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Introduction

What I’m going to do in this talk is consider and take issue with the most important and interesting criticisms which Marx makes in the 1844 ‘Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts’ of Hegel’s position in the Phenomenology of Spirit.  For this purpose, I’m going to take Chris Arthur’s 1986 account of Marx’s critique as definitive, and will use it both to structure and to inform my engagement with Marx’s critique.  Now, there are already quite a few defences of Hegel against Marx’s 1844 critique, some of which you may be familiar with.  Chris Arthur (henceforth CA) himself refers to those of John Maguire and Gillian Rose, to which we could add Merold Westphal and most recently Karl Ameriks.  Reading these responses to Marx has been very helpful in clarifying and confirming my own thoughts on the matter, as well as revealing how commonplace my own thoughts were.  Nonetheless, I believe that there is some value in articulating the Hegelian defence in relation to what I am taking to be the most sophisticated presentation of Marx’s critique, namely CA’s. Along the way I hope to add some twists of my own to the old routine.

CA identifies four separate ‘mistakes’ which Marx finds in Hegel:

1. the reduction of man to self-consciousness;

2. the identification of objectivity with estrangement;

3. the identification of objectification with alienation;

4. the failure to go beyond the ‘negation of the negation’ to the self-sustaining positive (pp. 60, 64)

2 is a corollary of 1, and vice-versa; from 2, 3 is deduced.  4 is a quite separate criticism, as I hope to show.  I’m not going to address 1 as such, as I think the real interest is in 2-4 (though some of what I think about 1 will emerge in my discussion in 2).

Second criticism: the identification of objectivity with estrangement

The problem with Hegel’s account is that ‘consciousness as mere consciousness is offended not by estranged objectivity but by objectivity as such’ (392.33-34)
, with the consequence that consciousness finds itself estranged from objectivity as such.  

As we know, Marx wants to retain the idea of estrangement and give it a more historically determinate sense.  He therefore agrees with Hegel that consciousness [i.e. human beings] should be ‘offended by estranged objectivity’ and thus seek to overcome that estrangement.  But for M what renders objectivity estranged insofar as it is estranged is something particular about the way in which the objectivity in question has come about or has come to be experienced by human beings; it is not as a result of the nature of objectivity as such that it has this ‘strange’ quality.

The first thing to say is that Marx is of course correct: consciousness is offended by objectivity as such.  It encounters objects as something alien or other.  The progress of the Phenomenology describes the elimination of such objectivity.  Thus in the Introduction, Hegel tells us that ‘In pressing forward to its true existence, consciousness will arrive at a point at which it gets rid of the semblance of being burdened with something alien [mit fremdartigem], with … some sort of “other” [als ein anderes ist]…’ (¶89/56-57).  If, as seems reasonable, we can identify that with which consciousness is ‘burdened’ as ‘objectivity as such’, then here we see clearly that for H objectivity is experienced by consciousness as alien [fremd] or other, and thus something from which it is ‘estranged’.  (Remembering that ‘estrangement’ renders Entfremdung, i.e. has fremd as its root.)

The problem is that Marx then draws the wrong conclusion from this claim about Hegel’s starting point.  Just because objectivity is experienced at the outset as fremd doesn’t mean that getting ‘rid of the semblance of being burdened with something alien’ requires the elimination of objectivity as such; it is quite for possible for this sense of oppression to be lifted without objectivity being done away with.

Marx himself clearly does not think that the proper response to objects from which we are estranged is to try to eliminate them.  It is instead to overcome the estrangement and thereby achieve a harmonious relation with the objects in question.  For example earlier in the Manuscripts Marx describes how human beings have become estranged from the land as a result of private property (318.5-6); the goal now is to ‘restore [humanity’s] intimate links to the land in a rational way’ (320.16-17).  So why can’t Hegel treat estrangement in the same way, i.e. as something to be overcome in a non-eliminative manner?   The only apparent difference between the two thinkers here is that Marx - at least in the land example – assumes that a non-estranged condition precedes the estrangement, such that the original condition of harmony can seem to be the proper and genuine one.  Marx could therefore think that in so far as Hegel has consciousness starting off ‘being burdened with something alien’, this means that Hegel considers this estrangement to be inherent in objectivity as such.  But although Hegel’s starting point might suggest that objectivity is the problem, it does not demonstrate that this is so.

