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The Communist Ideal in Hegel and Marx by David MacGresr
(loronto: University of Toronto Press, 198#)

| The challenge contained in the title of this book,
'whlch holds that the communist idesl characterizes both
Hegel and Marx, is further stressed in the very first
paragreph of the Introduction to the whole work. There
Professor MacCregor holds that Hegel's Philogoph of.Ri h‘
“parallels” the theory of Marx *and throws even greater
light on our contemporary situation than the richly textured
analysis of Capital.” (p.3) He comes to this conclusion
without grappling with, or even mentioning, Marx's detailed,
paragraph by paragraph, tigque o 1ts Philo 0

Instead, ﬂacGragor reinforces his own view of ﬁabéllslién
'betwaen Hegel and Marx with his claim, this time in the -
'Introduction to the first chapter. thats "Hegel's uss of
the dialectic is identical with that of Marx.* (p. 11)

Now that MacGregor has turned the paralleliam into full
'idontity. he further extends hie analysis to political and

e L

'.aocial fields. It seems that nothing deters him from the

concept of paralloliam. even when he concedes that:: "For
Harx frnedom or rationality is identical with comnuniam
- and ie ultimatoly reached through development of the conp

'léiouunqsp of the proletariat and the overthrow of privaﬁgf;

property and social classes.” (p. 27)
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Quite the contrary. Not only does he there repeat
the c¢laim that "Marx's vision of communism also animates
Hegel®'s social and political theory,” but, in the last
chapter of his work, MacCGregor explains that Hegel developed
*a profound critique of bourgeois private property, eco-
nomic crises, and imperialism, which anticipates and, in

gome caseg, goes beyond Marx.” (p. 239)

In that final Chapter 8 (pp. 236 to 259) Pro-
fesmor MacGregor gathers all the threads of his 312 page
work.{whether the subject matter was Religion and Theology

'or~litenation and Kant, or even the modern world of Capi-

talian and Imperialism and what he calls *The Externsl

::Qf&"wtthat Hegal's vision and Marx g8 vision of a claasless

aocioty are'ldentical. : Tha rest of this review will,
;thereibra, foous on that last Ohapter 8.

Although. for this 23 page chapter, “Dialectie and
the Rational State.' Professor MacGregor has 132 fbotnotos.

'qthoy hardly add up to a rigorous analysis of Hegel‘s.dialqpt@pf

“‘Hii coh¢¢pt of Hegel's dialecﬁic method specifies that 1

'Thore are throe aspects or moments of dialectic method.® .
(p 241) He calls the first moment :ggggnijxgn * but what

\3_ho quotos from Hegel is not from any rirat stage of con-~»-

flclouunots or logic. but from Hegel's clinactic.\finnl

'oh;ptor 1n-3911ngn_gtdhﬂﬂiio *"The Absolute Idea”. HoreA.f
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iu.the firast sentence from Hegel which MacGregor asbbre-
viated: "From this .course the method has emerged as the

=kno o ha B » as the absolute,
both subjective and objective, for its aghjecg.ggttg;,-
consequently as the pure correspondence of the Notion
and its reality, as a concrete exiatence that 1: the Notion
itsslf.” (p.826, AV, Miller translation) Insofﬁf as
tracing and detailing what Hegel wes developing or'tha
dialectic in the Absolute, the textual dialectic simply
fails to materialize. instead. MacGregor turns to Hegel's

Introduction in the Science of logic where Hegel sayss

"the method ie the consciousness of the form of the inner %éT-'

self-movement of the content of 1ogic.' (p.53) MacGregor.
"fi-howevarg left out the two words, *of 1agia. o that you"? ;“,

| don't see that what Hegel 1s doing is contrasting vhat

”'“Qdialectic method is in the L ggic and in ghgnggggglggx

For what MacGragor callas the *second aspect of
dizlectic method,” naming it *method proper,* he again
docs not follow Hegel on the dialectic in the Doetrine of

-.the Notlon. ‘but this time turns to the -Introduction or the
a reference to
nngzglgpgg1g fbotnoting/baragraph 12, but not quuting 1#.‘
'"Thut paragraph 12 begins with a clear specitioation or itn
nubjoct nattera'The firet beginninga of philoaophy datj;trom

 :th0l. cravings of thought. It takes its depnrtura from

- Bxperience...”  This is nowhere near what the dialectic R
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is in the Absolute Ides.

