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Abstract

This paper forms part of a research project investigating conceptions of the relationship between micro-level self-seeking agent behaviour and the desirability or otherwise of the resulting macro-level social outcomes in the history of economics.  

For reductionist writers such as Friedman and Lucas, individuals are ‘Robinson Crusoes’, and macro-level economic phenomena are simply the aggregate of their isolated micro-level activities.  Individual utility maximisation implies social welfare maximisation and hence government intervention is nugatory.  Writers such as Smith and Hayek realise that the world is more complex: the whole is not simply the sum of the parts, as elements are related to each other.  Individuals are ‘merely the foci of the network of relationships’ (Hayek).  To reconcile their holistic ontology with a conservative policy prescription, these writers posit various invisible hand mechanisms which ensure the spontaneous emergence of desirable social outcomes on the basis of individual self-seeking behaviour.  

Keynes and Marx also adopt a holistic stance, but deny any benign invisible hand: individual self-seeking behaviour in a world of significant externalities issues in significant sub-optimalities, justifying extensive state intervention in the economy.   For Keynes ‘there is no design but our own ... the invisible hand is merely our own bleeding feet moving through pain and loss to an uncertain ... destination’, but for Marx there is indeed a design which is not our own, a design without a designer.  Like Hayek, Marx believes this design to be emergent at the macro level, but for Marx, unlike Hayek, because it is not our own design, it is alien to us.  In the absence of directly social activity, atomistic behaviour spontaneously arranges itself into self-augmenting parasitic networks of social relationships – states and capitals.  Societies of individual humans thus become dominated by interests alien to those of the individuals comprising them.
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1
Introduction
This paper forms part of – and, indeed, the intended conclusion to – a research project investigating conceptions of the relationship between micro-level self-seeking agent behaviour (individual rationality), on the one hand, and the desirability or otherwise of the resulting macro-level social outcomes (collective rationality), on the other, in the history of economics.  

I have argued previously (Denis, 2001, 2004) that many economists, including Adam Smith, Malthus, Friedman, Lucas, Marx, Keynes and Hayek, have started from a pre-existing social philosophy, a conception of a desirable social order and an appropriate policy framework, and have then attempted to establish an economic theory to underpin that prescription.  Their economics can thus be understood as a rhetorical strategy, a sustained attempt to persuade us of their prior standpoint.  Writers such as Friedman and Lucas, I argued, adopt a reductionist rhetorical strategy in that, for them, the individual agent is a ‘Robinson Crusoe’ (Friedman, 1962: 13), and macro-level economic phenomena are simply the sum of the individual, micro-level activities of those isolated agents.  The whole is the sum of the parts.  Apparent macro-level pathology, such as unemployment, is explained away as the aggregate of individual, and hence presumably rational, trade-off decisions, such as that between leisure and income (Lucas, 1987: 67-68).  

However, the prisoners’ dilemma is the canonical demonstration that individual rationality cannot be assumed to lead to collective rationality: where externalities exist, Nash equilibria issue in Pareto inefficient outcomes (Denis, 2001: 34-51).  More holistic writers such as Smith and Hayek realise that the world is more complex than the reductionist account assumes: the whole is not simply the sum of the parts, but, on the contrary, elements are related to each other, and it is on the basis of those relations that novelty emerges at higher levels.  Individuals, according to Hayek, ‘are merely the foci in the network of relationships’ (Hayek, 1979: 59).  

In order to reconcile their holistic ontology with their conservative policy prescription, of laissez-faire, for example, or defence of the status quo, these writers, I suggested, have to posit a mechanism which ensures the spontaneous emergence of desirable social outcomes on the basis of individual self-seeking behaviour (Denis, 2004).  Although social welfare maximisation is not simply individual utility maximisation writ large, nevertheless we can act as if it were: we can assume the same relation between individual and collective rationality as the reductionists do.  For Smith (Denis, 2005a), the mechanism fulfilling this task was the invisible hand of a benign deity which guides us to ‘the greatest possible quantity of happiness’ (Smith, 1976: VI.ii.3.1).  For Hayek (Denis, 2002a), the corresponding mechanism is an evolutionary process in which those modes of social interaction which guide the individual towards socially desirable behaviour are selected for.  

I have identified Malthus (Denis, 2005b) as an interesting case, as he switches rhetorical strategy.  His first Essay on Population is firmly within the providentialist camp of Smith and Dugald Stewart, referring to the Deity as ‘that Being who first arranged the system of the universe, and for the advantage of his creatures, still executes … all of its various operations’ (Malthus, 1970: 70-71).  The Second Essay, however, goes over to a more secular and reductionist account consistent with Lucas and Friedman: externalities are assumed away and unaided individual self-interest can guide atomistically conceived individuals to socially desirable outcomes.  

The case of Maynard Keynes (Denis, 2002b) underlines the importance for conservative rhetoric of the additional assumption of a mechanism such as the invisible hand or Hayek’s evolutionary process, by showing what happens when an economist adopts the holistic stance of Smith and Hayek, but rejects any such invisible hand process.  Then individual self-seeking behaviour in a world of significant externalities leads to significant sub-optimalities.  The basis is laid for extensive supervision of the economy by the state, and far-reaching intervention.  Keynes’s work can thus be understood as expressing a rhetorical strategy of dirigisme.  

This paper takes the argument a stage further by considering the case of Karl Marx.  As noted above, I have argued that in the case of many eminent economists, their work can be regarded as a rhetorical strategy, an attempt to convince us of the validity of a specific social philosophy and policy framework.  Clearly Marx is a salient instance and surely the claim that Marx wishes to convince us of a programme of proletarian revolution needs no detailed support.  I have also classified the political economists I have considered according to whether the rhetorical strategy they adopted was reductionist or holistic, according to the view they would take on the claim that the whole is just the sum of the parts.  Marx’s standpoint is clearly in the holistic tradition with Smith, Hayek and Keynes.  This is can be illustrated by reference to a single example, concerning his theory of value.  It is well-known that Marx regards the value of a commodity as determined by the quantity of labour time which has gone into producing it.  What is less well understood is that, by this, Marx means the fraction of the total labour power available to the society which it is socially necessary to consume in the production of the commodity (Marx, 1954: 291; Marx, 1959: 187).  Marx starts with the totality, the pool of labour power available to the society as a whole, and regards the labour of the individual as only having social meaning, as only being valued, in relation to that totality.  Hegel, too, commends “the philosophic notion of always treating the part in relation to the whole” (Hegel, 1967: §261)
.  The issue of Marx’s, and indeed Hegel’s, holism will be an underlying theme of much of the remainder of the paper.  

If Marx agrees with Smith and Hayek on the holistic nature of the world we inhabit, he, like Keynes, parts company with them on the question as to whether there is any invisible hand mechanism guaranteeing the spontaneous emergence of socially desirable consequences of individual activity.  Whereas Keynes, however, argues that ‘there is no design but our own ... the invisible hand is merely our own bleeding feet moving through pain and loss to an uncertain … destination’ (Keynes, 1981: 474), Marx believes, on the contrary, that there is indeed a design which is not our own, a design without a designer.  Like Hayek, Marx believes this design to be emergent at the macro level, but for Marx, unlike Hayek, because it is not our own design, it is alien to us.  In the absence of directly social activity, atomistic behaviour spontaneously arranges itself into self-augmenting parasitic networks of social relationships – states and capitals.  Societies of individual humans thus become dominated by interests alien to those of the individuals comprising them.

Marx has, of course, left a huge corpus of writings; one to which subsequent writers on Marx have added hugely.  This paper will investigate the theme by concentrating on an early – and unpublished – fragment, The Critique of Hegel’s Doctrine of the State of 1843 (Marx, 1975: 58-198)
.  A more detailed description of Marx’s Critique and its target may be found in the Appendix to this paper.  Marx’s manuscript sets out a clear and coherent account of the modern state as a macro-level entity parasitic on the human substrate constituting it.  While Marx does not discuss capital in his fragment, I will follow Colletti (1974) in arguing that the essence of Marx’s later theory of capital is implicit to his argument in the Critique.  

2.
Hegel’s project

To understand Hegel’s intentions in the passages of the Philosophy of Right (Hegel, 1967) in question, and the Critique which Marx develops in the Early Writings volume (Marx, 1975), we need to locate the argument he develops within the overall context of his philosophical project.  This section sets out my understanding of Hegel’s project.  That understanding is very much in line with that pithily set out by Kincaid in a recent issue of Historical Materialism, and described as the “traditional, and most widely accepted reading of Hegel” (Kincaid, 2005: 30), and, in particular, the seminal account presented in Chapter 2, ‘Hegel’s Political Philosophy Reconsidered’, of Avineri’s book, The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx (Avineri, 1968: 8-40).  
The Appendix to this paper locates Hegel’s doctrine of the state within the context of the structure of his philosophy as a whole.  The significance of this structure is that we are faced here, not with an external arrangement of subjects, but the path which Geist (spirit or mind) is obliged to take in its necessary process of self-actualisation.  