Nonetheless, it could still be that Hegel favours an eliminative solution.  All I have so far done is try to argue that treating objectivity and estrangement as initially coextensive is not automatically to suppose that objectivity and estrangement are necessarily coextensive.  What we need to do now is attend to the processes by which consciousness does ‘get rid of the semblance of being burdened with something alien’.  In the PhS, this takes the form of ever more adequate forms of cognition, leading to and forming part of ‘absolute knowledge’ itself.  This seems perfectly intelligible: objects will seem alien and other precisely to the extent that they are not rationally comprehended by us.  Consequently, to overcome this estrangement is not to eliminate objects or remove oneself from contact with them.  It is instead to come to know them.  And such knowledge preserves the objectivity of that which is known, shorn of its initial strangeness.

Considered in this way, the project of the Phenomenology does not invite the charge which Marx raises against it, namely that it is hostile to objectivity.  So why does Marx think differently?

Marx sustains his complaint against Hegel by considering the opening paragraph of the final chapter of the Phenomenology of Spirit (¶788 in Miller’s numbering).  Marx transcribes all bar the first two sentences of this paragraph over pages 387-388 in the Penguin edition, repeating them, sometimes more than once, over the following four pages or so.  The main problem with Marx’ approach is that he takes Hegel here to be providing us with a general account of how consciousness ends up relating to objectivity.  In fact, however, what Hegel is doing is considering how consciousness ends up relating to the theistic objectivity which had been the focus of the previous chapter of the Phenomenology, the chapter on religion.  So when Hegel talks about the ‘surmounting of the object of consciousness’, he specifically means the object of religious consciousness – i.e. God.  Marx’s attempt to read what Hegel says here as characterizing his final position on objectivity itself is misguided.  CA follows Marx in this: he tells us that ¶788 ‘summarizes [Hegel’s] conclusions’ (p. 53), meaning the conclusions of the Phenomenology as a whole, when all it does is summarize the conclusions of the preceding chapter.

But be that as it may, there is clearly something in Hegel’s language here which does relate more generally to his considered position on objectivity.  In particular, Hegel’s insistence that, as Marx puts it, ‘the object of consciousness is nothing else but self-consciousness’ (386.36-37) is supposed to apply beyond the religious case to all other objects in general, if in a different ways.  Marx evidently takes Hegel’s emphasis on the character of absolute knowledge as self-knowledge, self-consciousness to reveal a latent solipsism.  Consciousness, ‘offended by … objectivity as such’, would ideally like to take refuge inside its own interiority.  But surely this is to misconstrue Hegel’s idealism.  In relation to the issue of knowledge of objects, that is those of the natural, material world, the insistence on self-consciousness should be taken simply to indicate Hegel’s commitment to the Kantian principle that ‘reason has insight only into that which it produces in accordance with a plan of its own’.  In knowing an object, consciousness is self-consciousness, for it knows what it itself has made of the object.

Third criticism: the identification of objectification with alienation

This third aspect of Marx’s critique follows from the second, with an additional premise.  If objectivity is inherently alien to consciousness, then any objectification which consciousness/spirit engages in will necessarily result in objects which are alien to it.   And consciousness/spirit must objectify itself in order to have itself as an object for itself.  Hence spirit is unavoidably alienated.  (Notice that I’ve started to refer to spirit – for I take it that it is spirit that objectifies itself, not, strictly speaking, consciousness.)

I have already tried to undermine the first premise, and hope to add to my case as I proceed.  In what follows, I will consider three issues: (a) the propriety of applying the term ‘alienation’ to Hegel; (b) what Hegel means by ‘other’; (c) the historical dimension to Hegel’s project.

(a) alienation?