MacGregor .considers “"exposition® to be the *"third
moment of the dlalectic.” He devotes the last section of
his fina) chapter (which he entitles »pDialactical Exposition
and the Rational State”) to fhis. The one time he returns
to quote Hegel on the dialectic as he develops it in the
Absclute Idea as “the individual, the goncrete, the gubject,”
he not only disregards Hegel's warning againat “the 1mpati§nce
thgt'insists merely on getting beyond the gggg;g;ngﬁg.“ but
turns to Hegel's Philosophy of Rimht and with:that turns:™:.
7£3é1nst Marxs “But the rational society Hegel envisions has

,rnpthing to do with the abstraction of the 'withering away

}gor'the state.'" (p. 25“)

It becomes. meerativa to establish unalbiguuucly-- 1. e..-
;concretely - that. far from the “withoring away of the
ZVState“ being a mere abstraction, it ° / the actuality of
‘the Paria Commune that showed Marx the workers had - ereatod
a nOnhstate form of workers' rule, Just as HacGregor makos

no refbrence to Harx's Critique of the Philo £ Ri

.so there is no reference to the existence of the Paris
connuno. What doos exist for MacGregor is the nonpoxiatenoo
or'Hogol'u rationnl state.” Thie ims exmctly why he could
‘not graup nnrx'l adhoranoo to the Hegelian dialoctic

" snroughout his 1ife and, AL the sape Sims, Merx'e trans-

‘"Qf !brnation of the revolution Hegel wrought La_nn;__!ennv

into Marx's philosophy of revolution. -
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Is it bacause MacGregor adheres more rigorously to

Hegel? Far from it. As we showed, MacGregor no sooner

touches the Hegelian dialectic at its highest point in the

Abeolute Idea than he runs away from the Absolute Method,

-~ Raya Dunaysvskaya
April 12, 1985
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April 12, 1985

Dear Chris Huxley:

.

Here 1g my review of David MacGregor's book. It
gngfmi.a great many more heédachgs than 1 expected,

hocguaa I love the twe subjects =~ Hegel gnd Marx --'so
much that I thought the study would be a geriduﬁ‘onq;-k

3§gt3h§1anndprod all over thélplggé.
'will ‘send me
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Toronto: University

i "_of .'ggtqnto Press, 1984.

","B'.:c{yi.awe'_d‘ by Raya Dunayevskaya, Chicago, Illinois

 Professor MacGregor holds that Hegel's Philosophy of Right "parallels' the theory
of Marx and "throws even greater light on our contemporary situstion than the richly
‘textured analysis of Capital.”(p. 3) He comes to thia conclusion without grappling

-with, or even mentioning, Marx's detailed, paragraph by paragraph, Critique of

'-,,‘.g_g_gell"s Philosophy of Right. Thus Professor MacGregor's very first paragraph of

i:ﬁe Introduction to the whole work stresses the challenge contained in the title

,f-‘rﬂé{'cdmm:l.st TIdeal in Hegel and Marx. He maintaing that the communist ideal ,cha;act?ﬁizéd

one ‘pt o._Aparallelism, even when he concedes that: MFor Marx freedom or




beyoﬁd Marx" even in the critique of private property that he devotes the whole

of-ﬁhat final chapter 8(pp. 236-259) to gathering all the threads of his 312-page

work (whethexr the subject matter was Religion and Theolegy or Alienation and Kaht,'

or even the modern world of'Capitalism and Imperialism and what he calls "The
External Capitalist State™), for the purpose of reinforcing his view that'Hegel's
 ‘v1qiog and Marx's vision of a classless society are "identical."