Hegel explicitly characterises the notions he is addressing in theological terms:

“The objects of philosophy … are … the same as those of religion.  In both the object is Truth, in that supreme sense in which God and only God is the Truth.  Both go on to treat the finite worlds of Nature and the human Mind, with their relation to each other and to their truth in God.”  (Hegel, 1975: §1) 

Hegel begins the argument of the Smaller Logic with the simplest possible category, Being (§84), explaining that 

“Being itself and the special sub-categories of it which follow, as well as those of logic in general, may be looked upon as definitions of the Absolute, or metaphysical definitions of God … If we enunciate Being as a predicate of the Absolute, we get the first definition of the latter.  The Absolute is Being.  This is … the well-known definition of God as the sum of all realities.  It means, in short, that we are to set aside the limitation which is in every reality, so that God shall be only the real in all reality, the superlatively real.”  (Hegel, 1975: §§85-86) 

This deity (or Geist) continually develops itself through a dialectical process until at the end of Part 3 of the Encyclopaedia we reach the notion of philosophy, the final sentence of the exposition of which is “The eternal Idea, in full fruition of its essence, eternally sets to work, engenders and enjoys itself as absolute Mind.” (Hegel, 1971: §577).  He repeats the point that “the content of religion and philosophy is the same” (Hegel, 1971: §573, p 303).  At the end of §573 (Hegel, 1971: 312) Hegel emphasises that “The esoteric study of God … is philosophy itself.”  He immediately adds “This notion of philosophy is the self-thinking Idea, the truth that is aware of itself – the logical system, but with the signification that it is universally approved and certified in concrete content as in its actuality” (Hegel, 1971: §574).  So for Hegel philosophy is the study of the eternal Idea, God, but that study is not an activity standing outside this eternal work of the Idea; on the contrary, philosophy is just as essential a moment of the progress of Geist as any other: only in the form of the human activity of philosophising does Geist become fully “approved and certified” as the self-thinking Idea, as truth which is aware of itself.  

So the reality we face is manifold, but, according to Hegel, everything in it is united by the condition that it represents a particular phase of the coming-to-be, the self-actualisation, of Geist.  In this way, Hegel makes each thing in the world the end product of a Dialectic standing outside the world, the Dialectic of Geist, so that the thing becomes a shell, a vehicle, a mere form, filled not with its own content but with a content alien to it.  The real is understood as lacking its own reality, and having the status of an expression of another reality; the world of experience has only a formal and symbolic reality as finite phases of existence of the infinite self-actualising Idea.  

This presentation of the world is intimately connected with Hegel’s policy objectives.  His project is essentially one of reconciliation, a point he makes explicitly at the outset in two of his works.  In the Introduction to the Smaller Logic he writes “it may be held the highest and final aim of philosophic science to bring about … a reconciliation of the self-conscious reason [ie the human mind] with the reason which is in the world – in other words, with actuality” (Hegel, 1975: §6).  He then repeats the point he had made in the Preface to the Philosophy of Right, that the real is the rational, and vice versa.  As he put it in the earlier work: 

“What is rational is actual and what is actual is rational … to recognize reason as the rose in the cross of the present and thereby to enjoy the present, this is the rational insight which reconciles us to the actual, the reconciliation which philosophy affords … this book, then, containing as it does the science of the state, is to be nothing other than the endeavour to apprehend and portray the state as something inherently rational.” (Hegel, 1967: 11-12).  

So Hegel’s project is a fundamentally conservative one, in that his aim is to reconcile his audience to the world as it is.  

3.
Marx’s critique of Hegel’s dialectic and political philosophy 
a.
Introduction
A critical concept in this paper will be that of Marx’s ascription of a double hypostatisation to Hegel, and to the modern state.  It is therefore necessary to establish first what is meant by the term hypostatisation.  Two brief examples of the use of the term will illustrate its meaning: According to Ludwig von Mises, “The worst enemy of clear thinking is the propensity to hypostatize, i.e., to ascribe substance or real existence to mental constructs or concepts” (Mises, 1978), while Kant says of the dogmatists that “they hypostatize what exists merely in thought, and take it as a real object existing … outside the thinking subject”.  (Kant cited in Sorensen, 2003: 299-300
).  In its original meaning, a hypostasis was something standing (stasis) beneath (hypo), a foundation for the things above, but not requiring a foundation itself.  Hence it came to mean something which was ascribed an independent existence, with the implicit criticism that the ascription was false.  To hypostatise thus means to take an abstraction or an aspect of something real, and to ascribe it independent reality.  For example, to claim or assume that alongside all the red objects in the world, there is also redness, would be a hypostatisation.  The charge of hypostatisation is a venerable one: Plato has ever been indicted for hypostatising forms and making imperfect, visible entities the expression of perfect, but invisible forms.  Instead of things having a form, the order is reversed and it is the forms which have things.  

As this example of hypostatisation in Plato shows, it is an easy step from the view that there is redness, as well as all the things which are red, to the notion that the red things are merely the expressions of this independently existing redness.  This is the double hypostatisation which Marx identifies in Hegel.  The first hypostatisation is the ascription of independent existence to redness: instead of it being an attribute of all the red things and hence dependent on them, it is separated from them and ascribed its own independent reality.  The second hypostatisation is the process by which the idea of redness expresses itself in red things, the process by means of which the idea supposedly extrudes material objects.  What we have at the end is exactly what we started with – independently existing objects – but now they are understood in a specific way, they have been interpreted as the result of a process of realisation of an idea
.  

A conception of scientific method is central to Marx’s standpoint in the Critique: it is a methodological critique of Hegel.  The immediate, the falsely concrete, the given, experience, phenomena, the appearances of the world, the surface of things, the real as it presents itself to us – appears as self-sufficient, as cut off from the rest of the world in time and space, as separate and static.  We have to penetrate those appearances and grasp the essence of the phenomena, via a simultaneous process of analysis and synthesis.  We have to recognise that the falsely concrete is actually highly abstract, abstracted from the rest of the world and from its own past and future.  The real is a unity of many determinations: analysis teases out those determinations; synthesis recombines them, reconstituting the concrete as ideally concrete: “Along the first path the full conception was evaporated to yield an abstract determination; along the second, the abstract determinations lead towards a reproduction of the concrete by way of thought” (Marx, 1973: 101).

Marx argues that Hegel betrays this procedure, starting with an abstraction which is hypostatised, the Absolute (the deity, or Geist), which then has to realise itself in the actual – another process of hypostatisation.  So the integrity of both processes, of abstraction and analysis, on the one hand and of realisation and synthesis, on the other, is compromised.  In Hegel, firstly, instead of an analysis which starts with the given and abstracts determinations from it to obtain universals, the reality of the thing is simply forgotten, put aside, or denied, and it is replaced with a pre-existing, all-purpose universal, the Absolute.  (So instead of being an immanent negation, this is an external one: it therefore contradicts Hegel’s own understanding of negation set out in the Science of Logic (Hegel, nd: §62)).  Secondly, since, according to Marx, it is impossible to reconstitute the concrete as ideally concrete with this universal, which was not actually derived from this phenomenon in the first place, the show of doing so must be false, mystical, and must at some point simply smuggle back in the appearances which were summarily ignored in the first place, plus whatever accretions of prejudice happen to occur to the person performing this exercise.  

In the Critique Marx refers to these two processes as ‘political spiritualism’ and ‘crass materialism’ (174); later, in the Paris Manuscripts of 1844, he lambastes Hegel’s “uncritical positivism and equally uncritical idealism” (Marx, 1975: 385).  The result is apologetic: instead of displaying the given in its origin and decease, in its connection and dependency on the world, its false concreteness is confirmed and touched with the sanctity of the absolute.  Instead of the thing being the mode of appearance of its own dialectic, in transition between its past and its future, it is presented as the terminus of a process of realisation of the absolute.  Its own dialectic is denied and it is given a new dialectic.  But the latter is no longer a temporal one, but a logical one.  We have substituted a terminating process for permanent change.  This is the difference in evolutionary theory between ontogeny and phylogeny (Denis: 2001: 156-158).  Ontogeny, the development of the individual, terminates with the individual’s maturity; phylogeny, the evolution of species, is an open, non-terminating process.  Ontogenetic processes alone are teleological, since immature phases are means to the end of producing the mature individual.  The Whig interpretation of history is an ontogenetic standpoint, regarding its own time as the culmination, the goal of history.  Hegel’s dialectic inevitably has the same tendency.   

