marx, 

 

Communism is for us not a state of affairs which is to be 

established, an ideal to which reality will have to adjust itself. 

We call communism the real movement which abolishes the 

present state of things. The conditions of this movement result 

from the now existing premise.
500

 

 

In the modern world, there is an opposition between the subject and the object, 

despite the fact that human history is nothing other than the humanization of 

nature and thereby human‘s becoming truly human, since the more modern 

bourgeois society creates the possibility of complete liberation of human the more 

the yoke over human increasingly becomes unbearable: in short, in the present 

mode of production there is found the necessary base for human emancipation, 

however, the opposition between the subject and the object continues to exist and 

even intensifies so that what dominates humans is not an external being but their 

own creation.
501

 Therefore, for Marx, the point is the abolition of this ‗alien‘ 

power, capitalist relations of production as a whole, which have been created by 

humans themselves. However, though Marx holds that this opposition must be 

abolished practically, not only in thought, he nevertheless does not impose this 

role on the shoulders of philosophy. For him, philosophy is essentially an activity 

which solves the real problems of life only in thought: 

 

It will be seen how the resolution of the theoretical antitheses is 

only possible in a practical way, by virtue of the practical energy 

of men. Their resolution is therefore by no means merely a 
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problem of knowledge, but a real problem of life, which 

philosophy could not solve precisely because it conceived this 

problem as merely a theoretical one.
502

 

 

Therefore, such a practice is not a task of philosophy but of critique and of the 

proletariat as personified critique. However, the critique, or the science of 

proletariat, i.e., the critique of political economy, has no aim for showing to the 

world what it ought to be; it merely serves to make what happens to the ordinary 

consciousness explicit. He therefore follows Hegel‘s steps in these points. ―For 

Hegel and Marx … what is required of the dialectical thinker is not to moralise 

the immanent movement of reason and reality but to surrender to it and seek to 

articulate it, to ‗become its mouthpiece‘.‖
503

 According to Marx, in a time when 

the proletariat has not yet organized itself as a class which struggles for political 

power communists, i.e., ―the theoreticians of the proletarian class‖, can be 

described only as ―utopians‖. However, 

 

in the measure that history moves forward, and with it the struggle 

of the proletariat assumes clearer outlines, they no longer need to 

seek science in their minds; they have only to take note of what is 

happening before their eyes and to become its mouthpiece. So long 

as they look for science and merely make systems, so long as they 

are at the beginning of the struggle, they see in poverty nothing but 

poverty, without seeing in it the revolutionary, subversive side, 

which will overthrow the old society. From the moment they see 

this side, science, which is produced by the historical movement 

and which associates itself with it with full consciousness, has 

ceased to be doctrinaire and has become revolutionary.
504

 

 

The difference, therefore, lies not between two opposed positions but only in a 

simple historical fact: Marx lives in a post-Hegelian world. Hegel regards history 
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as the embodiment of freedom and in this regard takes the modern world as a 

decisive moment in history because modern philosophy culminates in the 

philosophy of freedom which finally provides the identity of the subjective and 

the objective, due to the previous labors of all philosophy and especially of 

modern philosophy, and modern society presents a fertile ground in which 

individual freedom may flourish due to the labors of previous generations and 

particularly to Christianity, Reformation and French Revolution: History 

witnesses the realization of freedom. 

Marx directly appropriates this viewpoint but adds that this freedom exists 

in the modern world only as possibility since it tends to intensify human‘s 

subjugation to alien powers, such as religion, the state and the world of private 

property, which are in fact her own creation but appear as a natural necessity as a 

―second nature‖ inimical to human freedom. 

Hegel says the following in his Philosophy of Right: 

 

The teaching of the concept, which is also history‘s inescapable 

lesson, is that it is only when actuality is mature that the ideal [das 

Ideale] first appears over against the real and that the ideal grasps 

this same real world in its substance and builds it up for itself into 

the shape of an intellectual realm.
505 

 

In his doctoral dissertation, Marx focuses on another aspect of this relation 

between the ideal and the real, which Hegel is also familiar with. Philosophy, or 

Hegelian philosophy, really presents to a great extent the identity of the ideal and 

the real and intellectually absorbs the real world. What Marx is concerned, 

however, is to conceive what will happen exactly Hegel‘s great philosophical 

system because he lives in a post-Hegelian world. From this standpoint, Marx 

reconsiders the relationship between the ideal and the real. Accordingly, this 

identity philosophy established between ideal and real would appear as mere ideal 

against the external world which is devoid of the satisfaction philosophy 
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possesses, and philosophy would attempt to bring this identity to the external 

world itself because the external world appears as mere real vis-à-vis philosophy. 

Therefore, for Marx, the point is ―the realization of philosophy‖. This realization 

involves, on the one hand, the world‘s becoming philosophical and, on the other 

hand, philosophy‘s becoming worldly. And the task of the realization of 

philosophy is not the business of philosophy itself but of its practice: the practice 

of philosophy is criticism. In his first work, Marx thus determines his task as 

critique; his aim is not to philosophize but to realize philosophy.
506

 In accordance 

with this result, the main task is to establish the identity of ideal and real 

practically, in the world itself. This appears as if what is before us was an 

imposition of an ideal to the world but Marx has nothing to do with such a 

standpoint: he would not say what the world ought to be, but show its own 

principles: ―We develop new principles for the world out of the principles of the 

world.‖
507

 The justification of this position would be found in Hegel‘s philosophy 

which regards history as the embodiment of freedom. It is clear from philosophy 

itself that the world itself would want to be philosophical because humanity only 

poses the tasks which it can solve.
508

  

Therefore, it is clear that Marx‘s position is no alternative to Hegel‘s 

philosophy but its outcome. It is no doubt that Marx differs from Hegel in many 

points but he does not develop a philosophy alternative to Hegel‘s and maintains 

his activity on another plane both theoretically and practically. This can be 

summarized in the following way: Critique is a theoretical means of the 

realization of philosophy and in a similar way the proletariat is a practical means 

of the realization of philosophy. And devoting himself to both critical activity and 
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to the struggle of proletariat Marx tries to combine them in his person. Critique 

mainly targets the barriers to human freedom such as religion, the state and the 

conditions which bring forth these two, and those who obscures the struggle of 

proletariat such as Bauer, Feuerbach, and Proudhon etc. And insofar as 

philosophy gives an approval for the existing world it is also a target for the 

critique. It is exactly for this reason that Marx attacks Hegel‘s philosophy since it 

appears to justify religion, the state and the world of private property: Hegel 

presents the modern world as rational and abolishes the estrangement of human 

only in thought. Marx‘s critique of Hegel thus results essentially from Hegel‘s 

affirmation of the existing world whereas this world is itself the greatest barrier to 

human freedom. However, Shlomo Avineri draws attention to an important fact 

that these two positions are not diametrically opposed: 

 

‗The owl of Minerva spreads its wings only with the falling of the 

dusk‘: in this seemingly quietistic sentence, full of resignation and 

apparent conservatism, there lies hidden a critical message about 

the role of philosophy. True, to borrow and invert a phrase from 

Marx, philosophy cannot change the world, only interpret it; but by 

its very act of interpretation it changes it, it tells the world that its 

time is up.
509

 

 

The difference between Hegel and Marx lies therefore in the fact that Hegel wants 

to limit himself to an actuality in its completed state, whereas Marx does not 

recognize such a limitation and attempts to show the tendency of the present 

world to advance to its own negation. Hegel finds the affirmative, ‗the rose in the 

cross‘ but Marx the negative, the chains under the roses. This is again not a 

comparable opposition because the planes are very different: Hegel remains 

within the limits of philosophy and warns philosophy against violating its own 

limits, while Marx transcends philosophy from the beginning by determining his 

task as critique: however, Marx‘s transcendence of philosophy remains in a sense 

                                                 
509

 Hegel‟s Theory of the Modern State, p. 130. 



209 

 

within the limits of philosophy because the main aim of his task, i.e., of his 

critique, is the realization of philosophy. In point of fact, this distinction between 

Hegel and Marx is reasonable for Hegel himself too because he does promise 

nothing as to changing the world and bans philosophy dealing with the future of 

the world, and Marx gets his message and tries to change the world not by 

philosophy but through both theoretical critique and the action of proletariat as 

personified critique.  

As a result, the fact that Hegel insistently limits thought to dealing with a 

completed process and focusing solely on the affirmative side because Hegel 

himself opposes Kant‘s attempt to limit human knowledge and promises to 

develop his philosophy as presuppositionless. To limit thinking to the affirmative 

side from the beginning is itself a presupposition because the negative side 

philosophy disregards may bring about a semblance of rationality. At this point, 

Marx asks ―who should decide the limits of scientific inquiry if not scientific 

inquiry itself!‖
510

 and attempts to show the illusion of freedom and equality in the 

modern world actually serves to mask the presupposition of modern bourgeois 

society –a fundamental presupposition which depends on the separation of the 

means of production from the producers themselves and thus makes the majority 

of people a slave. 

 

The sphere of circulation or commodity exchange, within whose 

boundaries the sale and purchase of labour-power goes on, is in 

fact very Eden of the innate rights of man. It is the exclusive realm 

of Freedom, Equality, Property and Bentham. Freedom, because 

both buyer and seller of a commodity, let us say of labour-power, 

are determined only by their own free will. … Equality, because 

each enters into relation with the other, as with a simple owner of 

commodities, and they exchange equivalent for equivalent. 

Property, because each disposes only of what is his own. And 

Bentham, because each looks only to his own advantage.
511
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The equality and freedom of individuals as the exchangers actually conceal the 

inequality and unfreedom of humans which emerge from production conditions 

themselves. It is exactly for this reason that Marx argues that the origins of legal 

relations and the state be sought in civil society. On this ground, Marx opposes 

both Hegel and political economists: just as the state reflects an inverted reality so 

political economy formulates only ―laws of estranged labor‖. 

From the standpoint of Marx, Hegel‘s mistake lies in the fact that he takes 

the determinations of modern world as ultimate and regards, for instance, property 

essentially as private property. He holds that human appropriates the natural 

objects through her labor and makes them her own, and the objects on which she 

vests her will belong to her and thus is her private property. Marx opposes 

Hegel‘s argument on the ground that Hegel confuses a general determination with 

a specific one and directly identifies every production with private property. It is 

true that humans always are in a contact with nature and through labor change the 

form of natural objects so as to make them a product which will satisfy their need. 

Therefore, they appropriate natural objects and make them their own but private 

property is essentially a determination of the modern world, of capitalist relations 

of production. In his Philosophy of Right, Hegel makes human activity and human 

appropriation, which are essential to all human history, equal with a specific 

appropriation in a specific mode of production, and on this ground opposes 

Platonic communism. However, the coincidence of capitalist production with the 

production in general is simply impossible. 

 

All production is appropriation of nature on the part of an 

individual within and through a specific form of society. In this 

sense it is a tautology to say that property (appropriation) is a 

precondition of production. But it is altogether ridiculous to leap 

from that to a specific form of property, i.e., private property. … 

History rather shows common property (e.g. in India, among the 

Slavs, the early Celts, etc.) to be the more original form, a form 
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which long continues to play a significant role in the shape of 

communal property.
512

 

 

However, when Marx criticizes Hegel he insistently attacks Hegel‘s ‗principle‘ 

and holds his principle responsible for his accommodation or his uncritical 

attitude towards the existing state of affairs. And this brings him to a certain 

extent to obscure the significance of Hegel‘s philosophy because he insistently 

wants to read him as a theologian and thus in some places reduces his philosophy 

to a mere wordplay. And the main critique of Marx on this point is related to 

Hegel‘s speculative presentation which mystifies actual relations and amounts to 

the affirmation of the existing empirical world, though he gives a real examination 

of his object and develops critical points vis-à-vis the modern society. Now we 

will trace this critique of Marx by considering it historically.  