:Although,'for this 23-page chapter, - "Dialectic and the Rational State,"

f?rofesaor Hthregor has 132 footnotes, they hardly add up to a rigorous analysis

Hogel s dialectic. Hia concep: of Hcgel 8 dialectic method specifies that:
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Fo: what.mccregor calls the "second aspect of dialectic method,” naming it

'hethod proper," he again does not follow Hegel on the diaslectic in the Doctrine
of the Notion, but this time turns to the Introduction of the Encyclopedia,

footnoting a reference to paragraph 12, but not quoting 1t. That paragraph,

12 begiqe with a clear specification of its subject mattex: 'The firat beginnings

‘of philosephy ','::elate from these crayings of thought. It takes its departure

f?om Experienpe..." This is nowhere near what the dialectic is in the Absolute
: I..Idlea'..

MacGregor considers egosil:ion to be the "third moment of the dialectic".

dev tes?the Iaat section of his final chapter (which he entitles "Diaiecl::l.cal

tat: fom £ workers : rule.  Just as HaeGregor makes no. reference to. uu:x a

What: doea exi.st for nchregor is ‘the non-exist:ence of




rom it. As we showed, MacGregor no sooner touches the Hegelian dialectic at

dea than he runs away from Absolute Method.

i-‘_”.":l.ta h:l.ghdlt point in the Absolute I

Ro .wonder MacGregor could not grasp Marx's lifelong adherence to the Hegelian

"dialectic, its Absolute Method, since, at the same time, Marx transfonhed the

‘revolution Hegel wrought in philosophy into a philosophy of revolution.

Raya Dunayevskaya
(302 South Boulevard
Evanston, IL 60202)
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Tbe Commmmt Ideal in Hegel md Mm:r. By David MacGtcgor. ,
Toronto:. University of Toronto Press, 1984, Pp vili + 312,
$31.50. ISBN 0-8020-5616-4. I.C 83-168024.

(Edltors note: The following review was ongmaily published in thc latq Ms e
Dunaycvskaya s newspaper, News mm' Lettm. It appcars hcrc for :hc fust time.
ith Prof. MacGrcgor’s repl'y ).

The challcnge confain:d
uzitst ideal characierizes both. Hcgel and
ph’ of ! the,muoducuon
’;‘Y y M:M‘\ o_l.ds lhﬂt HegCIs‘} giirit 4 e
Q&LhMmu "“c,lq'_ﬂth“ro?r’s“." : ‘ligh X

¢ -M‘-bd‘;ﬁq .
Hes el’ “"N’ tof thc*‘dlalqcuc '
ﬂh \tlitned theipafa
A politicalidnd:social-fie)
y .w ._u-m‘ w Tays - {4
5‘}9‘9 "‘*u' rog é-:c. .:mmqkevgmw.vwwm.«

oy, .J.a i en»v;rr v‘(&-mﬁ_m%- nt:ﬁn\-b-n#m-«.rt.;mv duﬂ'l
1' folctati

@n: ‘J’. .;k ,\ e -c.,a 27)%“ JJ}_r-,':
:‘m::# Sgn‘,m\ Aenr, mocs-he th:?m Rpclsgh C!leS
d:"‘! h: .U. v::.\—- ﬂﬂ’a:nig!aa; -rzl‘-tlnsel Mial md po-u;"..'q.-
e ,.sssggf,%. J-Mﬁff’gﬁyﬂ%gnagggfw
'{m o ‘.; [ iy

felc; a AJ-,her .-w,»- ﬂ-.«\e‘x‘;