The content of Marx’s critique of Hegel’s standpoint is thus its combination of an uncritical idealism with an equally uncritical materialism.  Marx’s claim is that instead of following, passively observing, the immanent dialectic within each object of study, Hegel (a) denies this inner dialectic in the thing and (b) ascribes to it the one Dialectic of the absolute idea, the deity.  The real is thus robbed of its conditional rationality, rationality in its becoming, and reduced to being a mere vehicle or vessel of another rationality, an alien rationality, the absolute rationality of the absolute idea, a finished rationality, rationality which has already become.  To explain the empirically existing, an attempt is made to deduce it from the absolute idea, or the idea of a specific phase of its process, such as the idea of the state.  But, as Marx says, a bridge between the two can never be built (69), and all that happens is that the empirically given is smuggled back in again, not theoretically mastered, but transfigured by the touch of the divine.  

b.
The critique of Hegel’s methodology
Marx begins the extant fragment (58) with a consideration of §261.  The real critique, however, starts to emerge (61-63) in the discussion of §262.  Hegel says that 

“The real Idea is mind, which sundering itself into the two ideal spheres of its concept, family and civil society, enters upon its finite phase, but it does so only in order to rise above its ideality and become explicit as infinite real mind.  It is therefore to these ideal spheres that the real Idea assigns the material of this its finite reality, viz. human beings as a mass, in such a way that the function assigned to any given individual is visibly mediated by circumstances, his caprice and his personal choice of his station in life.”  (§262) 

Marx comments that 

“This development is remarkable … The family and the state are conceived as conceptual spheres of the state … It is the state which is sundered into them and presupposes them.  It does so ‘in order to rise above its ideality and become explicit as infinite real mind’ … The so-called ‘real Idea’ (mind as infinite and real) is represented as acting in accordance with a specific principle and with a specific intention.  It divides into finite spheres and it does this ‘in order to return to itself, to exist for itself’ … The logical, pantheistic mysticism emerges very clearly at this point.” (61) 

Marx notes the key point that for Hegel, the real agent is the ‘real Idea’ or mind (Geist), in its particular phase of the state.  Hegel had started the section of the Philosophy of Right on the State with the lapidary statement that “The state is the actuality of the ethical Idea” (§257).  “The state is mind on earth and consciously realizing itself there”, he continues, “the march of God in the world, that is what the state is” (§257 Addition, p 279).  Marx notes that Hegel understands the state as being active, as acting with a particular intention, namely its own perpetuation, as acting “in such a way that it is just as it really is”.  For Hegel, he says, the ‘real Idea’ is active and the real agents, ‘human beings as a mass’ are a passive material to be assigned to their various functions by the state:  

“the family and civil society are the preconditions of the state; they are the true agents; but in speculative philosophy it is the reverse.  When the Idea is subjectivized the real subjects – civil society, the family, ‘circumstances, caprice etc.’ – are all transformed into unreal, objective moments of the Idea”  (62)
. 

Marx points out that two things are happening here: the real is made unreal, and the unreal real.  According to Hegel, the occupation the individual finds himself in is ‘visibly’, that is, in appearance, the result of his own choices, but in reality, it is the result of the operations of Geist to generate and sustain itself as the state.  Marx comments:

“The real relationship is ‘that the assignment of the material of the state to any given individual is mediated by his circumstances, his caprice and his personal choice of his station in life’.  This fact, this real relationship is described by speculative philosophy as appearance, as phenomenon.  These circumstances, this caprice and this personal choice of a station in life, this real mediation, are merely the appearance of a mediation which the real Idea performs on itself and which takes place behind the scenes.  Reality is not deemed to be itself but another reality instead.  The ordinary empirical world is not governed by its own mind but by a mind alien to it” (61-62).

Here in a nutshell is Marx’s entire theory of alienation.  First set the real world aside and in its place posit the oxymoronic hypostasis of a ‘real Idea’.  Then  have that ‘real idea’ materialise itself in the world as, say, the individual’s choice of an occupation.  Thus the individual’s choice is not what it seems: it is a form, a vehicle for a mystical process originating outside the world.  The individual’s choice is not his choice, but the choice of an alien mind: it is alienated choice and his activity is alienated activity.  

Marx points out that the procedure adopted by Hegel has apologetic consequences:

“Thus empirical reality is accepted as it is; it is even declared to be rational.  However, it is not rational by virtue of its own reason, but because the empirical fact in its empirical existence has a meaning other than itself.  The fact that serves as a starting-point is not seen as such but as a mystical result.  The real becomes a mere phenomenon, but the Idea has no content over and above this phenomenon.  The Idea, moreover, has no goal beyond the logical one to ‘become explicit as infinite real mind’.  In this paragraph we find set out the whole mystery of the Philosophy of Right and of Hegel’s philosophy in general.”  (63-64)

As has already been indicated, the Hegelian philosophy as whole is characterised, in Marx’s view, by ‘logical, pantheistic mysticism’ – as Hegel puts it at the end of the Encyclopaedia, the Deity, as “the self-thinking Idea [is] … the logical system … universally approved and certified in concrete content” (Hegel, 1971: §574).  The process of realisation of the Idea is the acquisition, by the categories of the Logic, of ‘concrete content’.  The significance of the concrete is thus not its own significance but the significance of the logical categories to which it lends approval and certification.  This understanding emerges clearly in Marx’s comment on §§263-266:

“The transition from the family and civil society to the political state takes the following form: the spirit of those spheres, which is implicitly the spirit of the state, now behaves as such to itself and becomes real to itself as their inner truth.  Thus the transition does not result from the particular nature of the family, etc., and the particular nature of the state, but from the universal relationship of freedom and necessity.  We find exactly the same process at work in the Logic in the transition from the sphere of Essence to that of the Concept.  In the Philosophy of Nature, the same transition can be observed from Inorganic nature to Life.  It is always the same categories which are made to supply now one sphere and now another with a soul.  The problem is merely to discover the appropriate abstract determinations to fit the individual concrete ones.”  (64-65)

Again, in §267 Hegel writes that the logical category of ‘necessity in ideality’ developed in the previous two paragraphs “is the inner self-development of the Idea.  As the substance of the individual subject, it is his political sentiment [patriotism
] … as the substance of the objective world, it is the organism of the state, i.e. it is the strictly political state and its constitution.”  Marx comments:

“The subject here is ‘necessity in ideality’, ‘the inner self of the Idea’, the predicate – political sentiment and the political constitution.  In plain words this means: political sentiment is the subjective substance of the state, the political constitution its objective substance … The crux of the matter is that Hegel everywhere makes the Idea into the subject, while the genuine, real subject, such as ‘political sentiment’, is turned into the predicate.”  (65)

This is the famous ‘subject-predicate inversion’, which Marx adopted from Feuerbach (Colletti, 1974: 22-24; Avineri, 1968: 10-12).  But this is only using new words to make the same point as earlier, that ideas are abstractions from features of the world and remain attributes of them, but for Hegel, ideas have taken on a life of their own, and real features of the world are demoted to mere passive attributes or predicates of these animated ideas.  Marx also makes the point that transition is rendered meaningless by this procedure, for a transition, from the family and civil society to the state, for example, is a mere appearance; each of these spheres expresses a logical category, and the transition between them has been documented for all time in the Logic.  “We are not shown how family and civil sentiment, and family and social institutions, as such are related to political sentiment and political institutions” – to do so would be inconsistent, both pointless and wrong in the Hegelian schema, since the empirical transitions are merely appearances, the real transitions being those between the logical categories.  

In the passage just cited from §267, Hegel introduced the key idea that “the strictly political state and its constitution” constitute an organism.  He had already made this claim, without discussion in §259, where he is simply telling us what the contents of the sub-section on the state will be.  Perhaps Marx commented at least briefly on the claim in the lost four pages.  Hegel gives more substance to the idea in §269: 

“The patriotic sentiment acquires its specifically determined content from the various members of the organism of the state.  This organism is the differentiation of the Idea into various elements and their objective reality.  Hence these different members are the various powers of the state with their functions and their spheres of  action, by means of which the universal continually engenders itself, and engenders itself in a necessary way because their specific character is fixed by the nature of the concept.  Throughout this process the universal maintains its identity since it is itself the presupposition of its own production.  This organism is the political constitution.” (§269)
Marx has some sympathy with this conception of the state as an organism:

“It is a great step forward to have seen that the political state is an organism and that, therefore, its various powers are … to be seen as … the product of living, rational divisions of functions … Hegel, however, talks here of the Idea as of a subject that becomes differentiated into its members.  Apart from the reversal of subject and predicate, the appearance is created that there is an idea over and above the organism.  The starting-point is the abstract Idea which then develops into the political constitution of the state.  We are not concerned with a political Idea but with the abstract Idea in a political form … Hegel’s sole concern is simply to re-discover ‘the Idea’, the ‘logical Idea’, in every sphere, whether it be the state or nature, whereas the real subjects, in this case the ‘political constitution’, are reduced to mere names of the Idea so that we are left with no more than the appearance of true knowledge.  They are and remain uncomprehended because their specific nature has not been grasped.”  (p 66-67)  