One of the reasons Marx latches on so firmly to ¶788 of the Phenomenology is Hegel’s use there of the term Entäusserung to describe what is alleged to be spirit’s alienating self-objectification.  For Marx it is obvious that the process of Entäusserung results in a reality from which spirit – which produced it – is estranged.  Consequently, most of Marx’s translators and commentators have no qualms about translating the German term Entäusserung as ‘alienation’.  Once we follow them in this, the aptness of Marx’s criticism here becomes hard to deny.   But when reading Hegel in English, a different impression emerges.  Translators of the Phenomenology have tended to prefer the much more neutral term ‘externalization’, and thinking about what Hegel is describing in ¶788 in this way effectively blunts the force of Marx’s charge.  One of the many virtues of CA’s presentation is his alertness to this issue of translation.  He argues that Entäusserung should be translated as alienation (as opposed to externalization), thereby shoring up the Marxist critique.  But is he right to do so?  I shall try to argue that he is not, for the following three reasons:

1. First of all, the word ‘alienation’ of course contains the root ‘alien’ which we otherwise want to use to translate the German fremd and its cognates, as in ¶89 of the PhS cited earlier.  These fremd terms can also be rendered using ‘strange’ and related terms, as with ‘estrangement’ for Entfremdung.  Given the clear affinity between the ‘alien/strange’ family and fremd and its cognates, it seems unhelpful, if not misleading, to recommend ‘alienation’ as the translation for Entäusserung.

2. Secondly, CA’s decisions in this matter are primarily guided by the need to make good sense of Marx’s terminology.  Marx does use Entäusserung in a clearly negative sense, thus helping to justify its translation by alienation.  But this negative use is made possible by Marx’s utilization of the term Vergegenständlichung [i.e. objectification] to refer to a positive ‘externalization’.   Hegel, by contrast, only uses Entäusserung.  So by insisting on the same translation for both writers, what CA is in effect doing is foisting onto Hegel a much more negatively inclined construal of Entäusserung which makes sense in relation to Marx precisely because Marx can distinguish between Vergegenständlichung – good and Entäusserung – bad.  I would argue that it is a mistake to give to Hegel’s use of Entäusserung the connotations the term has for Marx.  This isn’t to deny that Hegel’s Entäusserung has negative connotations – the ‘sense of relinquishment [and] renunciation’ which CA adverts to – but just to insist that it also has the more positive connotations and thus for Hegel may be a much more neutral or at least ambivalent term than it is for Marx.
  
3. Thirdly, the only other justification for taking Hegel’s Entäusserung to be ‘alienation’ is of course the equation which Hegel is alleged to make between objectivity and estrangement.  But I don’t think that he makes this equation, so this is no reason.
Consequently, I’m sticking with ‘externalization’.

(b) is the other alien?

The key passage which Marx relies upon in pressing his charge that Hegel identifies objectification and alienation is the sentence from ¶788 of the Phenomenology given as his sixth extract.  Its significance for Marx is indicated both by the number of times he transcribes it (three: initially 388.11-14, then 391.26-29 and again 392.19-22) and his claim immediately following the last of these that ‘it is a compendium of all the illusions of speculation’ (392.23-24).

In the Early Writings translation it reads: ‘On the other hand, this other moment is also present in the process, namely, that self-consciousness has superseded and taken back into itself this alienation and objectivity, and is therefore at home in its other-being as such’.  I of course prefer to follow Miller in rendering Entäusserung here as ‘externalization’, and this is how it is given on the handout.

One thing to notice is that in Hegel’s original the only emphasized word is ‘its [seinem]’ in the final phrase – ‘its other-being as such’.  Marx’s first transcription already reveals his interest in the phrase, as he adds his own emphasizes: ‘is therefore at home in its other-being as such’ (388.13-14).  So he preserves Hegel’s emphasis and adds his own.  But in the subsequent two transcriptions he goes further still: we read ‘is therefore at home in its other-being as such’.  Notice that Marx almost entirely reverses Hegel’s emphases.

What Hegel means is that the religious object (i.e. God) is the externalization by self-consciousness of itself as something other; self-consciousness then comes to know that this is what it has done, such that it can reclaim its object as itself.  But the interest of the passage really comes in the final phrase, where Hegel concludes that the process of superseding externalization results in self-consciousness being ‘at home in its other-being as such’.  For Marx, this ‘other’ is alien; being at home in the other means being at home in what is alien; thus consciousness remains alienated – and knows it.   Consciousness ‘overcomes’ its alienation by coming to terms with it.