X

!n
15

u R -'\-"‘5“

"“Capr wr.r:-ws:g-;e??; I*n’>




192 THE OWL OF MINERVA

Hegel's dialectic. His concept of Hegel's dialectic method specifies: “There are
three ASPECts Of moments of dialectic method"” (p. 241), He calls the first mo-
ment "recogmition, ” but what he quotes from Hegel is not from any first stage
of consciousness or logic, but from Hegel's clmw:uc. final chapter of the
Science of Logic, “The Absolute Idea.” Here is the first sentence from Hegel .
which MacGregor abbreviated: “From this course the method has emerged as
the self- lr:owmg Norion that bas itself, as the absolute, both subjective and ob-
jective, for it subject matter, consequently as the pure correspondence of the
Notion and its reality, as a corictete existence that is the Notion itself” (from A.
V. Miller’s translation [New York: Humanities, 1969}, p: 826). Insofar as trac-
ing and detailing what Hegel was developing of the dialectic in the absolute, .
the textual dialectic sxmlﬁly fails to materialize. Instead, MacGregot turns to
Hegel's introduction to the Science of Logic where Hegcl says: “the method is
the consciousness of the form of the inner self-movement of the content of
logic” (Miller, p. 53). MacGregor, however, left out the two words, “of logic,”

" so that you don’t sec that what Hegel is doing is contrasting what dialectic

* method is in the Logsc and in the Phenomenology.
_ - Tor what MacGregor calls the "second aspect of dialectic method,” naming
“method proper, " he again does not follow Hegel on the diulectic in the Doc-
_ trme,of th;o‘l:louon, but: this ume ugns - to- the m:roducuon of the En-

_' “e.q.’:o:man"’ : m 1
f ﬁ' chaptcr (wl'm:h ccnutlés "Diilec

L turme, 385 d W
B tthemmggmlks;oag:y Hcge! cqytslons }';as,ﬂqthﬂg d
cti iol".'th “With efing away of the state”™" (p kzsd)‘ £
.rlt béc§"&1‘_ imperative : cstabhsh :'unam iguou

4 that‘:fa‘rh grom

\." ‘A! -w

-H o ) ] pe e g
R HegSliah dilertic thmushomh“hf‘ and; & thasam
m; PREY Nm-s n:,m .m Hfth lation’ cgcl_wtou"ht m L




. Yy
i

Fi oy
)

BOOK REVIEWS

Reply

. Now that I have caught my. breath afier the monster “run away from the
absolute idea,” and feeling properly chustened for tesorting to 132 footnotes in
& single chapter (us the Emperor said to Amadeus: “Too many notes, my dear
Mozart”), 1 want to point out some error -in Raya Dunayevskaya's review,
Marc's Critigue of Hegels "Phifosophy of Right" is mentioned first on page 7,
and is cited throughout The Communist Idedl, Refuting Marx's criticism of
Hegel is a ventral aim of the book, Dunayevskaya apparently does not agree
- that the bare structure of Hegel's dialectic contains the three moments, recogni- |
tion, method proper, and exposition, She does not state why she disagrees,
contending instzad (correctly) that | have deawn this interpretation from more
than one Hegelian source, Unhnrpily. she chooses to keep from her readers
what | actually suy about Hegel's logical method, in preference to an ad
hominem attack on the political and intellectusl credibility of my argument,
A major theust of The Communist Ideal is to reveal the historical and

sociological significunce of Hegel's Seience of Logic, and to display the deep in-

tezconnections between’ “the logic of pure thought” and the substantive
analysis of socicty and the starc in the 2, tlosophy of Right and elsewhere. The

. absolute idea is no night in which all cows are black, but constitutes instead
“rigorous - and: startling examination of the telationship between the self-
conscious human individual and the "social state.” Far from an idle dabblerin -
political economy, Hegel produced a theory of private property that effectively
- concludes the liberal tradition and opens the way to democratic socialist proper-