So we are faced with a hypostatised Idea – “the appearance … that there is an idea over and above the organism” – which, in political form seeks to realise itself as the various elements and powers of the state.  However, Hegel’s claim, that the universal “engenders itself in a necessary way because their specific character is fixed by the nature of the concept”, fails since ‘the nature of the concept’ tells us nothing about the specific character of the organism – the latter, Marx points out might just as well be an animal, or a solar system (67, 69).  According to Hegel, Marx says, “the various powers [of the state] are not determined ‘by their own nature’ but by something alien to them.  Similarly their necessity is not to be found in their own essence … Rather, their fate is predestined by the ‘nature of the concept’” (70)

“The goal [Hegel] hopes to reach is to define the organism as the political constitution.  But he has failed to construct a bridge leading from the general idea of the organism to the particular idea of the organism of the state or the political constitution.  Moreover, even if we wait to the end of time it will never become possible to construct such a bridge … Hegel has done no more than dissolve the ‘political constitution’ into the general, abstract idea of the ‘organism’.  In appearance and in his own opinion , however, he has derived the particular from the ‘universal Idea’.  He has converted into a product, the predicate of the Idea, what was properly its subject.  He does not develop his thought from the object, but instead the object is constructed according to a system of thought perfected in the abstract sphere of the logic.  His task is not to elaborate the definite idea of the political constitution, but to provide the political constitution with a relationship to the abstract Idea and to establish it as a link in the life-history of the Idea – an obvious mystification.”  (69-70)

Summarising this argument a few pages later Marx writes:

“Hegel’s true interest is not the philosophy of right but logic.  The task of philosophy is not to understand how thought can be embodied in political determinations but to dissolve the existing political determinations into abstract ideas.  The concern of philosophy is not the logic of the subject-matter but the subject-matter of the logic … If we omit the concrete determinations, which might easily be exchanged for those of another sphere, such as physics, and which are therefore inessential, we find ourselves confronted by a chapter of the Logic … the entire Philosophy of Right is no more than a parenthesis within the Logic.” (73-74)

c.
Marx on Hegel’s political philosophy
For the first 25 pages or so, the Critique has been directed against Hegel’s mode of procedure, his methodology, and has had little to say about the specifically political ideas that Hegel endorses.  In his comments on §279 Marx now begins to turn to Hegel’s political philosophy.  Marx is particularly irritated by Hegel’s derivation of the monarch from the Idea: 

“Sovereignty … comes into existence only as subjectivity … 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 … Hence this absolutely decisive moment of the whole is not individuality in general, but a single individual, the monarch.” (§279)
One might think this a particularly glaring instance of hypostatisation, but Marx points out that it is also wholly sophistical – as indeed the procedure is apt to be – since one might just as well argue (84) that personality and subjectivity are only true as attributes of persons and subjects, hence sovereignty subsists in the people.  Indeed, it is quite mistaken to take the truth of individual personality to be a single , isolated individual, since this is to strip away the social essence of the person, leaving only his animal body.  Hegel, Marx says, “forgets that the essence of the ‘particular person’ is not his beard and blood and abstract Physis [nature, body, corporeality], but his social quality” (77-78).  In Hegel’s account, he remarks, “sovereignty, the dignity of the monarch, comes about through birth.  The body of the monarch determines his dignity.  At the apex of the state mere physicality, and not reason, is the deciding factor.  Birth determines the quality of the monarch as it determines the quality of cattle.”  (91)  this again shows how the ‘political spiritualism’ of the idealised state leads to the ‘crassest materialism’ of installing an asocial, animal being as the pinnacle of the constitution.  

In the Remark to §279 (Hegel, 1976: 181-184), Hegel attempts to defend the sovereignty of the monarch against views which root sovereignty in the people.  “We may also speak of sovereignty in home affairs residing in the people, provided we are speaking generally about the whole state and meaning only … [that] it is to the state that sovereignty belongs.”  Marx counters that the people are the real state: “The state is an abstraction.  Only the people is a concrete reality.” (85)  The terms of the debate have been established: Hegel takes his ground on monarchy, Marx on democracy.  

This discussion introduces a lengthy and often difficult meditation on democracy and monarchy.  It is therefore important to understand what Marx means by ‘democracy’.  Colletti notes that when Marx uses the term ‘democracy’, he means “the organic community typified by the city-states of Antiquity (communities not yet split into ‘civil society’ and ‘political society’)” (Colletti (1974: 41).  This, Colletti adds, was the usage adopted by Rousseau and Montesquieu.  Marx contrasts democracy and republic: “In a democracy the abstract state has ceased to be the dominant moment.  The conflict between monarchy and republic still remains a conflict within the framework of the abstract state … the republic in America is just as much a mere form of the state as the monarchy here.” (89)  Hence when Marx speaks of ‘democracy’ he intends, not reform and parliamentarism, but revolution and the restitution of the ancient organic community:  

“In modern times the French have understood this [the standpoint Marx is developing] to mean that the political state disappears in a true democracy.  This is correct in the sense that the political state, the constitution, is no longer equivalent to the whole … In a democracy the constitution, the law, i.e. the political state, is itself only a self-determination of the people and a determinate content of the people.”  (88-89) 

Early in Marx’s meditation on democracy prompted by §279 of the Philosophy of Right, he makes three important statements.  

1.
“In it [democracy] we find the constitution founded on its true ground: real human beings and the real people … The constitution is thus posited as the people’s own creation.”  (87)  

2. “Hegel proceeds from the state and conceives of man as the subjectivized state; democracy proceeds from man and conceives of the state as objectified man.  Just as religion does not make man, but rather man makes religion, so the constitution does not make the people but rather the people make the constitution.”  (87)

3. “[T]he distinguishing characteristic of democracy is that in it the constitution is only one facet of the people, that the political constitution does not form a state for itself … By contrast, e.g. in the monarchy, this particular moment, the political constitution, assumes the significance of the universal, determining and dominating all particulars.”  (87-88) 

In this vision the political constitution, the state, emerges from the people as the people’s own creation, as one facet among many of the people’s activity, and is not separated from the people.  The contrast with other forms of political life implies that in non-democratic forms, the state is separate from the people, is not its creation, and is not simply one facet among many of the collective activity, but is a determining, dominating force: the political constitution forms a state for itself, dividing the society into a political state and an unpolitical state, or civil society.  All constitutions emanate from the people, since the people are the substrate for the state; the difference is that in ‘democracy’ this is recognised, while in other forms this fact about the origin and underpinning for the state is suppressed.  Hence non-democracy is ‘false, even though an existing falsehood’ (86).  In this sense, “democracy is the generic constitution”, other constitutions such as monarchy are “only a variant” (87): 

“democracy is the essence of all political constitutions, socialized man as a particular constitution; it is related to other constitutions as a genus to its various species, only here the genus comes into existence and manifests itself as a particular species in relation to the other species whose existence does not correspond to the generic essence.”  (88)

Marx puts it another way by saying that the state rests on the people in all constitutions, but this truth is only manifested in democracy: “Democracy is the truth of monarchy; monarchy is not the truth of democracy.  Monarchy is by necessity democracy in contradiction with itself; the monarchic moment is not an inconsistency within democracy.  Monarchy cannot be explained in its own terms; democracy can be so explained.” (87)  “[I]t goes without saying that all forms of the state have democracy for their truth and that they are untrue to the extent that they are not democracy.”  (89)

What is really significant about this notion of democracy, and the critique of non-democratic forms of government, is the very close parallel with his methodological critique of Hegel. But his goes beyond Marx’s disagreement with Hegel’s specifically political ideas, and brings us to Marx’s own approach to the state.  

4.
Marx’s critique of the modern state
a.
Introduction
As just mentioned, a major turning point for Marx occurs approximately 25 pages into the Critique.  Up to this point his critique has exclusively concerned Hegel’s procedure.  Now Marx makes a surprising claim: namely that the procedure which he ascribes to Hegel is in some sense the same as the process which occurs in the world in the case of the state, and hence what Hegel says does engage with the world.  This is a strongly counterintuitive claim; Marx’s critique of Hegel was that the latter’s investigative procedure was methodologically flawed and hence failed to gain access to the world.  What can it mean to now claim that Hegel’s error actually exists in the world?  How can the world itself be in error?  

The implication of Marx’s standpoint here is that this supposed procedure exists in the world and characterises non-democratic forms of government.  Marx brings these two points – criticism of Hegel and criticism of the state – together as follows: “Hegel proceeds from the state and conceives of man as the subjectivized state; democracy proceeds from man and conceives of the state as objectified man.” (87)  The homology between Marx’s notion of democracy, and his critique of non-democratic forms of government, on the one hand, and his methodological critique of Hegel, on the other, is as follows.   

Marx’s methodological critique of Hegel consisted in identifying a double hypostatisation.  The first hypostatisation is the ascription of independent existence to the Idea: instead of it being an attribute of thinking beings, and hence dependent on them, it is separated from them and ascribed its own independent reality.  The second hypostatisation is the process by which the Idea expresses itself in things in the world, the process by means of which the Idea supposedly extrudes material objects.  What we have at the end is in essence exactly what we started with – independently existing objects – but now they are understood in a specific way: they have been interpreted as being the result of a process of realisation of an idea.  They now appear as forms of the self-activity of the Idea, forms which are the vehicle of an alien content, and whose own content is suppressed.  