Thus Marx comments: ‘self-conscious man, in so far as he has acknowledged and superseded the spiritual world … as self-alienation [Selbstentäußerung], goes on to reaffirm it in this alienated [entäußerten] form and presents it as his true existence, restores it and claims to be at home in his other-being as such … Here is the root of Hegel’s false positivism or of his merely apparent criticism … So reason is at home in unreason as unreason.’  (392.35-40, 393.3-4, 6-7)

Arthur comments: ‘Hegel, therefore, has no solution to offer other than this pseudo-movement which preserves the realm of estrangement as a moment.  As he puts it, spirit is “at home with itself in its otherness as such”.  Simultaneously, spirit overcomes its estrangement from the world through knowing it as its own work, while preserving that world of estrangement in all the immediacy of its otherness.  (p. 66)

Marx’s criticism here rests on an implicit equation of ‘other’ with ‘alien’.  CA also appears to take the two terms as synonymous.  But is this right?  I would like to argue that it is not.  Let’s start by going back to the text from the ‘Introduction’ to the PhS which I quoted earlier: ‘In pressing forward to its true existence, consciousness will arrive at a point at which it gets rid of the semblance of being burdened with something alien [mit fremdartigem], with what is … some sort of “other” [als ein anderes ist]’ (¶89/56-57).
  So clearly there is sense in which the two terms go together, thus appearing to support the Marx-Arthur interpretation of ¶788.  But note the following:

· firstly, what Hegel says here is that what is alien is other, not the reverse;

· secondly, what is alien is an ‘other’ or some sort of ‘other’, not the other as such.

As a result, one might suppose that ¶89 allows for the possibility of non-alien forms of otherness.

This impression is confirmed when we look at other key passages.  First of all, consider Hegel’s first use of Entfremdung, which comes in the Preface, when he informs us that ‘otherness and alienation [Anderssein und der Entfremdung], and the over-coming of alienation [dem Überwinden dieser Entfremdung], are … serious matters’ (¶19/10).  As with ¶89, otherness and alienation are conjoined, but notice that it is only alienation that is overcome.  The two concepts are not co-extensive.
  

We read in the Encyclopaedia Logic, admittedly in an addition, but in terms very reminiscent of ¶788, that ‘freedom is being at home with oneself in one’s other [in seinem Anderen bei sich selbst zu sein]’ and is ‘only present where there is no other for me that is not myself [wo kein Anderes für mich ist, das ich nicht selbst bin].’ (EL §24A2/58).  Three things to note here:

i. Hegel doesn’t talk – here or elsewhere – to being at home in what is alien, but only in what is other;

ii. this other isn’t just any other, but one’s other – so there is a relation of identification, ownership, a relation which would seem to rule out the alienness referred to in ¶89;

iii. this other is myself, but there can of course be other others – ones which are either not myself or not yet known to be myself – and it is presumably these that can be experienced as alien.

So what is alien is always other, but not the other way around.  In so far as the other is one in which spirit or self-consciousness is at home, it is thereby not alien.

3. history

My third reason for contesting the alleged identification of objectification and alienation is that this criticism fails to take into account the historical dimension of Hegel’s Phenomenology.  Marx completely neglects to address the ways in which consciousness/spirit progressively overcomes the alien character of its various externalizations.  CA accurately reproduces this neglect in his reconstruction of Marx’s critique, and as he is providing a more articulated version of Marx’s position, it will help to start by considering what he says.