 

 

7.3. ‘Idealist Form’ and ‘Realistic Content’ 

 

Marx criticizes Hegel in many points, but the main core of his critique, which 

survives from his doctoral dissertation to Capital, remains more or less same: 

Hegel‘s philosophy results in the affirmation of the existing empirical world and 

the glorification of what exists as a result of the false principle of his philosophy 

which makes thought into an independent subject and then tries to find a 

corresponding fact in the empirical existing world to this subject, i.e., Idea. 

In his doctoral dissertation, Marx states that ‗Hegel‘s accommodation‘ lies 

not in his personal choice but results from the principle of his philosophy. 

Criticizing Hegel‘s disciples who look for Hegel‘s accommodation in his 

subjective views and aims, Marx thinks that accommodation must be sought in 

Hegel‘s system as a whole.  
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In regard to Hegel, too, it is out of mere ignorance that his disciples 

explain this or that determination of his system by accommodation 

and the like or, in a word, morally. They forget that a very short 

time ago they enthusiastically adhered to all aspects of his one-

sidedness; clear evidence of this fact is found in their writings.
513

  

 

Throughout his critique of Hegel‘s philosophy of the state, this view concerning 

Hegel‘s system is the dominant theme so that in the very beginning of his critique 

he finds ―the entire mystery of the Philosophy of Right and of Hegelian 

philosophy in general‖
514

. According to Marx, Hegel makes Idea into a subject 

with a certain aim and reduces real relations and conditions to mere appearances. 

However, Marx continues, Hegel‘s Idea has no content but only these 

appearances; therefore, they also the determinations of Idea. In other words, being 

a determination or moment of Idea, they acquire rationality and are presented by 

Hegel as rational. But their rationality results not from themselves but from Idea. 

Such a view is, for Marx, nothing other than ―the logical, pantheistic 

mysticism‖.
515

 

According to Marx, however, this mysticism is essentially related to the 

‗form‘ of Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right: Hegel really deals with this so-called 

‗appearance‘ but presents it in a mystical form. This mystical form is, in turn, not 

an innocent one but serves to justify the existing state of affairs and make the 

modern state appear as rational. Marx puts it as follows: 

 

The difference lies not in content, but in the way of considering it, 

or in the manner of speaking. There is a two-fold history, one 

esoteric and one exoteric. The content lies in the exoteric part. The 

interest of the esoteric is always to recover the history of logical 

Concept in the state. But the real development proceeds on the 

exoteric side.
516

 

                                                 
513

 ―Notes to the Doctoral Dissertation (1839-1841)‖, p. 60. 

514
 Critique of Hegel‟s „Philosophy of Right‟, p. 9. 

515
 Ibid. p. 7. 

516
 Ibid., p. 8. 



213 

 

 

For Marx, therefore, Hegel as a philosopher appropriates his object, i.e., the 

modern state, and conceives it in its entirety, but the idealist form of his work 

brings about the object to acquire a status of being a moment of Idea and to be 

presented as rational, though it is in its essence irrational. 

 

Hegel is not to be blamed for depicting the nature of the modern 

state as it is, but rather for presenting what is as the essence of the 

state. The claim that the rational is actual is contradicted precisely 

by an irrational actuality, which everywhere is the contrary of what 

it asserts and asserts the contrary of what it is.
517

 

  

As a result, concerning Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right Marx thinks that Hegel gives 

an actual inquiry but in a mystified form which results from his idealist 

philosophy; he presents the content as it is, but his presentation amounts to the 

affirmation of what exists because of his mystical or idealist form. 

In 1844 Manuscripts, Marx criticizes Hegel‘s dialectic in general by 

predominantly dwelling on his Phenomenology of Spirit. Behind Marx‘s attack to 

this work lies his aim to show that even Phenomenology, which is generally 

regarded as critical and even revolutionary, brings about mysticism and results in 

the justification of what exists. Of course, this work is also related to Marx‘s 

critique of political economy and his view of communism since it appears to 

include the estrangement of human and the abolition of this estrangement.  

According to Marx, Hegel, on the one hand, regards the objects and the 

institutions as ―thought-entities‖ and, on the other hand, equals human with 

consciousness because he conceives estrangement not as human‘s objectification 

in an inhumanly way but as human‘s objectification ―in opposition to abstract 

thinking‖.
518

 Therefore, the abolition of estrangement occurs only in thought 

because this abolition is seen as that of objectivity. By regarding all human 
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products, institutions as ―phases of mind‖ Hegel is content with transcending 

estrangement only in thought and leaves everything as it is. 

The Phenomenology of Spirit, for Marx, however, still includes true 

criticism because its author appropriates the material before him and conceives it 

in its entirety. 

 

There lie concealed in it all the elements of criticism, already 

prepared and elaborated in a manner often rising far above the 

Hegelian standpoint. The ―Unhappy Consciousness,‖ the ―Honest 

Consciousness,‖ the struggle of the ―Noble and Base 

Consciousness,‖ etc., etc., these separate sections contain, but still 

in an estranged form, the critical elements of whole spheres such 

as religion, the state, civil life, etc.
519

 

 

Furthermore, Marx regards the entire process of Phenomenology as ‗self-genesis‘ 

and ‗self-objectification‘ resulting in absolute knowing. It is the production of 

Idea, or pure thought, which emerges as the result of this entire process, and, 

therefore, Idea is the real subject whereas human and nature are its predicates.
520

 

And the Absolute Idea of Hegel‘s Logic is nothing other than abstraction which 

knows itself to be nothing without content and decides to ‗intuiting‘ and gives its 

place to nature.
521

 

Therefore, for Marx, despite its mystical form, Hegel‘s Phenomenology 

includes an actual presentation and in fact ―all critical elements‖ and his ‗Idea‘ is 

nothing apart from human and nature. The problem lies not in the content of 

Hegel‘s Phenomenology but in its idealist presentation which amounts to ―the 

restoration of the existing empirical world‖.
522
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In The Holy Family, Marx attempts to refute Hegel‘s philosophy through 

the example of ‗fruit‘ and accuses Hegel of showing an ordinary situation for 

ordinary man as a miracle. Omitting the decisive role of ‗dialectic‘, he presents 

Hegel‘s method, which he calls as ‗speculative‘, as mere wordplay in which what 

understanding distinguishes is united by speculation. However, Marx also 

continues to repeat his argument against Hegel that he succeeds in conceiving his 

object but presents it in a speculative manner: 

 

…Hegel very often gives a real presentation, embracing the thing 

itself, within the speculative presentation. This real reasoning 

within the speculative reasoning misleads the reader into 

considering the speculative reasoning as real and the real as 

speculative.
523

  

 

Marx states that, in Hegel‘s conception of history, human is reduced to mere 

vehicle of Absolute Spirit so that history is but the history of Absolute Spirit. 

However, he also adds that the existence of Absolute Spirit and ―its making of 

history‖ exist only for the philosopher who tries to conceive history.524
 Therefore, 

for Marx, the Absolute Spirit of Hegel is nothing other than the retrospective 

consciousness of the philosopher and has no existence apart from her. 

In The Poverty of Philosophy, Marx criticizes Proudhon, who attempts to 

use the Hegelian method in his critique of political economy, and together with 

him Hegel too. By accusing Hegel‘s Logic of presenting dialectic of concepts 

Marx opposes both Hegel‘s logical categories and his absolute method. According 

to Marx, through abstraction Hegel reduces everything to logical categories and 

regards their movement as absolute which applies to everything; he believes that 

he found the key for every science thanks to his abstract categories and explains 

everything by ―a ritual formula: affirmation, negation and negation of the 
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negation.‖
525

 Furthermore, Hegel disregards historical order and replaces it with 

his own understanding.
526

 

It must be stressed here that in 1844 Manuscripts Marx views Hegel‘s 

dialectic as significant, despite all his critique of it, and tries to make use of it in 

his critique of political economy whereas in The Holy Family and The Poverty of 

Philosophy his attitude toward Hegel is essentially negative so that in these works 

Hegel appears as if he were a scholastic thinker who believes that the more he 

detaches himself sensible world and abstracts from all sensible content the more 

he may approach to the truth.    

In The German Ideology, Marx criticizes Feuerbach, Bauer, Stirner, etc., 

but the background of this work there is Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right. By showing 

the relations of production to be decisive throughout history Marx argues that if 

this point is disregarded or forgotten thought would necessarily fall into illusions 

such as the independence of thought, the impartiality of the state, etc. Therefore, 

Marx makes clear the real premises for scientific investigation: humans producing 

in society under certain conditions. And he points out ―the existing empirical 

data‖
527

 which scientific inquiry must depend on.  

In Grundrisse, Marx finds Hegel‘s course from the abstract to the concrete 

useful and tries to present his critique of political economy in accordance with this 

procedure. Although he proclaims this procedure to be ―true scientific method‖ he 

insistently emphasizes the primacy of the concrete which thought would 

appropriate and conceive and warns against confusing the movement of reality 

with that of thought. For him, Hegel confuses these two and regards the real world 

as a product of thought itself. However, in Grundrisse Marx remarks that in the 

scientific study which deals with the capitalist relations of production the 
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historical order can be disregarded to certain extent because what is important in 

such a study is not to follow a chronological order but to conceive the movement 

of modern bourgeois society. Marx therefore analyses this society independent of 

any premise or presupposition, and focuses on, as it were, its ‗concept‘ and 

follows the movement of the concept. And Marx himself is aware that such a 

presentation may appear ‗idealist‘: 

 

It will be necessary later … to correct the idealist manner of 

presentation, which makes it seem as if it were merely a matter of 

conceptual determinations and of the dialectic of these concepts.
528

 

 

Finally, in his Capital, Marx proclaims himself to be the disciple of Hegel and to 

have learnt the dialectic method from Hegel. However, he remarks that Hegel sees 

the real world as a creation of Idea and thus ―with him dialectic is standing on its 

head‖
529

. But Marx is aware that his work seems as idealist, as a mere dialectic of 

concepts, in terms of its form, and for this reason he makes a distinction between 

the method of inquiry and that of presentation. However, it must be stressed that 

both these forms of method are specific to Hegel so that for him dialectic is not a 

method which can be applied but is the soul of the content.  

In conclusion, in his previous works Marx accuses Hegel of his speculative 

manner or presentation which seems merely as the dialectic of concepts, but he 

also remarks that in Hegel‘s works there can be found a real content which is well 

elaborated. However, once Marx attempts to use the dialectic method 

systematically in his critique of political economy he is subjected to the same 

accusation he has directed to Hegel many times: 

 

At first sight, if the judgement is made on the basis of the external 

form of the presentation, Marx is the most idealist of philosophers, 

and indeed in the German, i.e. the bad sense of the word. But in 
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point of fact he is infinitely more realistic than all his predecessors 

in the business of economic criticism . . . He can in no sense be 

called an idealist.
530

 

 

It is clear that Marx‘s Capital appears in terms of form ‗idealist‘ and in terms of 

content ‗realist‘, and Marx himself accepts that there is really such an appearance. 