3

"ty relations, He albo constructed a theory of social class mor¢ cogent in my view,

wn sinything before or since, Contraty to detractors who dtgite that:Hegel 'ex
;c.!ud.ed.s-thc;e;veo;k'nf’?"'“‘ from thie:state, The: Communist ldeal srgiics th:
Hegel's business “class’ Is: preciselysithe contradictory. unity 6 work
;capitalist thut luter appeared in Mands social theory: The small: iy of ;
27iblureauérate emploped ‘tadsy by goversimicer, (albeit:celuctantly) o d
; Broblems of povery, pollution, worker and consumct safety, and so'for
prefigured Iy Hegel's universal clasai Manx lefc the hope fof commiinisi'tip
. citas é{@lﬁ.‘-bﬁen row of capitallsm;Hegel demonsirited the logical néceisi
27 (which of coune Includes opposition arid bloody conflict) of defmocratic s
nt fourided on-Individual freedom and economic democracy::-
.-%Hmld.idm.llvcHvﬁ:.n.eqf,!hp‘!e.:quﬂn ‘Bavarian‘castl
ites withanly incldental. grounding i reality, A’ Voratious’consuia.of
Itfcal:tconomy, from his. youtts snd a:tegulaf.feddet'of the ‘sadical
nthamite. Monning Ghrowicle, Hegel was profoundly distirbed by the misery
and opptensiiin brought by what Karl Polanyi ealled the “suizk utopia®)of nine:,

3
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Oty chplraliem What-wai ta be done sboit the 1agpéd ifiasses wh
uddled:In: Betlinj C oy London? How could the:indistrial/machiié thar
chitiried Away. b0 minpy, ‘.m-‘-“!.'“Bdﬂ@.iﬂd,'_kbqqoligdiIh:&-ﬁqg__’ i uigent
7 questions that confronted | el and for which he developed the world:shaking
S {achitlons eontalnd In'the Philorophy of Right, some biat not all hich were
;:-:tikéhft,:fibmw?(‘l‘hs-.@fqmmm.menffckro;,n.fet'.hi.s.sﬂlm Critigue, is Man
firit:res .Igﬂﬁsr_lphéhx-;-ngsph‘. analysis of Hegel's textbook.on poli
=101, hwve. triod.In T8’ Communist Idedl 1o show that Hege
cist. (han Manc was s Hegelian, T have.also attempred to
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Hegelian clements that influenced Marx at every stage of his life, but especially
" whea he wrote his mastetpicce, Capital, To give only one example, the young

‘Max found very amusing Hegel's description of the bureaucrat as honest, _
. upright, and polite; most commentators assume he kept his jeeting attitude,

: but Capiral does not bear this out. The ttue heroes of his analysis of capitalist
production, along with class conscious wotkets, ate the British bureaucrats who,
like the famous fncm? inspector Leonard Horner, stripped bare the ugly
dimensions of the profit system and fought to install a tegulatory state that
would fusther the interests, not of capital, but of the working class,

.. Most authors are spared double publication of a tiegutive teview, but in
the case of Rzﬁu Dunayevskaya's critique of The Communist Ideal in Hogel and
Marx (first published in News and Lesters in December 1985) 1 have hot been so
lucky, Nevertheless, I am fortunate that such a wetl-known scholar found the
‘book provocative enough to examine, however cursorily, Pethaps it is no sur-
prise that Dunayevskaya rejected or ignored its arguments, But 1 am grateful to
her for bringing my book to public notice, Like many others | have been sad-
dened by her untimely death, :

David MacGrégor
King’s College, London, Ontario

b
| I
\¢

v

DM:28;
PR

"
Ly

ral fespects; st of all, iy
time whiﬁh_:it_‘.‘sp eals s riot
ntially & work on' Hegel, bue

licistic’ thoughs . I
P haught

\

) ! 4 _’i;m
‘and;even.as’faf’ back 'as Parmenides,
book without fuch fuss identifies

pointedly, does not erase thelr di