Now Marx’s critique of the state consists in identifying another double hypostatisation.  The first hypostatisation is the ascription of independent existence to the social existence of the human beings in a society: instead of it being an attribute of human beings, and hence dependent on them, it is separated from them and attains its own independent reality as the political state.  The second hypostatisation is the process by which this hypostatised human sociality expresses itself in human behaviour, the process by means of which this idealised social existence determines and directs the material activity of the substrate humans.  What we have at the end is in essence exactly what we started with – real social humans – but now their activity is reduced to a form or vehicle for an alien content, the content of the hypostatised state.  Their activity serves abstract state purposes, not human purposes.    

Civil society, like anything else for Marx, is characterised as a contradictory unity, a unity of coming-to-be and ceasing-to-be, a sphere in transition.  However, the state operates by (a) the uncritical idealism of denying the real contradictory determinations of civil society and instead positing  a heaven on earth in which these differences of interest are all resolved and each individual, instead of being capitalist, worker, etc, is merely a citizen.  (b) To reproduce itself and validate itself, the state has to reproduce its foundations, its presuppositions in civil society, precisely those contradictions and antagonisms, those differences of position and interest, which make civil society a bellum omnium contra omnes.  This is the uncritical materialism of the state.  Just as Hegel’s philosophy serves an apologetic purpose in thought, that is, instead of serving to clarify and resolve the antitheses in society, it serves to obscure and perpetuate them, the state serves the same apologetic purpose in relation to civil society.

This process of hypostatisation can be seen particularly clearly in Marx’s comments on Hegel’s account of the legislature in §301.  For Marx the legislature should express the will of a free people: it gives expression to the general interest; it can rewrite the constitution; it dictates to the executive.  For Hegel, and in reality – “Hegel should not be blamed for describing the essence of the modern state as it is” (127) – the parliament mediates between the political state and the unpolitical state, the disempowered people.  It does this by bringing the general interest (‘matters of universal concern’) into existence: “The Estates have the function of bringing matters of universal concern into existence not only implicitly [an sich], but also explicitly [für sich], i.e. of bringing into existence the moment of subjective freedom, the public consciousness as an empirical universal, of which the thoughts and opinions of the Many are particulars.”  (§301)

There is thus an exchange, (a ‘transaction between opposing wills’): in reality the people adopts the interest of the state (the materialism of the state), and in appearance the state adopts the interest of the people (its idealism).  If it were only the interest of the people animating the state, such an exchange would be redundant.  Marx’s comments show how Hegel details the mechanism of the exchange.  Firstly, Hegel says the general interest exists implicitly (an sich, in itself) as the business of the bureaucracy, now it has to achieve explicit (für sich, for itself) existence by becoming public consciousness.  This again is reminiscent of the passage already cited from the end of the Philosophy of Mind (Hegel, 1971: 312).  Hegel emphasises there that “The esoteric study of God … is … the logical system, but with the signification that it is universally approved and certified in concrete content” (§§573-574).  So for Hegel philosophy is the study of the deity, which is the same thing as the logical system, and the logical system has to acquire approval and certification ‘in concrete content’.  So reality is demoted to the status of ticks in boxes to confirm that the requisite stages of the system of logic have been passed through, and that the Idea has been approved and certified by the acquisition of concrete content.  

Here, in §301 of the Philosophy of Right, the notion of the general interest, the essence of the state, has an existence logically prior to the opinions of the Many, and it then has to actualise itself as public consciousness.  But why has it to do this?  Only in order to effect the purely logical transition from an sich to für sich.  Hence Marx says that this is “purely formal … no more than a symbolic achievement of reality” (125). 

Hegel goes to great pains to stress that the Estates (the legislature, the parliament) add nothing of substance: the people, the unpolitical denizens of civil society, are dismissed as subject to partial interests and lacking knowledge – only the executive, the civil servants, actually have this objectivity and expertise.  The presence of the Estates in the state “is a mere form in the most literal sense” according to Marx (127).   Throughout these pages we see the reversal of subject and predicate that Colletti draws attention to in the ‘Introduction’.  Hegel says that the “real significance of the estates is that through them the state enters the subjective consciousness of the people” (§301 Remark) – not that through them the subjective consciousness of the people is objectified in the actions of the state.  The flow of influence is exactly the wrong way round.  The Estates are not the conduit for the determination by the people of their own fate, but a conduit for the transmission to the people of the illusion that the state acts in their own interests.  Marx says:

“The development of ‘matters of universal concern’ into the subject, and thus into independent existence, is represented here as a moment in the life-process of these ‘matters of universal concern’.  Rather than make the subjects objectify themselves in ‘matters of universal concern’, Hegel causes the ‘matters of universal concern’ to extend into the ‘subject’.  The ‘subjects’ do not require ‘matters of universal concern’ for their own true concern, but the matters of universal concern stand in need of the subjects for their formal existence.  It is a matter of concern to the ‘matters of universal concern’ that they should also exist as subjects.” (124-125) 

So the general interest has acquired ‘independent existence’, it has become the subject, and the real subjects, the people, are reduced to the status of objects, as means to the alien ends of this hypostatised general interest.  In this, Hegel is – according to Marx – merely describing the modern state: “Things have come to [a deplorable] pass both in our states and in Hegel’s Philosophy of Right.” (125)  

“In the modern state, as in Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, the conscious, true reality of the universal interest is merely formal, in other words, only what is formal constitutes the real, universal interest.  Hegel should not be blamed for describing the essence of the modern state as it is, but for identifying what is with the essence of the state.  That the rational is real is contradicted by the irrational reality which at every point shows itself to be the opposite of what it asserts, and to assert the opposite of what it is.”  (127)

The first sentence in this passage means the following.  The “conscious reality” of the universal interest is the awareness by the humans constituting the society of their universal interest.  But this reality is ‘formal’ in the sense that it is not required for the execution of that interest: that is taken care of by the bureaucracy.  It is a formal requirement that the pre-existing universal interest exist in public consciousness.  The many are to believe in the form, while the bureaucrats get on with running the show.  The second clause says that the real, universal interest only includes ‘what is formal’.  The universal interest is an abstract universal, a universal without content, not a concrete universal, a universal full of the detail and richness of the particular
 - precisely because it has not been obtained by the conscious self-expression of the Many.  It has no content other than itself.  Like the genes and memes posited by Darwinian evolutionists, it has no interest other than its own replication.  

This approach, of identifying a process of hypostatisation in the activity of the state, stands behind much of the Critique and often emerges explicitly.  Hegel, for example, says that “associations, communities and corporations … although constituted already for other purposes, acquire in this way a connection with politics”, where ‘in this way’ means that these components into which the society is articulated are used for the purpose of electing representatives (§308).  Marx comments that the significance of these organisations is, according to Hegel, not political, but they now acquire a political significance: the implication is that it is not their own significance, but an alien one.  For Marx, Hegel’s account implies that ‘politics’ is something prior and separate.  It is not that civil society becomes political, that politics emerges from civil society, but that in acting as the basis for representation, the parts of society acquire contact with a prior and separate political sphere.  So rather than the general interest emerging from the activity of the civil society, its own interest is denied, and an alien interest – ‘politics’ – confronts it and has contact with it through the process of representation (182).  

The first full paragraph on p 186 is very important in this connection:  

“Hegel has developed only a political formalism.  His authentic material principle is the Idea, the abstract mental form of the state as a subject, the absolute Idea innocent of any passive, material elements … the determinations of the real empirical formalism of the state appear as content, while the real content appears as formless, inorganic matter … real human beings, real society, etc.”  

So we have the real content, the parasitised human substrate, whose real life and activity and social relations are excluded and ignored by the state, and by Hegel.  Then the hypostatised social relations within which they act are taken as the form, but not the form of their own activity, but as the form of the activity of an alien being, Geist or the state.  The real, but false, content of people’s activity is the self actualisation of spirit or of the state.  (The one is only a specific phase of the other.)  

So – to extend Marx’s train of thought – people act thinking they do so for their own purposes, but the purpose which is served is that of the state/spirit.  This is the invisible hand and deception of nature, the cunning of reason and the divine tactic of history.  The activity of individuals is no longer merely, only, their own phenotype, but now also constitutes the extended phenotype of a competing, parasitising organism.  

b.
The state as a hybrid

Marx thus regards the state as a hypostatisation, specifically a hypostatisation of the network of social relationships each individual is embedded in.  This hypostatisation means that the social life of the individual is separated and has become independent.  Each individual therefore experiences a concrete private life as a carpenter, or a farmer, etc, and an abstract public life as a citizen.  The state (a) in the imagination, in ideology, draws the citizens into collective life as participants in the political process, and (b) in fact, in reality, extrudes privatised, atomic individuals.  Marx argues that people will feel this privatisation of their real lives as privation, as a lack, and will attempt in various ways to reintegrate their lives.  Nevertheless, the state presupposes and requires this disintegration, this dividedness, in order to preserve itself as a particular organism, as a constellation of institutions.  Hence, at every level there will be a conflict between the demands of the people and those of the state.  This is unavoidable – there is no other way the state can be; this state of division and hostility is the state.  This hybrid quality of the state is a continual theme of the Critique.  