CA: ‘In order to know itself as what it is spirit must express itself in a medium other than itself – hence it must itself in the form of otherness.  This negation of itself is subsequently negated in turn, when spirit recognizes itself in these objective shapes…’ (p. 65).  Now note the reference to objective shapes – spirit’s expression must, it seems, take many forms.  We might also accordingly suppose that it would take time – historical time – for spirit to proceed through the series of externalizations sufficient for its none the less ultimately unsatisfactory self-expression.  But what this picture fails to convey is any sense that the series of externalizations is any way developmental, i.e. that spirit’s expressions are progressively more adequate as expressions of itself.  And it is precisely this character of spirit’s odyssey which CA’s presentation fails to take into account.  To be sure, CA goes on to observe that ‘In the middle part of the Ph masses of concrete historical material, involving actual estranged spheres of existence, are brought within [Hegel’s] framework…’ (p. 67), but this seems somewhat unsatisfactory as a characterization of Hegel’s historicism.  Note the word ‘masses’ here, which at least in this context suggests mere heaps of stuff.  No indication is given as to the complex developmental narratives in which this material is presented.

So my charge would be that Marx and Arthur are forced to ignore Hegel’s historicism in virtue of their insistence that for Hegel objectification is alienation.  Conversely, the fact that Hegel appears to insist that spirit achieves ever more adequate expressions of itself in history counts against the supposition that he has to treat objectification as alienation.

I should admit at this point that the issue is rather more complex than I’ve just stated, a complexity both indicated and disguised by the term ‘historicism’. 

CA recognizes that Hegel’s spirit externalizes itself in a variety of forms, yet seems obliged to deny that any of these forms are more adequate than the others, still less that they are progressively more adequate.  In so far as there is a picture of history here in CA’s characterization of Hegel, it would seem to be very much like that given by J.G. Herder in his writings of the 1770s.  Herder there describes how history involves the sequential presentation of different human perfections – each form of society has its own virtues (and vices), none is superior to the others, and it is only the on-going sequence that realizes humanity.  This conception is what is commonly known as historicism.  My contention would be that in so far as Marx and Arthur need to downplay Hegel’s progressivism, they are thereby committed to interpreting Hegel as a Herderian historicist.

The complication is of course that they are not straightforwardly wrong in doing so.  As Michael Forster has shown in some detail, there is a strong Herderian strain in Hegel.  This is, I think, particularly and relevantly apparent the very end of the last chapter of the Phenomenology.  The final paragraph describes history as ‘spirit emptied out [/externalized: entäusserte] into time’, a ‘becoming’ which ‘presents a slow-moving succession of spirits, a gallery of images … a succession in time in which one spirit relieved another of its charge and each took over the empire of the world from its predecessor’ (¶808/492).
   This is all very like Herder, even down to the ‘gallery of images’ idea.  And it is striking how little sense there is of any progressive momentum to the succession of spirits in this paragraph.  (By the way, this is not to say that a Herderian historicist can’t speak of progress, for the process of sequential unfolding of different aspects of humanity is in a sense progressive: the more that has been revealed, the better.)

However, this Herderian historicism, though certainly present in Hegel, and explicitly so at the very end of the Phenomenology, is not the whole story.  Running along side it is a progressivist historicism, in which the succession of shapes of spirit involves the advance of spirit to ever more adequate self-expressions.  This is particularly evident in ¶803/488, just before the close of the book, where Hegel portrays the work spirit undertakes over history to overcome its various alien [fremde] externalizations.

Consequently, my objection to Marx and Arthur has to be modified: they are forced to ignore the progressivist dimension of Hegel’s historicism in virtue of their insistence that for Hegel objectification is alienation, but at least have some justification for their identification of a non-progressivist historicism in the Phenomenology.  But otherwise I would claim that my criticism of their position retains its force.  (I shall return a little later to the importance of the Herderian historicism in Hegel.)

Fourth criticism: the failure to go beyond the ‘negation of the negation’ to the self-sustaining positive
Marx commends Hegel for displaying ‘the dialectic of negativity as the moving and producing principle’ (385.41-386.1).  But, as CA says, ‘there are problems with Hegel’s dialectic: it is abstract; it is conservative; and it is stuck at the stage of the negation of the negation’ (CA 70).  I will focus on the last of these aspects.