However, in this point it is also clear that Marx can be expected to reconsider his 

critique of Hegel because in his previous works he has criticized Hegel and found 

him turned-upside because of his idealist presentation.
531

 But Marx does not set 

about reconsidering his critique of Hegel; on the contrary, he radicalizes his 

argument against Hegel by seeing his Idea as the creator of the real world whereas 

in his previous works he has pointed out Hegel‘s Idea to have no content specific 

to it. 
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CHAPTER VII 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

 

In this thesis, we have tried to argue that Marx comes closer to Hegel even while 

he bitterly criticizes Hegel, and that Marx‘s critique appears as a process of 

making use of Hegel‘s philosophy and of further developing the main aspects of 

his dialectic. To show this, we have focused on understanding the true implication 

of Marx‘s critique for his thought rather than dealing with whether it does justice 

to Hegel or not. And in the light of Marx‘s critique of Hegel, considered in our 

thesis, we argue that it is exactly Marx‘s critical attitude towards Hegel‘s 

philosophy that paves the way for Marx‘s appropriation of Hegel‘s dialectic. 

In the chapter on ―Critical Dialectic‖, we have focused on Hegel‘s 

philosophy of the state and Marx‘s critique of it. This is one of the decisive 

moments both in Marx‘s reception of Hegel‘s philosophy and in the development 

of his thought. In his Philosophy of Right, Hegel presents the modern state as 

rational, but he does not equate it with any given state; rather, his state is 

represented as a synthesis of the achievements of the modern world. What is 

striking in Hegel‘s political thought is that the modern state is considered as an 

organic unity which is capable of bringing a harmony between universal and 

particular interests, and that it puts a great emphasis on individual freedom so that 

a state which does not give individual freedom its due can be in no way regarded 

as rational. Marx‘s objection is directed against the fact that the modern state is 

conceived as rational. According to Marx, in the modern world individuals 

continue to lead a double life: they are on the one hand members of civil society 

and, on the other hand, citizen of the state and there is no harmony between these 

two realms. However, although Marx accuses Hegel of being uncritical vis-à-vis 
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the modern state, Hegel‘s political philosophy does really have some solutions to 

the problems of the modern state such as corporations, primogeniture, etc. But for 

Marx, these solutions are insufficient and to certain extent conservative ones. As 

we have tried to show, despite all his criticism, however, Marx‘s critical attitude is 

a continuation of German philosophical tradition and particularly of Hegel‘s 

philosophy, since criticism is an essential aspect of Hegel‘s dialectic. The 

dialectic is above all the self-movement of the fact itself, and this movement 

depends on its self-criticism: it is through this process that the fact exposes its 

own contradictory nature and passes into another fact. Therefore, we argue that 

Marx‘s critique, which is his main intellectual activity, has its roots in Hegel‘s 

dialectic and, by criticizing Hegel‘s philosophy, Marx in fact remains to be 

devoted to the essence of Hegel‘s dialectic. 

In the chapter on ―Worldly Dialectic‖, we have focused on Marx‘s critique 

of Hegel in his 1844 Manuscripts. In this work, Marx mainly deals with Hegel‘s 

Phenomenology of Spirit and accepts that Hegel‘s philosophy is in its essence a 

worldly one so that it contains all elements of criticism and conceives both the 

essence of labor and the fact of estrangement. However, Marx also strongly 

emphasizes the idealist character of Hegel‘s thought and accuses him of bringing 

a solution to estrangement only in thought, whereas estrangement as a real 

problem of human life demands a real, practical solution. Despite all his critique 

of Hegel, however, Marx appears in his 1844 Manuscripts to come to a closer 

contact with Hegel‘s dialectic. Marx criticizes political economists on the basis 

that they isolate the facts of political economy and do not conceive the inner 

connection among them, whereas, for Marx, these facts are inseparably connected 

and even the opposed situations, such as monopoly and competition, necessitates 

each other and necessarily pass into one another. Therefore, it is clear that Marx‘s 

critique of political economists stresses that they are devoid of the dialectic 

viewpoint. Furthermore, as we have tried to show, it is through Hegel‘s dialectic 

that Marx develops his conception of communism. Accordingly, human 

continuously transforms nature throughout history and adapts it to her needs: she 
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thus makes natural objects into human ones. The negative side of this process of 

objectification lies in the fact that human stands as powerless vis-à-vis the objects 

which are products of her labor and enters into their domination. In the context of 

political economy, the objectification of the worker appears as the process of her 

estrangement because she is separated from the means of production and produces 

for others. Marx thus conceives communism as the abolition of estrangement 

which requires that of private property. However, Marx does not regard it as an 

abstract rejection of the world of private property or as a return to a pre-capitalist 

society; on the contrary, he insists on the fact that the standpoint of communism is 

the negation of negation, according to which communism requires a return from 

the negative, and the sublation of the private property. In this sense, Marx calls 

communism as the positive abolition of private property. Finally, we have argued 

that Marx‘s emphasis on ‗worldly dialectic‘ against Hegel‘s ‗divine dialectic‘ in 

fact shows the fact that Marx tends to further develop a fundamental aspect of 

Hegel‘s dialectic. For Hegel‘s Phenomenology considers the development of 

human knowledge by the mediation of history and society, and does not present 

some abstract formulations but focuses on the concrete features of human life. 

Therefore, Marx‘s critique of Hegel also attempts to appropriate important 

implications of Hegel‘s philosophy and his dialectic. 

In the chapter on ―Non-speculative Dialectic‖, we have focused on Marx‘s 

critiques of Hegel in his Holy Family and Poverty of Philosophy and tried to show 

that, even though Marx appears to be extremely critical of Hegel, he further 

approaches to the essence of Hegel‘s dialectic. Opposing Bauer and Proudhon 

who seem to reduce the dialectic to a mere dialectic of concepts and to be content 

with formulating abstract principles rather than dealing with the concrete facts, 

Marx argues that the method cannot be thought of as a ready-made schema which 

can be applied to any object. Furthermore, in these works Marx still regards 

Hegel‘s Logic as an unfruitful attempt which reduces the world and its relations to 

abstract categories. However, as we have tried to show, it is exactly his critical 

attitude that makes Marx closer to Hegel‘s dialectic because Hegel himself does 
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not consider the method as an abstract formulation but emphasizes the fact that it 

cannot be external to its object and must be conceived as the soul of the fact. 

Therefore, Hegel‘s dialectic guarantees nothing and does not save one from a 

laborious inquiry of the object; on the contrary, it requires the consideration of the 

object in and for itself. As a result, we have argued that it is by the mediation of a 

negative relation that Marx goes beyond being a poor imitator of Hegel and 

remains to be devoted to the essence of Hegel‘s dialectic. 

In the chapter on ―Historical Dialectic‖, we have argued that Marx‘s 

German Ideology and Communist Manifesto have a critical relationship with 

Hegel‘s Philosophy of Right and Philosophy of History, and tried to trace this 

relationship. In these works, Marx attempts to conceive history on the basis of 

‗civil society‘ or material relations of production. As we have insistently pointed 

out, historical dimension is an integral part of Hegel‘s philosophy in general. 

Hegel regards human history as advancement in the consciousness of freedom 

and, for him, the modern world has a decisive place in this progress. He is also of 

the opinion that civil society as a product of the modern world constitutes a firm 

base for individual freedom. However, according to Hegel, civil society must be 

subordinate to the state, which is in turn a moment of the world history, since it 

may jeopardize the universal end. Against this, Marx holds that civil society is 

much more decisive than Hegel imagined, so that it takes the state and the world 

history as its moments since the movement of capital tends to reduce the state as 

its mere instrument and to destroy all national and local ties. Marx thus asserts 

that freedom in the modern world is nothing other than an illusion because its sole 

ground is the moment of arbitrariness. And in fact, this appearance of arbitrariness 

makes humans to be more dependent on the conditions which are entirely 

independent from humans‘ will. Therefore, Marx regards the private property as 

the greatest barrier to human freedom. It follows that human freedom is only 

possible with the negation of the existing state of affairs. From the standpoint of 

Marx, Hegel equalizes private property with any human appropriation of nature 

and grasps neither the historical character of private property in its modern form 
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and the class structure of society. In this sense, Marx‘s thought appears to have 

transcended the horizon of Hegel‘s above-mentioned works. However, we argue 

that, for all his critique, Marx continues his dialogue with Hegel and adheres to 

the essence of his historical dialectic. 

In the chapter on ―Revolutionary Dialectic‖, we have focused on Marx‘s 

discussion of the method and its relation to Hegel‘s dialectic. Marx devotes a 

considerable part of his intellectual life to the critique of political economy and, as 

we have tried to show, Capital is aimed to be the science of political economy 

itself rather than being a polemical work against political economists since, in 

Marx‘s eyes, such a science can be only accomplished in the form of a critique of 

political economy. And it is clear that such a scientific work needs a scientific 

method, which Marx envisages to be revolutionary because his aim is to grasp the 

capitalist mode of production as a whole and present it in its contradictions. Marx 

has no great difficulty in finding this method since he has from the beginning been 

in a critical relation with Hegel‘s dialectic. But with Grundrisse, Marx enters into 

a closer relation with Hegel‘s Logic and tries to appropriate the dialectic with all 

its aspects. And finally, Marx calls his method dialectic and presents himself to be 

a disciple of Hegel. Despite the fact that he continues to criticize Hegel, as we 

have tried to show, Marx does not differ from Hegel with regard to the dialectic. 

However, we also argue that Marx‘s more intimate relation with Hegel‘s dialectic 

in his mature works indicates no decisive change in the development of Marx‘s 

thought or no break from his previous ideas, and in this sense his previous critique 

of Hegel can be regarded as a process through which Marx comes closer to Hegel 

and appropriates his dialectic in its entirety. 

In our thesis, we have tried to show the stages in Marx‘s appropriation of 

Hegel‘s dialectic by analyzing his critique of Hegel in his various works, and to 

do this, we have mainly relied on Marx‘s own remarks and interpreted them in 

their relation to Hegel‘s works. And on the basis of our exposition we have argued 

that his critical approach to Hegel‘s philosophy renders for Marx possible to grasp 

and use the dialectic in its full import. In this context, Ludwig Feuerbach, whom 
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Marx regards in his early works as one who has overcome Hegel‘s idealist 

philosophy, really plays a role in the development of Marx‘s thought since Marx 

places Feuerbach between himself and Hegel and thus refrains from directly 

identifying his standpoint with that of Hegel. But, as we have tried to show 

throughout our thesis, it is equally clear that Feuerbach has no role in Marx‘s 

critique of political economy and his conception of communism, and the chief 

philosophical source of Marx‘s thought is Hegel‘s philosophy. This is evidently 

clear from Marx‘s own words: Feuerbach ―gives no criticism of the present 

conditions of life‖
532

 and his critique is solely limited to that of religion, whereas 

in Hegel ―all the elements of criticism‖
533

 can be found. As a result, as we have 

tried to show, Marx‘s relation to Hegel is a life-long one, and even his critique of 

Hegel suggests a return to Hegel.  
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 Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, p. 149. 
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APPENDIX B. TURKISH SUMMARY 

 

 

Karl Marx (1818-1883) düşünce tarihine damgasını vurmuş en önemli tarihsel 

kişiliklerden biridir. Bu, onun modern dünyayı anlama yolunda göstermiş olduğu 

entelektüel çabalardan olduğu kadar düşüncesinin daha ilk oluşmaya başladığı 

zamandan günümüze dek devam eden pratik sonuçlarından da kaynaklanır. 