In Marx’s discussion of Hegel’s account of the executive, for example, we start to see the argument emerge, hinted at in his discussion of §261, that the political state rests on opposed principles:  

“With reference to the relationship of the corporations
 … to the government [§288] we learn first of all that the administration [ie of the corporations] … requires ‘a mixture of popular election by those interested with appointment and ratification by higher authority’ … The administration of the corporation thus contains the following antithesis: Private property and the interests of the particular spheres versus the higher authority of the state: the antithesis between private property and the state … [T]he resolution of this antithesis by means of mixed election is a mere accommodation … an admission of an unresolved dualism … Even within their own sphere the particular interests of the corporations and municipalities exhibit a dualism which similarly informs the character of their administration”  (109-110)

“The most striking antithesis, however, makes its appearance in the relationship between these ‘particular interests common to everyone’ which ‘lie outside the absolutely universal interest of the state proper’ and this ‘absolutely universal interest of the state proper’.  (110) 

Hegel argues that the ‘maintenance of the state’s universal interest’ requires that the ‘sphere of particular rights’, ie civil society, ‘be superintended by representatives of the executive power’.  Hence Marx writes 

“Hegel causes the ‘state proper’, the ‘executive power’, to use its ‘representatives’ to ‘superintend the state’s universal interest, and legality’ within civil society and according to him these ‘government representatives’ or ‘executive civil servants’ are the true ‘state representatives’ not ‘of’ civil society, but ‘against’ it.  The antithesis between state and civil society is thus established;  the state resides not in civil society but outside it; it comes into contact with it only through its ‘representatives’ who have been entrusted with ‘superintending the state’s interest’ in civil society.  The presence of these ‘representatives’ does not suffice to eliminate the antithesis; on the contrary, they only serve to ‘legalize’ and ‘establish’ it.  Through its ‘representatives’ the ‘state’ intervenes as something alien and external to the nature of civil society.  The ‘police’, the ‘judiciary’ and the ‘administration’ are not the representatives of a civil society which administers its own universal interests in them and through them; they are the representatives of the state and their task is to administer the state against civil society.”  (111) 

Hegel notes that everyone has the opportunity to join the class of civil servants.  Marx seizes on this to argue that 

“What is crucial in the true state is not the fact that every citizen has the chance to devote himself to the universal interest in the shape of a particular class, but the capacity of the universal class to be really universal, i.e. to be the class of every citizen.  But Hegel starts with the assumption of a pseudo-universal, an illusory universal class, of universality fixed in a particular class.” (112)

Note that the target of Marx’s fire swings backwards and forwards between the modern state and Hegel’s account of it.  The assumption now is that the criticisms he has made of Hegel are criticisms of the state, and that Hegel’s description of it is in many ways a true description:

“The identity he [Hegel] has established between civil society and the state is the identity of two hostile armies in which every soldier has the ‘opportunity’ to ‘desert’ and join the ‘hostile’ army.  And it is perfectly true that in so doing Hegel has furnished us with an accurate description of the present empirical situation.”  (112)  

Marx’s quibble with Hegel is only that he merely describes, rather than understands, since his procedure of positing an abstraction and then concretising it in the real only reproduces the real as it is without mastering it in thought.  

Marx’s 82-page discussion of the legislature is particularly interesting and important here.  Hegel argues that :

“The legislature is itself a part of the constitution which is presupposed by it and to that extent lies outside the sphere directly determined by it; none the less the constitution becomes progressively more mature in the course of the further elaboration of the laws and the advancing character of the universal business of government.” (§298)  

For Marx, the virtue of Hegel’s approach here is that “he proceeds from and emphasizes the antagonistic character of the determinations (as they apply in our states)” (116), and the corresponding vice is that although Hegel attempts and claims to resolve these antagonisms, he never succeeds in doing so.  Marx notes that Hegel has identified a contradiction between a legislature which is constrained by the constitution and one which is not.  The legislature may not directly influence the constitution, which is presupposed by it and is consequently outside its sphere of competence, but, in fact, in carrying out its functions of refreshing and extending the laws, and dealing with the most general domestic problems, it indirectly does determine the constitution.  

As to the limitation Hegel places on the activity of the legislature here, Marx notes that no such limitation was placed on the monarch or executive, ‘where it is no less apposite’.  The implication is that the monarch and executive represent the alien, hypostatised state, and the constitution of the state therefore needs no protection from them, while the legislature rests explicitly on the people and the separate, or ‘abstract’, state therefore needs a series of bulwarks defending it from popular scrutiny and reform.  

Hegel says of the indirect influence of the legislature on the constitution that: “the constitution is, but just as essentially it becomes, i.e. it advances … This advance is an alteration which is imperceptible and which lacks the form of alteration.”  Hegel thus attempts to escape the contradiction by invoking change which does not appear to be change, by positing very slow change of the constitution, which as Marx points out, ‘explains nothing’ (119).  

Marx comments that 

“This means that the constitution is according to law (in illusion), but that it becomes according to reality (in truth).  By definition it is immutable, but in reality it changes; however, it only changes unconsciously, lacking the form of change.  Its appearance contradicts its essence.  The appearance is the conscious law of the constitution, while the essence is its unconscious law, in conflict with the conscious one.  The law does not reflect the true state of affairs, but rather the contrary.” (118) 

If the legislature is, as Hegel claims, an emanation of a free people, then there can be no constitutional limits to what the legislature can do.  The legislature can re-write the constitution at its pleasure.  If the legislature cannot re-write the constitution, this is because the constitution is not the constitution of the people, but a hybrid, a ‘synthesis of heterogeneous powers’, an ‘accommodation between the political and the unpolitical state’ (120).  The political state according to Marx is a hypostatisation: an aspect of the activity of the people, its collective decision-making activity, has acquired a separate reality and power opposed to the interests of the people.  The constitution is the peace treaty between the empowered alien interest, the political state, and the disempowered people, the unpolitical state or civil society.  

The resolution of this antagonism, Marx says, is for the reality to be rendered conscious.  What in reality happens is that changes in circumstances mount up, contradicting the supposedly unchanging constitution.  The constitution is forced to change reactively, to respond with adaptations to the new circumstances in an explosive and jerky way, just because it does so unconsciously.  The constitution is changed by a series of ad hoc reforms and revolutions.  Instead of these unplanned and unconscious changes in the constitution, Marx says, we should have a constitution in which change by the legislature is the principle, not something which happens by blind necessity, behind the scenes.  

“If the constitution is not merely to be subject to change … if man is to perform consciously what otherwise he would be compelled by the force of circumstance to perform unconsciously, it is necessary for the movement of the constitution, its progress, to be made into its principle.  And this means that the real incarnation of the constitution, namely the people, would become the principle of the constitution.  Progress itself would then be the constitution.”  (119)

So should the constitution fall within the sphere of competence of the legislature or not?

“The question makes sense only if (1) the political state exists as the formal shell of the real state, if the political state is as separate realm, if it exists as the ‘constitution’; and (2) if the legislature has a different origin than the executive, etc … If the question is to make any sense at all, it can only mean: does the people have the right to make a new constitution?  And this question can only be answered unreservedly in the affirmative, for a constitution that has ceased to be the real expression of the will of the people has become a practical illusion.”  (119-120)

If there is no separate political state, then the legislature is the direct emanation of the whole people, there is nothing which it is forbidden to do, no human laws which can bind it.  If the legislature has the same origin as the executive, then the constitution needs no protection from the legislature – all the organs of government serve the same ends.  If, on the contrary, the state is a hybrid of opposed powers, its self-preservation requires that institutionalisation of that opposition be secured from tampering by the principals involved.  

On the competence of the legislature to re-write the constitution, Marx takes his stand with the sovereignty of the people, because that, he says, is the truth.  Every constitution must express the will of the people since no constitution can persist without their consent – so any constitution in which the people consent to their own will being ignored or contradicted is itself a contradiction, a ‘practical illusion’.  

Marx continues:

“The contradiction between the constitution and the legislature is nothing but the conflict within the constitution itself, a contradiction in the concept of the constitution.  The constitution is nothing but an accommodation between the political and the unpolitical state; inevitably, therefore, it is itself a synthesis of essentially heterogeneous powers.  Hence it is impossible for the law to proclaim that one of these powers, a part of the constitution, should have the right modify the whole, the constitution itself.”  (120)  

The legislature emanates from the people and the executive from the state: the constitution records the terms of their armistice.  That is why the legislature may not alter the constitution: it is only a part, one side, of it.  In a state in which there was no division between political and unpolitical state, the legislature would represent the whole people, the constitution would be a description of its most fundamental decision–making procedures, and there would be nothing to stop the legislature changing the latter at its own pleasure and convenience.  