This line of criticism is particularly interesting because it seems to allow for a more positive construal of Hegel’s project.  It says that the problem with the dialectic is that it does not go far enough, not that it erroneously idealistic.  To see this, let us look at Marx’s most helpful illustration of the problem with a dialectic which doesn’t go beyond the negation of the negation, his treatment of atheism.
  As part of his discussion of ‘the Hegelian dialectic’, Marx writes that:

atheism as the supersession of God is the emergence of theoretical humanism … Atheism is humanism mediated with itself through the supersession of religion … Only when we have superseded this mediation – which is, however, a necessary precondition – will positive humanism, positively originating in itself, come into being.  (395.14-23)

The problem with atheism is that as an assertion of humanity it is still too bound up and engaged with the theism it opposes.  As Marx commented earlier in the Manuscripts, ‘atheism is a negation of God, through which negation it asserts the existence of man’ (357.37-38).  The idea of God is the original negation (the negation of humanity), and atheism is the negation of this negation.  However, what is required is to move beyond atheism, in the direction it itself points to, and thus arrive at ‘the positive self-consciousness of man, no longer mediated through the abolition of religion’ (357.41-358.1).  The example of atheism thus exemplifies the problem of a dialectic which sticks at the negation of the negation.  

But what has this got to do with Hegel?  On the face of it, not very much.  Marx evidently doesn’t think that Hegel is a secret atheist, in fact he thinks Hegel is too theistic (cf. 396.15-18).  Nor is it plausible to assume that Hegel’s philosophy concludes with a negation of the negation that is in any sense parallel to the atheist’s negation of the negation.  Indeed, Marx explicitly denies that Hegel even gets as far as the real negation of the negation: ‘In Hegel, therefore, the negation of the negation is not the confirmation of true being through the negation of apparent being [as it is in atheism].  It is the confirmation of apparent being or self-estranged being in its negation….’ (393.21-24).  Marx’s charge is that Hegel only gives us a pseudo-negation of the negation.  This is precisely what we would expect Marx to say in light of the third criticism.  To this extent, and this extent only, I think CA misrepresents Marx’s critique of Hegel: Marx cannot be objecting that Hegel fails to go beyond the ‘negation of the negation’ to the self-sustaining positive given that what Marx objects to is that Hegel fails even to get to the genuine ‘negation of the negation’.  And yet in so far as Hegel ought at least to get to the negation of the negation, his failure to do so is presumably a failure by his own lights.   This aspect of Marx’s critique thus coincides with the left-Hegelian immanent critique of Hegel’s timidity.  

So what is going on then with the stuff about the self-sustaining positive?  We should note that in the two places where Marx develops the line of thought about, the explicit object is ‘the Hegelian dialectic’ (381.25, 395.5-6, emphasis added), not Hegel’s dialectic.  Accordingly, the most likely target of this criticism would be the Young Hegelian construal of Hegel himself as a crypto-atheist, an interpretation most identified with Bruno Bauer.  Marx could then be read as saying “well, even if one tries to read Hegel in a more radical spirit, the best one can do is develop a kind of atheistic humanism which remains mediated by its opposite and is as such unsatisfactory, though a necessary transitional stage.”  This Hegelian position is moreover also flawed in that its ‘humanism’ is merely ‘theoretical’, whereas what is really needed is what Marx calls ‘practical humanism’ (395).

Consequently, the ‘negation of the negation’ criticism is twofold:

i. Hegel himself fails to live up to the promise of his own philosophy and deliver a genuine negation of the negation as its culmination (this is the left-Hegelian critique of Hegel, which Marx appears to be endorsing);

ii. But even if Hegel had got, as he should have but couldn’t, to the genuine negation of the negation, this would not have been sufficient, for the negation of the negation is itself inadequate (this is Marx’s criticism of the left-Hegelians).

We should now examine why Marx considers the negation of the negation to be inadequate.  Marx counterposes it in Feuerbachian fashion to ‘the absolute positive, the positive which is based upon itself and positively grounded in itself’ (381.39-40).  This isn’t very helpful.  The only sense I can make of ‘the absolute positive’ is is in terms of what it is not – which is of course to remain at the level of the negation of the negation, which the self-sustaining positive is supposed to be beyond.