Marx‘ın düşüncesi genel olarak kapitalizme ve onun belirlediği toplumsal yapıya 

büyük bir meydan okuma olarak değerlendirilebilir; kalıcılığını esas olarak 

Marx‘ın ömrünü işleyişini anlamaya vakfettiği kapitalizme karşı ‗soyut‘ bir 

direniş sergilemek ve dolayısıyla da ‗ütopik‘ bir mecraya girmek yerine 

kapitalizmi kabul edip ve bir anlamda da olumlayıp onun ötesine geçmenin içkin 

koşullarına odaklanmasına borçludur. Marx‘ın düşüncesinin halen güncel 

kalmasına neden olan da hiçbir zaman elden bırakmamaya çalıştığı bu gerçekçi 

yandır. Yaklaşık yüz elli yıl önce o, bu zeminde, her birinin özgürlüğünün 

herkesin özgürlüğünün koşulu olacağı bir toplumun olanağına, hatta 

zorunluluğuna, işaret etmişti. 

Marx‘ın düşüncesi üzerine şimdiye dek onun çeşitli yönlerini anlamaya 

odaklanan pek çok çalışma kaleme alınmıştır ve bu yönler arasında en 

önemlilerinden biri –belki de belirleyici olanı– de onun felsefi kaynağı ve 

kökenidir. Ve açıktır ki Marx‘ın felsefeyle olan ilişkisinden söz edildiğinde akla 

ilk gelen isim G.W.F. Hegel‘dir (1770-1831). Bu aslında görünüşte oldukça tuhaf 

bir çağrışımdır, çünkü Marx tam da Hegel‘in yücelttiklerine saldırıyor gibi 

görünür. Bilindiği üzere, Marx bir devrimcidir ve genel olarak belli bir dine, belli 

bir devlete, belli bir felsefeye değil de bunların kendilerine karşı çıktığı 

söylenebilir. Oysa Hegel metafiziği diriltmeye kalkan, sürekli olarak Tanrı‘dan, 

Mutlak‘tan söz eden ve devleti özgürlüğün edimselleşmesi olarak gören bir 

filozoftur. Bu noktalar göz önünde bulundurulduğunda, Marx ve Hegel arasında 

bir ilişki kurmaya kalkmak, dahası Marx‘ın düşüncesinin felsefî kaynakları 

arasında Hegel‘in felsefesini saymak bir paradoks gibi görünür. Ama, Marx‘ın 
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dediği gibi, her şey göründüğü gibi olsaydı bilime ne gerek kalırdı ki? Marx 

başyapıtı olan Kapital‘de kendisinin Hegel‘in öğrencisi olduğunu açıklar ve ona 

―ölü köpek‖ muamelesi yapılmasına izin vermez. 

Bu tezde, Marx‘ın Hegel‘le olan ilişkisini onun Hegel‘e yönelik 

eleştirilerini takip ederek anlamaya çalışacağız ve Hegel‘i eleştirirken bile ona 

giderek daha çok yaklaştığını ileri süreceğiz: Marx‘ın eserleri, hem beslendiği 

felsefî zemin olması –Marx düşüncelerini formüle etmeye Genç-Hegelciler 

arasında başlar– nedeniyle hem de rakiplerinin Hegel‘e olan bağlılıkları nedeniyle 

devamlı olarak Hegel‘in felsefesiyle bir diyalog içerir ve bu diyalog Marx‘ın 

Hegel‘in diyalektiğini çeşitli boyutlarıyla sahiplenmesinde sonuçlanır. Bu 

anlamda, Marx‘ın Hegel‘le olan ilişkisi ya da diyalektiği sahiplenişi bir ‗kırılma‘ 

ya da ‗geri dönüş‘ten ziyade bir süreklilik sergiler. Bu tezde, Marx‘ın Hegel 

eleştirisini, onun daha başından itibaren –eleştirel olmak kaydıyla– belli ölçüde 

sahiplenmiş olduğu Hegel‘in diyalektiğini tam içerimiyle sahiplenmesine götüren 

bir süreç olarak okumaya çalışacağız. 

Marx‘ın Hegel‘e yönelik ilk eleştirisi, Hegel‘in Hukuk Felsefesi‘nde 

geliştirmiş olduğu ‗devlet‘ görüşünü hedef alır. Hegel modern dünyayı insanlık 

tarihinin belirleyici bir uğrağı olarak görür ve modern devleti rasyonel bir devlet 

olarak sunar, çünkü modern dünyanın zemin hazırlamış olduğu bireyin 

özgürlüğünü sağlama yeteneğindedir ve kavramın uğraklarına –evrensellik, 

tikellik ve tekillik– hakkını vermektedir. Buna göre, Hegel‘in ‗anayasal monarşi‘ 

olarak kavradığı modern devlet, bireyin özgürlüğü önünde bir engel olmak şöyle 

dursun, nesnel özgürlüğün edimselleşmesini oluşturur ve tikel çıkarlarla evrensel 

çıkar arasındaki uyumu sağlar. Hegel‘e göre, modern devleti, içerisinde çeşitli 

güçlerin hem kendi özerk varlıklarını sürdürdükleri hem de kendi başlarına değil 

da ancak devletin bir uğrağı olarak varlık kazandıkları organik bir bütün olarak 

kavramak gerekir. Bu organik bütünün özsel uğrakları monark, yürütme gücü ve 

yasama gücüdür. Hegel‘in politik felsefesinde organik devlet kavrayışının yanı 

sıra belirleyici olan noktalardan biri de devlet ile ‗sivil toplum‘ arasında net bir 

ayrım yaparak bu ayrılmışlığı modern dünyanın bir başarısı olarak görmesi ve 
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devlet görüşünü bu ayrılmışlık temelinde oluşturmasıdır. Hegel‘e göre, sivil 

toplum özel çıkarlar alanı olarak, her ne kadar kendi içinde belli bir düzen ve 

bağımlılık ilişkisi sağlasa da, herkesin gereksinimlerinin doyumunu garantilemez, 

hatta zorunlu olarak zenginlik ve yoksulluk arasındaki uçurum, yoksullaşma, 

topluma ve kendi emeği yoluyla geçimini sağlamaya güven duymayan bir 

ayaktakımının doğması gibi sorunlara yol açar. Sivil toplumun kendi içinde 

sağlayamadığı düzen devlet tarafından sağlanır. Ama bu, devletin doğrudan sivil 

toplumu belirlemesi ve tikel ve evrensel çıkarları dolaysızca özdeşleştirme 

formunda olmaz, çünkü bu durumda modern toplumun en önemli ilkesi olan 

‗öznellik hakkı‘ çiğnenmiş olacaktır. Bundan dolayı, Hegel‘in modern devleti bir 

dolayımlar zinciri oluşturur ve devletin bütün organları sivil toplumla devlet 

arasında çıkabilecek olası bir anlaşmazlığı engellemeye yönelik olarak tartışılır. 

Hegel özellikle evrensellik uğrağı olan yasama gücünü bunu göz önünde 

bulundurarak ele alır. Sonuç olarak, Hegel‘in modern devleti, tüm ilerici 

içerimlerine karşın, monark, aristokrasi ve burjuvazi arasında bir uzlaşma olarak 

ortaya çıkar.  

Marx dinin de devletin de tersine çevrilmiş olduğunu, çünkü onların 

kendisi de tersine çevrilmiş bir gerçekliğin ürünleri olduklarını düşünür ve onları 

insanın özgürlüğünün önündeki engeller olarak görür. Marx, din eleştirisinin 

David Strauss, Bruno Bauer ve özellikle de Ludwig Feuerbach‘ın çabalarıyla 

büyük ölçüde tamamlanmış olduğunu düşündüğünden ilk olarak modern devletin 

eleştirisine girişir ve bunun için de modern devletin doğasını ortaya koyduğunu 

düşündüğü Hegel‘in devlet görüşünü hedef alır. Marx‘a göre, modern devlet 

rasyonel olmaktan ve evrensel ile tikel çıkarlar arasına uyum getirmekten uzaktır 

ve gerçekte insanın bir nesnelleşmesi olmasına karşın insanın üzerinde, hâkim 

olamadığı bir güç olarak durur: Modern devlette insan bir yandan sivil toplumun 

bir üyesi olarak tikelliği içinde, bir yandan da devletin yurttaşı olarak evrensel bir 

düzlemde ikili bir yaşam sürer ve bunlar arasına bir uyum getirilmez. Marx‘ın 

Hegel‘e yönelik temel suçlaması, bu bağlamda, onun modern devlet karşısında 

yeteri kadar eleştirel olmaması ve irrasyonel bir devleti rasyonel olarak 
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sunmasıdır. Diğer bir deyişle, Hegel modern devleti özüne uygun olarak sunar; 

problem, onun bu devleti rasyonel olarak görmesidir. Marx‘a göre, Hegel‘in 

modern devlet karşısında eleştirel olmamasının nedeni, onun kişisel tercihleri 

değil, genel olarak idealist felsefesidir. Marx, Hegel‘in düşünceyi ‗İdea‘ adı 

altında bağımsız bir özneye dönüştürdüğünü ve gerçek dünyayı ise İdea‘nın bir 

görünüşüne indirgediğini düşünür. Buna göre, Hegel‘in felsefesinde, gerçek 

dünya, gerçek ilişkiler, kendisine özgü herhangi bir içeriği olmayan İdea‘nın 

uğraklarına indirgenerek onlara rasyonellik payesi verilmektedir. Bunun sonucu 

olarak da Hegel, insanların bir nesnelleşmesinden başka bir şey olmayan devleti 

öznelleştirerek insanları onun bir yüklemine dönüştürmektedir. Özne ve yüklemin 

bu tersine çevrilişi, Hegel‘i modern devleti rasyonel olarak sunmaya götürür. 

Marx ayrıca Hegel‘in modern devletin sorunlarını çözmeye yönelik getirdiği 

önerileri de (örneğin, monarkın belirlenimi, meclislerin sivil toplumun 

sınıflarından türetilmesi, korporasyonlar, tarım sınıfına atfedilen politik rol, bu 

sınıftaki ilkdoğan hakkı, vb.) eleştirerek hem modern devletin hem de Hegel‘in 

politik felsefesinin ötesine geçilmesi gerektiğine işaret eder. Bununla birlikte, 

Marx eleştiri dolayımıyla da olsa Hegel‘in diyalektiğinin temel yönlerini 

benimseme ve daha öte geliştirme eğilimindedir. Marx‘ın felsefenin 

gerçekleştirilmesinin temel aracı olarak gördüğü ‗eleştiri‘, genel olarak köklerini 

Kant‘ın eleştirel felsefesinde bulan ve herhangi bir önvarsayımdan bağımsız 

olarak diyalektik bir mantık geliştirmeye girişen Hegel‘in felsefesinde doruğuna 

ulaşan Alman idealist felsefe geleneğinin ayırt edici bir özelliğidir. Ayrıca 

Hegel‘in devlet görüşünün eleştirisinde Marx, Hegel‘in diyalektiğinin özsel bir 

yönü olan organik bakış açısını benimsediğinin işaretini verir ve onu modern 

devleti organik bir bütün olarak kavradığı için över. Daha sonra kendisi de 

kapitalist üretim ilişkilerini organik bir bütün olarak kavramaya çalışacaktır. 

Bunların yanı sıra Marx‘ın Hegel‘e yönelttiği yöntemle ilgili eleştiriler (örneğin, 

Hegel‘i olgunun mantığını bulmak yerine kendi Mantık‘ındaki belirlenimlere 

karşılık düşen olgular bulmaya çalışmakla suçlar), gerçekte Hegel‘in diyalektik 

kavrayışını yansıtır, ki buna göre, yöntem olgunun kendi ruhu olarak 
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kavranmalıdır.  Sonuç olarak, Marx bu ilk eleştirisinde Hegel‘in duruş noktasının 

ötesine geçmeye çalışmasına karşın onun felsefesinin ve diyalektiğinin özsel 

yönlerini sahiplenme ve daha öte geliştirme eğilimindedir. 