In the Remark to §299, Hegel says that “The organic unity of the powers of the state itself implies that it is one single mind which both firmly establishes the universal and also brings it into its determinate reality”.  Marx comments that : 

“it is precisely this organic unity which Hegel has failed to justify logically.  The different powers each have a different principle,  Each is moreover a definite reality.  To flee form the genuine conflict between them by taking refuge in an imaginary ‘organic unity’, instead of proving them to be the various moments of an organic unity, is therefore an empty, mystical evasion.”  (121)

There are two ways of looking at it.  From the standpoint of the host, the parasite and host do not constitute an organic unity, but a temporary, provisional unity of two elements in struggle.  However, from the standpoint of the parasite, there is an organic unity, as it can be no other way for the parasite.  The unity – albeit an antagonistic unity – of parasite and host is the parasite.  To use the terminology of Richard Dawkins, the behaviour of the host is part of the ‘extended phenotype’ of the parasite (Dawkins, 1989b: Chapter 12 “Host Phenotypes of Parasite Genes”, 209-227).  The host (democracy) can be explained in its own terms, as Marx has it, while the parasite (monarchy, for example) cannot.  Hegel is justified in pointing up an organic unity of the political state, where he is not justified is (a) in presenting this as an organic unity, a symbiosis, for the human substrate, for civil society, and (b) in presenting the organic unity of the state as itself a member of the organic unity of a divinely ordered world, animated by the hypostatised Idea.  

c.
The state as an organism

I have argued that Marx suggests that there is a homology between the procedures adopted in thought by speculative philosophy, and in reality by the state.  But why does this coincidence of Hegel’s procedure and the process of the state occur?  Because (i) Hegel conceives of the world as an organism: this is the deist conception of Adam Smith and Dugald Stewart taken to its logical conclusion, and (ii) the state, according to Marx, is in fact an organism.  Hence much of what Hegel has to say about the state does engage with the reality he claims to describe.  

The great contribution of Marx’s manuscript is his acceptance and development of the doctrine that the state is an organism.  From this standpoint stems the series of reversals which Marx identifies and which Colletti discusses, the most salient of which is the reversal between subject and predicate.  When something is taken up into an organic being, its properties and actions assume a new and inverted significance, a teleology, an inverted, top-down causation.  Beforehand, its structure and activity are expressions of its own nature; afterwards they express the nature of the organism of which they are now parts.  The obvious case is predation: the nutrients, the potential energy in chemical form, accumulated by an organism is annexed by the predator by the simple expedient of killing its prey.  The more interesting case is parasitism, where the living organism continues to carry out its life activities, but these activities now serve different purposes, those of the parasite.  The bird tends the chick, not in order to reproduce itself but in order to reproduce the cuckoo.  The behaviour of the foster parent no longer constitutes its own phenotype, but the extended phenotype of another organism, it is an expression both of its own and of an alien genotype.  

The Marxist theory of alienation is just this: that the individual’s activity is alienated: his activity is not for his own purposes but for the purposes of a hypostatised state.  His activity constitutes the extended phenotype of the state.  The state is a system of social relations, a constellation of institutions parasitic on human sociality.  Everything else follows from this.  

Colletti (1974: 19) says that “Hegel inverts the relationship between subject and predicate.”  This is fair enough, as far as it goes.  But principally, and neither Colletti nor Marx says this explicitly, what is at stake is an inversion of means and ends.  The state, which should be a means to human ends, becomes an end in itself, and human existence, the end, becomes a means to the self-perpetuation of the state.  We see this later with Marx’s theory of labour.  The production of means to our ends, of things which we value, becomes the end, the accumulation of values, and the existence of the labourers a mere means to that end.  This is the fundamental inversion, which has quite general application, and continually emerges in nature and society.  The ownership and control literature, and, more generally, principal-agent problems in economics, is all about the emergence of functions which start as means to ends lying beyond themselves, but start to take control as an end in themselves.  The rise to power of Mamluk slaves is a further instance of the same thing.  In biology, parasitism and predation convert the host or prey from an end to a means to another end.  The same is true of the process of cephalisation and the evolution of the brain.  Finally, the final words of The Selfish Gene – “there is no reason why we should not rebel” – calls on the ‘lumbering robots’, the vehicles for genes, to act as ends for themselves, rather than means to the ends of the replicators (Dawkins, 1989a: 332).  

5.
Marx’s critique of capital

Marx does not discuss capital in the Critique, and therefore this paper has not so far touched on the topic.  In this section I want to argue that Marx’s critique of capital is very closely modelled on the critique of the state presented in the fragment we have been reviewing.  In the ‘Introduction’ to the Early Writings, Colletti argues strongly that Marx’s Critique, of both the Hegelian dialectic, and the modern state, as involving a double hypostatisation, is in essence retained as the underlying structure of his approach in his life’s work in the critique of political economy: Marx’s “discussion of subject-predicate inversion in Hegel’s logic, his analysis of estrangement and alienation, and (finally) his critique of commodities and capital can all be seen as the progressive unfolding, as the ever-deepening grasp of a single problematic.” (Colletti, 1974: 47)  He finds compelling evidence for this view in a number of passages from the Paris Manuscripts, the Grundrisse, Theories of Surplus Value, and Capital itself (Colletti, 1974: 47-50) .  

Colletti points out, for example, that in at the end of Chapter I of Volume I of Capital, in the section entitled ‘The Fetishism of Commodities and the Secret thereof’, we find the following: 

“A commodity is … a mysterious thing … because the relation of the producers to the sum total of their own labour is presented to them as a social relation, existing not between them selves, but between the products of their labour … In order … to find an analogy, we must have recourse to the mist-enveloped regions of the religious world.  In that world the productions of the human brain appear as independent beings endowed with life … So it is in the world of commodities with the products of men’s hands.  This I call the Fetishism which attaches itself to the products of labour, so soon as they are produced as commodities, and which is therefore inseparable from the production of commodities.” (Marx, 1954: 77)

Turning from the Critique to such passages in the mature Marx, it is clear that Marx is once again deploying the notion of a double hypostatisation.  In the first hypostatisation, the totality of the producers’ labour takes on an independent existence.  The second hypostatisation is that that totality determines the social content of the activity of each producer, the value of his product, and it is this which the producer is compelled to maximise.  In the world of religion, products of the human brain are imagined to be independent beings endowed with life, but in the world of commodities, the products of human hands really are independent beings endowed with life.  Just as the citizens in Marx’s analysis of the state were dominated by the result of their activity, the political state, now human labourers are dominated by the results of their labour as commodities: “to them, their own social action takes the form of the action of objects, which rule the producers instead of being ruled by them.” (Marx, 1954: 79)  “[T]he process of production has mastery over man, instead of being controlled by him” (Marx, 1954: 85).  

Though the chapter on fetishism is the obvious place to start, this is still on the plane of simple commodity production; the logical conclusion to this development becomes manifest when we reach the full development of capital.  In several places Marx refers to a capital as an ‘organism’ (Marx, 1954: 313, 315) and in others as a ‘live monster’, an ‘animated monster’ (Marx, 1954: 189; Marx, 1973: 470).  “[T]he capitalist … converts value, i.e., past, materialised, and dead labour into capital, into value big with value, a live monster that is fruitful and multiplies” (Marx, 1954: 189).  Since “the labourers are isolated persons”, Marx writes, cooperation between them “begins only with the labour process, but they have then ceased to belong to themselves.  On entering that process, they become incorporated with capital.  As cooperators, as members of a working organism, they are but special modes of existence of capital” (Marx, 1954: 315).  

So a capital is an ever-growing organism, a monster: outside it, labourers are isolated atoms, and their sociality is only expressed by their cooperation within the organism of a capital.  However, once they are incorporated with capital, they cease to belong to themselves, and become mere ‘modes of existence of capital’.  The double hypostatisation could scarcely be clearer.  An aspect of the labourers’ existence, the productive power of their cooperative labour, is endowed with an independent existence as capital, and then their own activity is reduced to compulsory labour in the service of the perpetuation and expansion of that capital.  They are reduced to moments in the life-process of the monster, of ‘value big with value’.  