Matters are clearer if we look at the negation of the negation itself.  Marx says that: ‘The positing or self-affirmation and self-confirmation present in the negation of the negation is … a positing which is not yet sure of itself, which is still preoccupied with its opposite, which doubts itself and therefore stands in need of proof, which does not prove itself through its own existence, which is not admitted’(382.16-21).  There is clearly something in this.  Going back to the issue of atheism, we can easily conceive of a kind of humanism which seems unhealthily and insecurely obsessed with religion (Richard Dawkins, A.C. Grayling?).  But is this quality really characteristic of the negation of the negation in all or even many of its forms?  Must the negation of the negation always involve the psychological negativity described in the passage just quoted?  I’m not sure that it must.  In the case in hand, it is also surely possible to conceive of a humanism which is more relaxed about religion, possibly because it (rather wishfully, perhaps) sees religion as a thing of the past.  Such a humanism would moreover deserve the label better, being able to see and indeed appreciate religion as a human product, if one now effectively surpassed.  –  In other words, a Hegelian humanism.

Marx objects to atheistic humanism because it is obsessed with ‘its opposite’.  This does seem a good reason to object to those atheistic humanisms which do display this trait.  But it is not obvious that all humanisms which understand themselves as having superseded religion need have this obsessive quality.  Moreover, Marx’s preferred ‘positive’ humanism, one which has completely extricated itself from its opposite, must cut itself off from the human past in a manner which could well be described as inhuman.

This then takes me back to the discussion of history.  Marx and Arthur are in fact right to claim that Hegel recommends spirit’s reconciliation with its alien incarnations.  But they seem to forget two things: 

· firstly, that this is a matter of spirit’s retrospective reconciliation with its past incarnations
 – it is not about being at home in what is in fact actual and alien;

· secondly, that this historical reconciliation goes hand in hand with spirit’s reconciliation with its present condition, a reconciliation which is only made possible by the progress spirit has achieved in moving through and beyond its previous incarnations.

I take Marx’s keenness for humanity to move on from ‘the negation of the negation’ to reveal a rejection of the entire project of retrospective reconciliation which Hegel evidently thinks is so important.  That does seem to me to be inhuman.  So, in conclusion, yes to the negation of the negation, no to the self-sustaining positive!

�   All such references are to the Pelican Marx Library Early Writings version of the Manuscripts.


�   Andrew Chitty also supports the translation of Entäusserung as alienation.  He emphasizes the Rousseauian antecedents of Feuerbach’s and Marx’s uses of the term (2005, p. 3), and of course Rousseau employs the French word ‘aliénation’ (e.g. SC 2.4.10, OC 3:375).  But this approach then causes a difficulty when it comes to Hegel.  AC rightly considers that the place in the Phenomenology where what Rousseau refers to as alienation is most evident is discussion of the struggle for recognition in Chapter 4.  However, Hegel does not use the term Entäusserung or any of its cognates at all in Chapter 4.  AC responds to this as follows: ‘Although Hegel does not use the term ‘alienation’ (Entäusserung) ... he could easily have done so’ (2005, p. 11).  But he didn’t, and the fact that he didn’t is surely significant.  The conclusion one could draw is that Hegel didn’t use Entäusserung at this stage of the Phenomenology as the relevant kind of externalization/objectification is not yet at issue.  [One would also need to consider §435 of the Encyclopaedia….]


�   CA cites this passage on p. 51, but omits the final phrase.


�   Kainz’s and Miller’s versions respectively.


�   CA cites this passage on p. 57, but doesn’t elaborate on it.


�   CA: ‘How does self-consciousness “surmount the object of consciousness” and “take it back into itself”?  Very schematically, one could say that, in collecting together the various determinations taken on by the object of consciousness as it is experienced throughout the path traversed by spirit, the totality of these determinations is grasped by spirit as its own self-determination … Er-Innnerung’  (p. 54)


�   Cf. also ¶679/413.


�  Putting to one side the parallel case of ‘communism’ – cf. 358.1-9, 365.3-18, 395.15-23.


�   And so to that extent estrangement is preserved – but in the recollection of the development of spirit.  Cf. CA: ‘It follows from this that the estranged forms taken on by spirit when it posits itself as objective remain as they are’ (p. 55) – yes, they remain as they are – past and gone.
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