Marx‘ın yıllar sonra önsözünde kısa bir otobiyografi sunduğu Politik 

İktisadın Eleştirisine Katkı‘da (1859) belirttiği gibi, Hegel‘in devlet görüşüne 

yönelik eleştirisi onu, sivil toplumu daha derinden kavramaya ve hukuksal 

ilişkilerin temelini sivil toplum içinde aramaya götürür. Bu amaçla, 1844 

Elyazmaları‘nda politik iktisatçıların eserlerini inceler ve onların bir eleştirisini 

sunmaya çalışır. Eleştirisi, politik iktisatçılara dışarıdan bir eleştiri getirmek 

yerine onları kendi öncülleriyle ulaştıkları sonuçlar arasındaki çelişkiyi fark 

etmeye çağırır. Bu anlamda, Marx‘ın yaptığı şey gerçekte politik iktisadın kendi 

kendisini sınamasını sağlamaktır. Politik iktisatçıların en büyük çelişkisi, Marx‘a 

göre, ‗emeği‘ bütün zenginliğin kaynağı olarak görmelerine karşın ortaya 

koydukları sistemde ‗emekçi‘nin en sefil durumda yaşamak zorunda olmasıdır. Bu 

sonuç, politik iktisatçıların teorilerinin bir çelişkisi olmaktan çok, yansıttıkları 

iktisadî ilişkilerin bir çelişkisidir. Dolayısıyla politik iktisadın eleştirisi gerçekte 

kapitalist üretim ilişkilerinin eleştirisiyle özdeştir ve birincisinin ötesine geçiş 

ikincisinin de ötesine geçişi işaret eder. Marx‘a göre, politik iktisat ‗özel 

mülkiyet‘i önvarsayarak gerçekte onun ‗yabancılaşmış emeğe‘ dayandığı 

olgusunu gizler ve üretim araçlarının üreticiden ayrılmış olmasını verili olarak 

alır. Dolayısıyla emeğin olumsuz yanını görmeyerek onu ilke düzeyine 

yükseltmesine karşın betimlemiş olduğu üretim ilişkileri emeğin failine, emekçiye 

zenginlikten sadece hayatta kalmasına yetecek kadar pay verir. Bu anlamda, 

politik iktisadın yapmış olduğu şey, yabancılaşmış emeğin yasalarını formüle 

etmekten başka bir şey değildir. 1844 Elyazmaları‘nda Marx, bu yabancılaşma 

olgusu üzerinde durarak yabancılaşmanın ortadan kaldırılmasının ancak 

komünizmle mümkün olduğunu iler sürer. Komünizmi ise ütopik bir gelecek 

tahayyülü ya da bir geçmişe dönüş olarak değil de ‗özel mülkiyetin pozitif 

kaldırılışı‘ olarak kavrar, ki buna göre, komünizm özel mülkiyet düzenini 

önvarsayar ve ancak onun başarıları temelinde kurulabilir. 1844 Elyazmaları‘nda 
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Marx ayrıca Hegel‘in diyalektiğinin de bir eleştirisini sunar ve eleştirisi, kısaca 

belirtmeye çalıştığımız politik iktisadın eleştirisiyle yakından ilgilidir. Feuerbach, 

Geleceğin Felsefesinin İlkeleri‘nde ve Felsefenin Reformu İçin Hazırlık 

Tezleri‘nde, Hegel‘i özne-yüklem ilişkisini tersine çevirmekle, düşünceyi düşünen 

insandan ayırmakla suçlar. Ona göre, Hegel her ne kadar dine göre ileri bir 

aşamayı temsil etse de felsefesi rasyonelleştirilmiş bir teolojiden ibarettir, 

dolayısıyla da o da din gibi insanı kendi öz-niteliklerine yabancılaştırmaktadır. 

Feuerbach‘ın geliştirdiği çözüm basittir: Özne-yüklem ilişkisini tersine çeviren 

Hegel‘in felsefesini tekrar tersine çevirmek gerekir. Feuerbach‘a göre, 

‗sonsuz‘dan, soyut olandan başlamak yerine somut olandan, dolaysız olandan, 

‗duyusal kesinlik‘ten yola çıkmak gerekir. Marx da Hegel‘in felsefesine yönelik 

Feuerbach‘ınkine benzer bir eleştiri geliştirmeye çalışır, ama Feuerbach‘tan farklı 

olarak Hegel‘i teoloji bağlamında değil de politik iktisat bağlamında değerlendirir. 

Bu amaçla, özellikle Hegel‘in Tinin Fenomenolojisi eserine odaklanır. Marx‘a 

göre, Hegel‘in duruş noktası politik iktisadın duruş noktasıyla aynıdır; diğer bir 

deyişle, ikisi de emeğin sadece olumlu yönünü görürler. Hegel‘in Fenomenoloji‘si 

çeşitli bilinç biçimlerini inceleyerek her bir bilinç biçiminin zorunlu olarak nasıl 

bir başkasına geçtiğini ve sonuçta tüm sürecin özne-nesne ikiliğinin üstesinden 

gelindiği ‗mutlak bilgi‘de sonuçlandığını göstermeye çalışır: Tin gerçekte bilmeye 

çalıştığı nesnenin kendi özü olduğunu kavrar. Ama bu, dolaysızca varolan bir 

birlik değildir; insanın nesnesiyle olan etkin ilişkisini, onu dönüştürmesini, dışsal 

bir dünya içinde kendini evinde hissetmesini sağlayacak kurumlar yaratmasını 

içeren tarihsel-toplumsal bir süreci gerektirir. Marx, Hegel‘in Fenomenoloji‘de 

betimlemiş olduğu bu süreci önemser ve onu, tarihin hareketini ve yabancılaşma 

olgusunu kavradığı için över. Marx‘a göre, Fenomenoloji insanın 

yabancılaşmasını ve bu yabancılaşmanın aşılmasını içerir. Bu noktada, Marx‘ın 

esas olarak politik iktisadın eleştirisine giriştiği 1844 Elyazmaları‘nda neden 

Hegel‘in diyalektiğinin eleştirisine de yer verdiği açık hale gelir, çünkü Marx özel 

mülkiyetin pozitif kaldırılması olarak gördüğü komünizmi tam da bu terimlerde 

açıklar. Bununla birlikte, ‗mutlak bilgi‘ ile ‗komünizm‘ arasında kurulan bu 
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paralellik aynı zamanda Hegel‘in düşüncesinin eleştirisine de işaret eder. Marx‘ın 

bu noktada Hegel‘e yönelik temel suçlaması, onun gerçek bir yaşam problemi 

olan yabancılaşmayı gerçeklikte, pratikte değil de düşüncede ortadan kaldırıyor 

olmasıdır. Marx‘a göre, Hegel Fenomenoloji‘de tüm süreci bir bilgi süreci olarak 

ele alır ve bilinci gerçek insanla eşitler; bunun sonucu olarak da özne-nesne 

karşıtlığının aşılması düşüncede bir aşma olarak ortaya çıkar, çünkü aşılması 

gereken, insanın kendisini insanlıkdışı koşullarda nesnelleştirmesi değil de genel 

olarak nesnelliktir. Marx böylece tüm eleştirel içerimlerine karşın Hegel‘in 

Fenomenoloji‘sinin mevcut ilişkilerin olumlanmasında sonuçlandığını ve 

yabancılaşmaya gerçek bir çözüm getirmediğini ileri sürer: Hegel insanın tarihini, 

‗olumsuzun diyalektiği‘ni kavrar, ama soyut bir şekilde. Dolayısıyla, Marx‘a göre, 

Hegel‘in söz ettiği emek gerçekte sadece Tin‘in soyut emeğidir. Marx ayrıca 

kısaca Hegel‘in Mantık‘ına da değinir ve Hegel‘in sunmuş olduğu şeyin gerçekte 

tanrısal diyalektik olduğunu ileri sürer. Buna karşı, Marx‘ın konumu ise dünyasal 

diyalektik olarak betimlenebilir, ki somut insanı temel alır ve yaşam problemlerini 

dünyasal temellerinde ele alarak onlara gerçek, pratik çözümler önerir. Bununla 

birlikte, Hegel‘e yönelik tüm eleştirilerine karşın açıktır ki, 1844 Elyazmaları‘nda 

Marx Hegel‘in diyalektiğini sahiplenme ve politik iktisadın eleştirisinde daha 

şimdiden kullanma eğilimindedir. Marx‘ın vurgulamış olduğu diyalektiğin 

‗dünyasal‘ karakteri gerçekte Hegel‘in kendi felsefesinde sahiplenmiş olduğu bir 

konumun daha öte geliştirilmesi olarak görülebilir, çünkü Hegel bilgi problemini 

esas olarak tarihsel-toplumsal bağlamı içerisinde ele alır ve bilginin öznesini soyut 

bir varlık olarak değil de tarih içerisinde şekillenen ve ancak toplumsal olarak 

varolabilen bir özne olarak kavrar. Sonuç olarak Marx, Hegel‘i eleştirerek onun 

diyalektiğiyle daha yakın bir ilişki içine girer ve bu diyalektiğin dünyasal 

karakterini daha öte geliştirmeye çalışır. 

 Marx Kutsal Aile‘de eski dostu olan Bruno Bauer ve arkadaşlarını ve 

Felsefenin Sefaleti‘nde de Joseph-Pierre Proudhon‘u eleştirir. Bu eserlerde Marx 

ayrıca kısaca Hegel‘i eleştirme gerekliliğini de hisseder, çünkü Marx Hegel‘in 

felsefesinin aşılması gerektiğini düşünmesine karşın Bauer bu felsefeyle olan 
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ilişkisini sürdürmeye, Proudhon ise politik iktisadın eleştirisini Hegel‘in 

diyalektiğini kullanarak sunmaya çalışmaktadır. Ama burada özellikle 

vurgulamamız gereken nokta, Marx‘ın onların Hegel‘in diyalektiğini 

anlamadıklarını, onu karikatürleştirdiklerini ve salt bir kavramlar diyalektiği 

sunduklarını düşünmesidir. Dolayısıyla, Marx‘a göre, onlar Hegel‘in diyalektiğini 

tam olarak anlamayı başaramazlar. Marx, Hegel‘i eleştirerek kötü bir taklitçi 

olmanın ötesine geçmeyi amaçlar. Kutsal Aile‘de, Hegel‘in felsefesinin ―en 

muhafazakar felsefe‖ olduğunu ileri sürerek 1844 Elyazmaları‘ndaki eleştirisini 

tekrarlar: Hegel gerçek zincirleri düşünsel zincirlere çevir ve bu zincirlerden 

kurtuluşu da yine düşünce içindeki bir mücadeleye indirger. Marx ayrıca Hegel‘in 

yöntemini ‗spekülatif yöntem‘ olarak tanımlayarak, onun sıradan insan için 

sıradan bir durum olan şeyi bir mucizeymiş gibi sunduğunu belirtir. Bununla 

birlikte, Marx Hegel‘in felsefesinin salt bir sözcük oyunu olmadığını, ele aldığı 

malzemeye dair gerçek bir sunuş yaptığını kabul eder. Sorun, Marx‘a göre, 

Hegel‘in spekülatif sunuşundan kaynaklanır, ki ele aldığı konuyu mistikleştirmeye 

ve eleştirel olmamaya götürür. Felsefenin Sefaleti‘ndeyse yine Hegel‘in 

yöntemine dair oldukça genel ve kısa bir betimleme sunarak Hegel‘i 

soyutlamalara hapsolmakla suçlar. Marx bu eleştirisinde Hegel‘i gerçek olgudan 

ayrıldıkça hakikate ulaşacağını sanan skolastik bir düşünür gibi görür ve Hegel‘in 

ve politik iktisadın eleştirisinde onun yöntemini takip etmeye çalışan Proudhon‘a 

karşı kategorilerin mutlak, ebedi olmayıp bizzat insanların üretmiş olduğu 

koşullara sıkı sıkıya bağlı olduğunu vurgular. Bu noktada, tarihsel düzeni göz ardı 

ederek burjuva toplumun kavranamayacağını ve yöntemin nesnesine dışsal olarak 

ele alınamayacağını ileri sürer. Marx‘a göre, bilimsel bir çalışmada olgudan asla 

ayrılmamak ve olguya kendi kategorilerini dayatmamak gerekir. Düşünce olgunun 

hareketini takip etmek yerine onu önceden belirlenmiş bir şemaya uydurmaya 

kalktığında sunduğu şey, olgunun kendi diyalektiği değil de ancak bir kavramlar 

diyalektiği olabilir. Marx bundan dolayı Proudhon‘un Hegel‘in diyalektiğinden 

yararlanma çabasını verimsiz bir çaba olarak görür ve yöntemin, nesnesine dışsal 

olarak alınmaması gerektiğini vurgular. Bununla birlikte, Marx her ne kadar bu 
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eserlerinde Hegel‘i, onun diyalektiğinin önemini karartacak şekilde eleştirse de 

yöntemle ilgili olarak vurgulamış olduğu noktaların Hegel‘in diyalektiğinin özsel 

bir yönü olduğu açıktır. Hegel yöntemin, nesnesinden ayrı olamayacağını ve 

gerçekte olgunun kendi diyalektiğinden ve olgunun kendi seyrinden başka bir şey 

olmadığını ileri sürer. Diyalektik böylece öznel düşüncenin kendi konusuna dışsal 

olarak uyguladığı bir etkinlik olmayıp konunun kendi ruhu anlamına gelir, bu 

anlamda filozofa düşen şey, ele aldığı konuya dışarıdan kavramlar getirmek değil, 

onun kendi hareketini takip etmektir. Marx böylece Hegel‘in diyalektiğine yönelik 

tüm eleştirilerine karşın onun özüne sadık kalır ve bu eleştirel tavrı, Hegel‘in 

diyalektiğini hazır bir şema olarak görmesinin önüne geçer. 

Marx‘ın Engels‘le birlikte kaleme aldığı Alman İdeolojisi eseri esas olarak 

Genç-Hegelcilerin bir eleştirisini amaçlar ve aynı zamanda materyalist tarih 

kavrayışlarını içerir. Bununla birlikte, yakından bir bakış bu eserin Hegel‘in 

Hukuk Felsefesi ve özellikle de onun ―sivil toplum‖ bölümüyle ve Tarih Felsefesi 

eseriyle bir diyalog içerdiğini ortaya çıkaracaktır. Alman İdeolojisi‘nde Marx, 

tarihsel bakış açısının önemini vurgular ve tüm tarihin temeli olarak sivil toplumu 

ve üretim ilişkilerini görür. Bilindiği üzere, Hegel‘in sistemini ayırt edici 

özelliklerinden biri de tarihe verdiği önemdir ve hakikatin tarihsellikle 

çelişmediğini vurgulamasıdır. Hegel insanın tarihini özgürlük bilincinde ilerleme 

olarak görür ve, ona göre, insanın özgürlüğe ilerleme sürecinde en belirleyici 

uğraklardan birini modern dünya oluşturur ve modern dünyanın bir ürünü olan 

sivil toplum bireysel özgürlüğe olanak verir. Bununla birlikte, Hegel sivil 

toplumun bireylerin kendi çıkarlarının peşinden gitmesine izin verdiğini ve aynı 

zamanda da bireyler arasında bir bağımlılık ilişkisi yarattığını düşünse de sivil 

toplumun zorunlu olarak bir dizi problem ürettiğinin evrensel ve tikel çıkarlar 

arasına bir uyum getirmekten uzak olduğunun farkındadır. Öyle ki bu toplumun 

kendi iç diyalektiği yoksullaşmaya yol açarak yoksullaşan bireylerin onur 

duygusunun zedelenmesine ve toplumla organik bir birlik içinde olmasını 

engelleme eğilimindedir. Bu nedenle Hegel, sivil toplumun kendi içerisinde 

sağlayamadığı evrensel ve tikel çıkarların uyumunu bir dolayımlar sistemi olarak 
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örgütlenen modern devlet tarafından sağlanıyor olarak kavrar. Bu anlamda, sivil 

toplum modern devletin bir uğrağı olarak ona tabidir, aynı şekilde devlet de dünya 

tarihinin bir uğrağını oluşturur. Buna karşı, Marx sivil toplumun Hegel‘in tahmin 

ettiğinden daha belirleyici olduğunu düşünür, öyle ki sermayenin hareketi devleti 

ve dünya tarihini kendi uğrakları haline getirerek onları kendisine tabi kılar. Bir 

yandan evrensel çıkarın temsilcisi gibi görünen devleti kendi aracı haline getirir, 

bir yandan da tüm ulusal ve yerel bağları ortadan kaldırarak bir dünya pazarı 

yaratır, ki gerçek anlamda bir dünya tarihi ancak onun hareketiyle mümkün olur. 

Marx böylece modern dünyadaki özgürlüğün bir yanılsamadan başka bir şey 

olmadığını ve temelini sadece keyfilik uğrağında bulduğunu ileri sürer. Bu 

keyfilik uğrağı, bireyler için nesnel ve somut bir özgürlük sağlamak şöyle dursun, 

bireyleri kendi iradelerinden bağımsız olan koşullara daha fazla bağımlı hale 

getirir. Marx‘a göre, modern dünyada insanlar gerçekten de Hegel‘in ileri sürdüğü 

gibi kendi yarattıkları koşullarda yaşarlar, ama yaratmış oldukları bu koşullar 

yabancı bir güç olarak insanların üzerinde durur. Dolayısıyla onların insanlar 

tarafından yaratılmış olması hiçbir şeyi değiştirmez; insanlara kendi iradelerinden 

bağımsız zorunlu ve yabancı bir güç hükmetmeye devam eder. Marx‘ın yine 

Engels‘le birlikte kaleme aldığı Komünist Manifesto da Hegel‘in Hukuk Felsefesi 

eseriyle yakın bir ilişki sergiler ve bir ölçüde Hegel‘in malların ortak bölüşümü 

anlamında bir eşitlikçiliği reddetmesine yönelik bir yanıt olarak görülebilir. 

Hegel‘e göre, mülkiyet bireyin dışsal nesneler üzerindeki egemenliğini gösterir ve 

bu anlamda özgürlüğün ilk varoluşunu oluşturur. Birey, iradeden yoksun olan 

dışsal nesneye kendi iradesini uygulayarak onu sahiplenir ve kendi mülkiyeti 

yapar. Buna göre, mülkiyet özsel olarak ‗özel mülkiyet‘tir ve bunun çiğnenmesi 

haksızlık olacaktır. Kimin neye, ne kadar sahip olacağı bireysel farklılıklara ve 

dışsal koşullara dayanır ve herkesin eşit miktarda mülkiyete sahip olmasını 

savunmak soyut bir eşitlik anlayışına dayanır. Bununla birlikte, Hegel her ne 

kadar mülkiyet eşitliğine karşı çıksa da hiç kimsenin mülkiyetten yoksun 

bırakılamayacağını ve herkesin mülkiyetinin olması gerektiğini de güçlü bir 

biçimde savunur, çünkü Hegel‘in düşüncesine göre mülkiyetten yoksun olmak 
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özgürlükten ve dolayısıyla da ‗kişi‘ olmaktan yoksun olmak demektir. Komünist 

Manifesto‘da Marx, komünizmin insanların kendi emeklerinin ürünlerini 

sahiplenmesiyle bir sorunu olmadığını, esas olarak burjuva özel mülkiyet düzenini 

ortadan kaldırmayı amaçladığını ileri sürer. Ona göre, Hegel‘in düşüncesinin 

aksine, modern burjuva toplumda insanları kendi emeklerinin ürününü 

sahiplenmesini engelleyen ve onları mülksüz bırakan, özel mülkiyet düzeninin 

kendisidir. Sanayinin gelişmesiyle birlikte zanaatkârlar ve küçük köylülük kendi 

konumlarını kaybederek mülksüzler ordusuna katılmaktadır. Ayrıca yine burjuva 

toplumdaki mülkiyetin özel karakteridir ki, emekçinin kendi emeğinin ürününü 

sahiplenebilmesini engeller: Emekçi üretim araçlarına sahip olmadığından 

kapitalist için üretir ve karşılığında ancak yaşamını sürdürebilecek ve yeniden 

çalışabilmesine olanak tanıyacak zorunlu geçim araçlarını edinir. Sonuç olarak, 

Marx‘a göre, Hegel mülkiyeti özsel olarak özel mülkiyet olarak kabul ederek 

mülkiyetin tarihsel karakterini görmeyi başaramaz ve belli bir mülkiyet edinme 

biçimini genel olarak mülkiyetle eşitler. Buna karşın Marx, kolektif mülkiyetin 

olanaklı olduğunu savunur ve özellikle üretimin son derece toplumsallaştığı 

modern burjuva toplumda mülkiyetin özel karakterinin bir çelişki olduğunu ileri 

sürer. Kısaca göstermeye çalıştığımız gibi, Alman İdeolojisi‘nde ve Komünist 

Manifesto‘da Marx‘ın Hegel‘in Hukuk Felsefesi ve Tarih Felsefesi ile olan 

eleştirel ilişkisi devam eder. Ve Marx her ne kadar Hegel‘in eserlerinin ufkunu 

aşmış olsa da onun düşüncesinin temel içerimlerini ve özellikle de tarihsel bakış 

açısını sahiplenir. 

Göstermeye çalıştığımız gibi, Marx‘ın Hegel‘le olan ilişkisi tek bir 

eleştiriyle noktalanan bir ilişki olmayıp Hegel‘le olan diyalog onun birçok temel 

eserinde varlığını korur. Bununla birlikte, yukarıda ele aldığımız eserlerde Marx 

Hegel‘in diyalektiğini sahiplenme ve düşüncesinin çeşitli yönlerini daha öte 

geliştirme eğiliminde olmasına karşın gene de Hegel‘e ve diyalektiğine yönelik 

büyük ölçüde olumsuz ve eleştirel bir tavır söz konusudur. Marx‘ın Hegel‘in 

diyalektiğini tüm yönleriyle sahiplenmesi, Hegel‘in Mantık‘ından yararlandığını 

açıkça belirttiği Grundrisse eseriyle başlar ve başyapıtı olan Kapital‘de kendi 
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yöntemini ilk defa ‗diyalektik‘ olarak adlandırmasıyla doruğuna ulaşır. 

Grundrisse‘de Marx, bilimsel bir çalışmanın nasıl bir yol izlemesi ve hangi 

yöntemi benimsemesi gerektiğini tartışarak başlangıç noktası olarak ‗soyut‘ olanın 

alınması ve ondan hareketle ‗somut‘ olana ilerlenmesi gerektiğini ileri sürer. 1844 

Elyazmaları‘nda Feuerbach‘ın etkisiyle ‗duyu-kesinliği‘ni bilimin temeli olarak 

sunmuştu, oysa şimdi ‗soyuttan somuta ilerleme‘yi bilimsel yöntem olarak 

sunmaktadır. Bu bir çelişki olmaktan ziyade Marx‘ın ‗bilim‘ yapmaya başladıkça 

bilimsel bir yönteme ihtiyaç duyduğunun ve bu amaçla gelişmiş bir bilim ve 

yöntem kavrayışı ortaya koymuş olan Hegel‘in felsefesine tekrar dönme 

gerekliliğini hissetmesinin bir işareti olarak alınmalıdır. Yoksa Marx somutun 

varoluşsal önceliğinden ve somutla ilk tanışıklık kurmanın aracı olarak algı ve 

tasarımın gerekliliğinden şüphe duymaz. Marx‘a göre, somut birçok belirlenim ve 

çelişkinin birliğidir ve onu doğrudan doğruya kavramaya çalışmak ve tasarıma 

verildiği şekliyle ele almak ona dair bulanık bir kavrayış sunmanın ötesine 

geçemez. Bu nedenle, somut bütünün en yalın belirlenimlerinden yola çıkarak onu 

birçok belirlenim ve çelişkinin birliği olarak düşüncede yeniden üretmek gerekir. 

Marx, soyuttan somuta ilerleme yönteminin Hegel tarafından geliştirildiğini kabul 

eder: Hegel özellikle, Marx‘ın da aşina olduğu, Hukuk Felsefesi, Mantık Bilimi ve 

Tinin Fenomenolojisi‘nde bu yöntemi takip eder. Marx da Grundrisse‘de bu 

yöntemi takip etmeye çalışır ve örneğin ‗para‘yı en soyut belirleniminden yola 

çıkarak birçok belirlenimin birliği olarak sunar ki, daha öte her bir belirlenim 

önceki belirlenimin çelişkisinin üstesinden gelmek üzere ortaya çıkar. Buna göre, 

para ilk olarak değişimin ölçüsü olarak ortaya çıkar, sonra değişimin aracı olma 

belirlenimine geçer ve sonuçta genel olarak zenginliğin temsilcisi olma 

belirlenimini kazanır; bundan sonraki adım ise paranın sermayeye dönüşmesidir. 

Marx ayrıca bilimsel bir incelemede tarihsel sıralamanın göz önünde 

bulundurulmak zorunda olmadığını, önemli olanın ele alınan konunun kavramsal 

analizi olduğunu vurgular. Bununla birlikte, Marx‘ın Hegel‘e yönelik eleştirisi 

devam eder ve Marx onu gerçekliğin hareketini düşüncenin hareketiyle 

karıştırmakla suçlar ve ona karşı, soyuttan somuta ilerleme yönteminin sadece 
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düşüncenin ele aldığı konuyu sahiplenmesini sağladığını, gerçeklikte ise somut 

olanın birincil olduğunu ileri sürer. Kapital‘de Marx, politik iktisadın mevcut 

şekliyle bilimsel kalamayacağını, eğer bilimsel olmayı sürdürecekse ancak politik 

iktisadın eleştirisi formunu almak zorunda olduğu ileri sürer, çünkü anlamaya 

çalıştığı kapitalist üretim ilişkileri birbirine karşıt sınıflardan oluşur ve 

kapitalizmin işleyişi ancak proletaryanın perspektifinden hareketle anlaşılabilir; 

burjuvazinin konumu mevcut düzenin sürmesinde çıkarı olduğundan kapitalist 

üretim ilişkilerini ‗doğal‘ ve ‗ebedi‘ görme ve dolayısıyla bu ilişkilerin doğru bir 

kavranışını karartma eğilimindedir. Marx kapitalist üretim ilişkilerinin 

aşamayacağı çelişkilerinin olduğunu, zorunlu olarak krizlere sürüklendiğini ve 

kendi çöküşüne ilerlemekte olduğunu ileri sürer. Ayrıca yönteminin diyalektik 

olduğunu belirterek kapitalist üretim ilişkilerini organik bir bütün oluşturuyor 

olarak aldığını ve soyuttan somuta ilerleme yöntemine uygun olarak bu organik 

bütünün hücre birimi olan metanın değer formundan, değişim-değerinden yola 

çıktığını belirtir. Marx‘a göre, diyalektik özünde eleştirel ve devrimcidir; her şeyi 

tarihsel varoluşu içinde ele alır ve geçiciliğini bilir. Marx bu noktada Hegel‘e olan 

borcunu ödeme ve onun öğrencisi olduğunu belirtme gerekliliğini hisseder, çünkü 

diyalektiği sistematik bir biçimde geliştirmiş olan Hegel‘dir. Bununla birlikte, 

Hegel‘e olan eleştirisini sürdürür: Hegel düşünceyi İdea altında bağımsız bir 

özneye dönüştürür ve onun diyalektiği varolan düzenin aklanmasında sonuçlanır. 

Bu nedenle, Marx kendi diyalektiğinin Hegel‘inkinin tam tersi olduğunu ileri 

sürer. Eserinin form açısından ‗idealist‘ göründüğü suçlamasına ise ‗araştırma 

yöntemi‘ ile ‗sunuş yöntemi‘ arasında bir ayrım yaparak yanıt verir. Buna göre, 

araştırma yönteminde ele alınan olgu tüm yönleriyle sahiplenilmeye çalışılır, bir 

düzenden başka bir düzene geçiş takip edilir ve olgular arasındaki iç bağıntıyı 

bulmaya odaklanılır, sunuş yöntemindeyse kavramsal düzlemde hareket edilir, 

mantıksal çözümleme yoluyla kavramın, yani sermaye kavramının, hareketi takip 

edilir ve bu hareket arılığı içinde ortaya konmaya çalışılır. Dolayısıyla sunuş 

yöntemi, eseri idealist gibi, sanki a priori bir yapıdan söz ediliyormuş gibi 

gösterebilir, ki bu Marx‘a göre bir kusur olmayıp tam da araştırmanın hakkıyla 
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yapıldığını gösterir. Sonuç olarak, Kapital‘de Marx başından beri eleştirel bir 

ilişki dolayımıyla sahiplenmeye çalıştığı Hegel‘in diyalektiğini, idealist görünmek 

pahasına savunur ve onu tüm özsel yönleriyle benimser. Hegel‘e yönelik eleştirisi, 

ilk eserinde formüle etmiş olduğu üzere onun felsefesinin idealist karakteri ve 

zorunlu olarak varolan gerçeklikle uzlaşmaya girmesiyle ilgilidir. Bununla 

birlikte, Marx‘ın Grundrisse‘de ve Kapital‘deki Hegel eleştirileri Hegel‘in 

felsefesinin idealist karakterinin aşırı vurgulanmasına dayanır. Hegel soyuttan 

somuta ilerleme yöntemini bilinçli bir şekilde uygular ve çoğu yerde somut olanın 

birincil olduğunu, ama bilimsel çalışmada açıklanacak olan konunun önceden 

varsayılmaması gerektiğini ve kendisini bir sonuç olarak göstermesi gerektiğini 

belirtir. Tarihsel düzenin bir ölçüde göz ardı edilmesi de Hegel için konunun 

kavramı içinde anlaşılması gerekliliğinden kaynaklanır. Bu bakımdan, Hegel 

düşüncenin hareketini gerçekliğin hareketiyle ya da tarihsel düzeni mantıksal 

düzenle karıştırma suçlamasından muaf görünür. Ayrıca Hegel Mantık Bilimi‘nde, 

Marx‘ın ‗araştırma yöntemi‘ ile ‗sunuş yöntemi‘ arasında yaptığı ayrıma benzer 

bir şekilde ‗analitik yöntem‘ ile ‗sentetik yöntem‘ arasında bir ayrım yaparak 

kendi yöntemi olan ‗felsefî yöntem‘in bunların birliği olduğunu öne sürer. Buna 

göre, analitik yöntemde algı temel alınırken sentetik yöntemde kavramdan hareket 

edilir. 

Marx‘ın Hegel‘e yönelik eleştirilerini takip ederek sürekli olarak onun 

felsefesi ve özellikle diyalektiğiyle ilişkili olduğunu ve çalışmalarında ondan 

yararlanmaya çalıştığını göstermeye çalıştık. Buna göre, Marx Hegel‘i eleştirirken 

bile onunla daha yakın bir ilişki içinde olmayı ve bu ilişkiyi derinleştirmeyi 

sürdürür. Ve Hegel‘le olan eleştirel ilişkisi böylece onun diyalektiğini tam olarak 

sahiplenmesinde sonuçlanır. Bununla birlikte, Marx‘ın konumunu Hegel‘inkiyle 

özdeşleştirmekten uzak olduğumuz tartışmamızın seyrinden hareketle açıktır. 

Marx‘ın Hegel‘e olan bağlılığı, Hegel‘in politik felsefesinin ve tarih felsefesinin 

zengin içeriğinden ve geliştirmiş olduğu bilim ve yöntem kavrayışından 

kaynaklanır ve tüm bunlar Marx‘a kendi görüşlerini geliştirmesi açısından sağlam 

bir temel oluşturur. 
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Son olarak, takip etmeye çalıştığımız Marx‘ın Hegel‘e yönelik eleştirileri 

ışığında, önemli gördüğümüz birkaç noktaya dikkat çekmemiz gerekiyor. İlk 

olarak, Marx‘ın kısa süreliğine de olsa Feuerbach‘ı Hegel‘in felsefesini aşmış 

olarak görmesinden ve kendisi ile Hegel arasına Feuerbach‘ı yerleştirmiş 

olmasının anlamından söz etmemiz gerekiyor. Feuerbach, Marx‘ın düşüncesinin 

gelişiminde gerçekten bir rol oynar, ama bu Feuerbach‘ın düşüncelerinin 

derinliğinden ziyade dönemin pratik gerekirliklerinden kaynaklanır. Marx, 

gördüğümüz gibi, entelektüel çalışmalarına Hegel‘in devlet görüşünü eleştirerek 

başlar ve ilgilendiği esas noktalar politik felsefenin ilgi alanına girer. Bununla 

birlikte, Marx daha bu ilk eleştirisinde sivil toplumun, iktisadî çıkarlar alanının, 

politik yapıyla yakından ilişkili olduğu düşünür ve sonraki çalışmalarında esas 

olarak bu alanı kavramaya yönelir. Hegel‘in politik felsefesindeki problemli yan, 

ona göre, modern devlet karşısında eleştirel olmaması ve mevcut ilişkileri aklıyor 

gibi görünmesidir. Marx böylece insanın özgürlüğü önünde engel olarak gördüğü 

modern devletin ve onu doğru bir şekilde yansıtan ama buna rağmen rasyonel 

olarak sunan Hegel‘in felsefesinin ötesine geçmeyi amaçlar. Bunun da ancak 

iktisadî ilişkilerde devrimci bir dönüşüm yaratarak sağlanabileceğini düşünür. 

Marx‘a göre, kendisinin de bizzat içinde yer aldığı Genç Hegelci akımın önemli 

temsilerinden olan David Strauss, Bruno Bauer, Max Stirner, vb. ise bu noktayı 

görmekten uzak olup Hegelci felsefenin sınırları içerisinde kalmaya devam 

etmektedirler. Feuerbach ise Hegel‘in felsefesine ve diyalektiğine doğrudan 

saldırarak onu aşmaya yönelik önemli bir girişimi temsil eder. Marx bundan 

dolayı Feuerbach‘ın girişimini önemser ve onu, 1844 Elyazmaları‘nda Hegel‘in 

felsefesinin üstesinden gelmiş ve diyalektiğini yıkmış olarak sunar ve politik 

iktisadın eleştirisinin Feuerbach‘ın keşiflerine dayandığını ileri sürer. Marx‘ın 

1844 Elyazmaları‘ndaki düşüncelerini ve genel olarak düşüncesinin gelişimini 

göz önünde bulundurduğumuzda, Marx‘ın Feuerbach‘a yönelik övgüsü ve 

Feuerbach‘ın önemi oldukça tartışmalı görünür, çünkü Marx Feuerbach‘ı övgüye 

boğduğu bu eserinde aynı zamanda Hegel‘in diyalektiğinin eleştirisinin şimdiye 

dek tamamlanmamış bir görev olarak durduğunu ileri sürer. Feuerbach, yukarıda 
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belirttiğimiz gibi, Hegel‘in felsefesinin özne-yüklem ilişkisini tersine çevirdiğini, 

soyuttan yola çıktığından bir türlü hakikate erişemediğini, dolayısıyla 

rasyonelleştirilmiş bir teoloji olduğunu ileri sürer ve ona karşı, dolaysız olanın, 

duyusal kesinliğin temel alınması gerektiğini ileri sürer. Bu eleştirilerin Marx için 

tek bir anlamı bulunur, ki o da Hegel‘in felsefesinin aşılması gerektiğini işaret 

etmiş olmasıdır. Bunun dışında, Marx‘ın bu anti-diyalektik düşünceleri 

benimsemesi mümkün değildir ve 1844 Elyazmaları esas olarak özne-nesne 

ilişkisini diyalektik bir ilişki olarak sunmaya odaklanır ve insanın nesnelleşme ve 

yabancılaşma süreçlerini tartışır. Marx insanın doğayla olan pratik ilişkisinin 

sonucu olarak doğanın giderek insansal bir biçim kazandığını ve insanın 

dünyasının bundan böyle dolaysızca verili olmayıp insanın pratik etkinliği 

dolayımından geçtiğini, dolayısıyla da tarihsel bir ürün olduğunu vurgular. Buna 

göre, nesne giderek öznel bir form kazanırken, özne de kendi özsel güçlerini 

nesnelleştirmektedir. Marx Alman İdeolojisi ve Feuerbach Üzerine Tezler‘de 

Feuerbach‘ı bu zeminde eleştirerek onun ‗kontemplatif‘ tavrını hedef alır ve onun 

ne tarihten ne de politikadan anladığını ileri sürer. Gene yukarıda da belirtmiş 

olduğumuz gibi, Grundrisse‘de bilimsel bir çalışmada soyuttan yola çıkmanın 

bilimsel yöntemin gereği olduğunu ifade ederek soyut-somut ilişkisinin karmaşık 

bir ilişki olduğunu, doğrudan somuta sarılmanın hiçbir şeyi garantilemediği gibi 

aynı zamanda somut bütüne dair bulanık bir kavrayışa yol açacağını belirtir. Marx 

ayrıca şeylerin özünün gerçekte göründüğü gibi olmadığını ve görünüşün yanıltıcı 

olabileceğini ileri sürer ve Kapital‘de bilimin varoluş nedenini de esas olarak bu 

olguya bağlar. Buna göre, Feuerbach‘ın yaptığı gibi dolaysız olana, duyu 

kesinliğine yapışıp kalmanın bilimde bir yeri olmadığı gibi bu tavır olgunun 

gerçek bir kavranışını da karartır; buna karşın, bilim soyutlamalara gerek duyar ve 

nesnesini, olduğu gibi değil, bir dizi dolayım süreci eşliğinde kavramaya çalışır. 

Sonuç olarak, açıktır ki, Marx‘ın diyalektiği tam olarak sahiplenme sürecinin 

kendisi Feuerbach‘ın Hegel‘e yönelik eleştirilerini geçersiz kılmaktadır ve 

Marx‘ın Feuerbach‘ı hemen eleştirerek bir daha ona geri dönmemesi olgusu bu 

noktanın önemli bir işareti olarak görülebilir. Marx‘ın kendi ifadeleriyle belirtmek 



254 

 

gerekirse, Feuerbach ―mevcut yaşam koşullarına ilişkin hiçbir eleştiri sunmaz‖, 

oysa Hegel‘de ―eleştirinin tüm öğeleri‖ bulunabilir. Dolayısıyla, Marx‘ın 

Feuerbach‘la olan ilişkisi kısa süreli bir ilişkiyken, Hegel‘le olan ilişkisi yaşam 

boyu süren bir ilişkidir. 

İkinci olarak, Marx‘ın ve Hegel‘in konumları arasındaki önemli bir 

farklılık söz konusudur. Hegel gerçeğin tüm yönlerini kapsayacak kapsamlı bir 

felsefe sistemi geliştirirken, Marx entelektüel gelişimin başında kendi görevini 

‗felsefenin gerçekleştirilmesi‘ olarak belirler. Hegel edimsel olandan kopmamak 

gerektiğini ısrarla vurgulayarak ‗geçmiş‘in de büyük ölçüde göz önünde 

tutulmasıyla ‗şimdi‘nin kavranmasına odaklanır. Dolayısıyla ona göre, felsefenin 

görevi ‗olması gereken‘le uğraşmak değil ‗olan‘ı tüm somutluğu içerisinde 

anlamak ve İdea‘nın salt ‗ideal‘ olmadığını ama edimsellikte etkin olduğunu 

göstermektir. Marx ise kendisini bir yandan felsefenin dünyasallaşması bir yandan 

da dünyanın felsefileşmesi sürecini gerektiren felsefenin gerçekleşmesine 

adayarak insanın özgürlüğü önünde büyük bir engel olarak duran ve irrasyonel 

olarak gördüğü tersine-çevrilmiş bir gerçekliği dönüştürmeyi amaçlar. Ama bu 

dönüşümü mevcut gerçekliğe bir idealin dayatılması formunda kavramaz; onun 

mevcut gerçekliğin kendi hareketinden doğduğunu ileri sürer. Buna göre, 

kapitalist üretim ilişkileri kendi iç çelişkileri yoluyla kendi çöküşüne doğru 

ilerlemektedir. ―Felsefenin pratiği‖ olarak kavranan ‗eleştiri‘, bu süreci bilince 

çıkarmaya odaklanır; bununla birlikte, dönüşümü gerçekleştirecek ve felsefenin 

gerçekleştirilmesini sağlayacak olan, kişileşmiş eleştiri olarak varolan 

‗proletarya‘dır, çünkü kurtuluşu doğrudan kendi varlık koşullarının ortadan 

kaldırılmasını gerektirir. Sonuç olarak, Marx felsefenin sınırları içerisinde 

kalmaktan ziyade felsefenin gerçekleştirilmesiyle ilgilidir ve her ne kadar konumu 

felsefeyle doğrudan doğruya ilişkiliyse de esas amacı felsefe yapmayı sürdürmek 

değil, eleştiri sürecini derinleştirmektir. Buna karşın, kısaca belirtmeye 

çalıştığımız gibi, Marx‘ın düşüncesi Hegel‘in felsefesinin temel içerimlerini 

sahiplenme ve daha öte geliştirme eğilimindedir.  
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Son olarak, Marx‘ın Kapital‘de yöntemini diyalektik olarak adlandırması 

ve politik iktisadın eleştirisinde kullandığını belirtmesi ışığında, Hegel‘e 

yönelttiği temel eleştiriyi gözden geçirmek yararlı olabilir. Marx, Hegel‘e yönelik 

ilk eleştirisinde, Hegel‘in İdea‘yı bağımsız bir özne olarak kavradığını ve tüm 

gerçek özneleri ise onun bir uğrağına indirgediğini, böylelikle de onun 

felsefesinin mevcut gerçekliğin aklanmasına vardığını ileri sürer. Hegel‘e yönelik 

son eleştirisini içeren Kapital‘de de bu aynı eleştiriyi yineler: Hegel İdea‘yı 

gerçekliğin yaratıcısı olarak görür ve onun diyalektiği varolan ilişkilerin 

yüceltilmesinde sonuçlanır. Bununla birlikte, yukarıda da belirtmiş olduğumuz 

gibi, Marx diyalektik yöntemi uyguladığı Kapital‘de idealist suçlamasına maruz 

kaldığını belirtir ve Grundrisse‘de kendisi de eserinin idealistmiş gibi 

göründüğünü kabul eder. Buna karşın, bu görüntünün eserin formundan, sunuş 

biçiminden kaynaklandığını belirtir; diğer bir deyişle, diyalektik yöntem salt bir 

kavramlar diyalektiği söz konusuymuş gibi bir görüntü sunabilir. Oysa gerçekte 

ele alınan malzemenin bütün boyutlarıyla araştırılması söz konusudur. Bununla 

birlikte, Marx‘ın Hegel‘e yönelik önceki eleştirilerini göz önünde 

bulundurduğumuzda bu nokta dikkat çekicidir, çünkü Marx ısrarla Hegel‘in ele 

aldığı malzemeyi ayrıntılı olarak araştırdığını, olgunun kendisini kavradığını ama 

onun spekülatif sunuş biçiminin mistifikasyona yola açtığını vurgular. Buna göre, 

Hegel‘in eserinin realist içeriğini, eserinin idealist formu karartmaktadır. Bununla 

birlikte, Marx‘ın diyalektiği sistematik olarak uygulamaya çalıştığı Kapital‘de bu 

aynı suçlamayla karşılaşması, Hegel‘e yönelik önceki eleştirilerini gözden 

geçirmesini gerektirmesine karşın Marx böyle bir yönelime girmekten uzaktır.  

Bu, Marx‘ın Hegel‘le olan ilişkisinde tartışmaya açık bıraktığı bir nokta gibi 

görünmektedir. 

Sonuç olarak, göstermeye çalıştık ki, Marx‘ın Hegel‘le olan tüm eleştirel 

ilişkisi Hegel‘in felsefesinin temel içerimlerinden ve özellikle de diyalektiğinden 

daha öte yararlanma yönündedir ve Marx eleştirel bir ilişki dolayımıyla Hegel‘in 

diyalektiğini tam olarak sahiplenir. 
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APPENDIX C. TEZ FOTOKOPİSİ İZİN FORMU 

 
 
ENSTİTÜ 

 

Fen Bilimleri Enstitüsü  

 

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü    

 

Uygulamalı Matematik Enstitüsü     

 

Enformatik Enstitüsü 

 

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitüsü       

 

YAZARIN 

 

Soyadı  : KILINÇ 

Adı       : Doğan Barış 

Bölümü  : Felsefe 

 

TEZİN ADI : MARX‘S CRITIQUE OF HEGEL:  

  STAGES IN MARX‘S APPROPRIATION OF DIALECTIC 

 

 

TEZİN TÜRÜ :  Yüksek Lisans                                        Doktora   

 

 

1. Tezimin tamamından kaynak gösterilmek şartıyla fotokopi alınabilir. 

 

2. Tezimin içindekiler sayfası, özet, indeks sayfalarından ve/veya bir  

bölümünden  kaynak gösterilmek şartıyla fotokopi alınabilir. 

 

3. Tezimden bir bir (1)  yıl süreyle fotokopi alınamaz. 

 

 

 

TEZİN KÜTÜPHANEYE TESLİM TARİHİ:  
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