Given everything that has been said thus far, the following passage from the Grundrisse needs no exegesis, and can be left to conclude this section by showing in detail the extent to which the apparatus developed in the Critique was later employed by Marx in the analysis of the capitalist mode of production:

“the fact that the surplus labour is posited as surplus value of capital means that the worker does not appropriate the product of his own labour; that it appears to him as alien property; inversely, that alien labour appears as the property of capital … labour is a totality – a combination of labourers – whose individual components are alien to one another … The combination of this labour appears just as subservient to and led by an alien will and an alien intelligence – having its animating unity elsewhere – as its material unity appears subordinate to the objective unity … of fixed capital, which, as animated monster … is in fact the coordinator, [and] does not relate in any way to the individual worker as his instrument; but rather he himself exists as an animated individual punctuation mark, as its living isolated accessory … Capital … is the existence of social labour … but this existence as itself existing independently opposite its real moments – hence itself a particular existence apart from them … [C]apital therefore appears as the predominant subject and owner of alien labour, and its relation is itself [a] … complete … contradiction.” (Marx, 1973: 469-471) 

6.
Conclusion 
This paper concludes a series of studies on the relationship between self-seeking individual behaviour and the desirability or otherwise of the resulting spontaneous social outcomes, which has looked at Robert Lucas, Adam Smith, Friedrich Hayek, Maynard Keynes, Robert Malthus, and now Karl Marx.  I have attempted to distinguish between writers with an apologetic or Panglossian agenda (including Lucas, Smith, and Hayek) and those without (such as Keynes).  I have also attempted to distinguish between those with reductionistic ontologies (for example, Lucas, and Malthus after 1800) and those with holistic ones (Keynes, Smith, Hayek, and Malthus before 1800).  Marx very clearly is motivated by a desire to counter the perceived apologetic strand Hegel, while still retaining the latter’s holistic and organic approach.  This places him close to Keynes, and I have already argued (Denis, 2002b) that there is considerable affinity between them – despite their wholly different origins.  Keynes adopted an organic approach similar in many ways to Smith and Hayek, but rejected all notions of an invisible hand leading us automatically to desirable social outcomes.  Spontaneous social outcomes were regarded as arbitrary and hence as likely to be significantly worse than we could do by organising things for ourselves.  

It is at this point that Marx differs: what, he says, if there is indeed an invisible hand, a hypostatised reason in the world, but it is not human-favourable?  This is the source of the novelty and power of his vision: he takes seriously the suggestion of Hegel, codifying the entire providentialist tradition, that there do exist macro-level entities, social organisms, but asks what the interest and motivation of such an organism would be.  His answer is, for us, fairly bleak.  The networks of social relations within which we live cannot be expected to be well-disposed towards us – why should they be? ​– on the contrary, the only thing they will care about is their own perpetuation.   In this they foreshadow the selfish genes and no-frills materialism of Richard Dawkins (Dawkins, 1989a).  

Marx’s diagnosis, therefore, is the startling one that human beings constitute a substrate for macro-level organisms parasitic upon them.  Self-seeking behaviour spontaneously arranges itself into self-augmenting parasitic networks of social relationships – states and capitals.  More than that: it is the parasitic networks of relationships themselves which extrude an atomised human substrate which they depend upon.  The precondition is reproduced as a result.  Marx’s policy prescription is to take collective ownership of our collective circumstances and undo the double hypostatisation which characterises them, in particular, to cancel the separation and autonomy of our social being.  
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Appendix: Marx’s Critique and its target 
Hegel’s doctrine of the state, sub-section 3 of ‘Ethical Life’, itself the third part of the Philosophy of Right, consists of 104 paragraphs (Hegel, 1967: §§257-360, pp 155-223).  A detailed tabulation of the contents of Hegel’s doctrine of the state may be seen in Box 1.  Presumably, Marx began his Critique with the beginning of the Sub-Section on the State, §257; however, the first four pages of Marx’s manuscript have been lost (Colletti, 1974: 18).  Marx begins the extant fragment (Marx, 1975: 58) with a consideration of §261, shortly after the beginning of the section on constitutional law.  In each case, Marx copies out the relevant paragraph from Hegel’s book and then comments on it.  The fragment breaks off with §§312-313, part way through Hegel’s account of The Legislature
.  The Critique was written in 1843 but not prepared for publication, although Marx did plan to do so, and an Introduction to the proposed work appeared in the Deutsch-Französischer Jahrbücher of 1844 (Marx, 1975: 243-257).   
[Box 1 about here.]

An overview of the entire system of Hegel’s mature philosophy is given by the Encyclopaedia of 1830.  The contents of Hegel’s trilogy are shown in Box 2.  The evolution of the most abstract category, Being, at the beginning of the Smaller Logic
, Part 1 of the Encyclopaedia (Hegel, 1975), to the most concrete, the notion of philosophy, at the end of the Philosophy of Mind, Part 3 of the Encyclopaedia (Hegel, 1971), goes through many phases, each marked by a three-fold development.  

[Box 2 about here.]

The topics of the three volumes of the Encyclopaedia are logic, nature, and mind, respectively.  In Logic, Being develops, via Essence, into the Notion.  Mind, the subject of the third volume, goes through the stages of subjective, objective and absolute mind, each of which is in turn a threefold development: subjective mind is a progression from anthropology, via phenomenology, to psychology; objective mind is a similar progression from law, via morality, to ethical life; and absolute mind likewise takes in art, religion and, finally, philosophy itself.  

It can be seen from a comparison of Boxes 2 and 3, that Section II of the Philosophy of Mind, ‘Mind Objective’, is a summary of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right (Hegel, 1967).  Hegel’s Doctrine of the State constitutes the third sub-section of the third part of ‘Mind Objective’ and of the Philosophy of Right, entitled ethical life or moral life
 (Hegel, 1967: xiii-xiv).  Ethical life in turn consists of the development: family – civil society – state.  Finally, the doctrine of the state itself exhibits the transitions between the domestic constitution,  international law, and universal or world history.  Marx’s Critique addresses 42 pages (out of 52) on (domestic) ‘Constitutional Law’, including sections (a) the crown, (b) the executive, and the first 10 (of 15) pages on the legislature.  It may therefore be seen that the passages investigated receive a detailed examination.  

[Box 3 about here.]
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The place of the Doctrine of the State in Hegel’s Philosophy of Right 





From the contents to Hegel’s Philosophy of Right.





First Part: 	Abstract Right    (law, property, contract, tort)





Second Part: 	Morality 	     (morality, intentions, welfare, responsibility)





Third Part: 	Ethical Life 
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The structure of Hegel’s philosophy as a whole 





From the contents to Hegel’s Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical Sciences (1830)





Part One. 	Logic 


			Being 
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Part Two. 	Philosophy of Nature 





Part Three 	Philosophy of Mind





		Section I.  Mind Subjective


			Anthropology


			Phenomenology of Mind


			Psychology





		Section II.  Mind Objective
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		Section III.  Absolute Mind 


			Art


			Revealed Religion


			Philosophy 


		


 

















Box 1





Contents of Hegel’s Doctrine of the State 





From the Philosophy of Right (Hegel, 1967)





Third Part: 	Ethical Life 





     Sub-Section 3		The State				p 155





	[Untitled introductory section, §§257-259]





A.   Constitutional Law					p 160





     [Untitled introductory section, §§260-271]


				


     1.  The constitution (on its internal side only)		p 174





	        [Untitled introductory section, §§272-274]	


        (a)	The Crown, §§275-286		p 179


		        (b)	The Executive, §§287-297		p 188


		        (c)	The Legislature, §§298-320		p 193





Sovereignty vis-à-vis foreign States, §§321-329 	p 208





B.   International Law, §§330-340 				p 212


   


C.   World History, §§341- 360				p 216-223

















� This paper was presented at the UK History of Economic Thought conference, University of Exeter, September 2005, and I should like to thank participants, especially Geoff Harcourt, for their comments.  The paper benefited enormously from discussions of Marx’s Early Writings at the London Marx-Hegel reading group, SOAS and LSE, 2005, and I owe a big ‘thank you’ to my fellow reading group members.  


� Unqualified paragraph numbers (§) in the remainder of the paper refer to passages in the Philosophy of Right (Hegel, 1967).  


� Unqualified page numbers in the remainder of the paper refer to passages in the Critique (Marx, 1975: 58-198).  


� The reference is to the English translation of the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (Kant, nd).  The passage is omitted in the second edition.  


� Whether ‘hypostatisation’ is an entirely apt designation for the second process is moot.  As in the case of the North Pole (which is a south magnetic pole), and the conventional direction of flow of electricity in a circuit (which is exactly opposite to the direction of flow of electrons), it seems we are stuck with the terminology we have inherited.  Colletti (1974: 39) gives three instances of Marx using the term hypostasis in this second sense: Marx speaks of an ‘inversion, whereby the sensuous-concrete only figures as a hypostasis of the abstract universal, rather than the abstract-universal as a property of the concrete’.  The whole point, however, is that, within this inversion, the ‘sensuous-concrete’ is anything but an independent existent.  The parallel between the two processes is that both involve, in some sense, an imagined extrusion of a real object from an idea.  The German term which Colletti translates as hypostasis in these passages is Erscheinungsform; this literally means ‘form of appearance, and is normally thus translated.  However, the Hegelian understanding of appearance as something objective does give some justification to Colletti’s translation.  


� All emphasis noted in passages cited is as it appears in the original; the converse is not however the case: emphasis in passages by, or cited by, Marx has been greatly reduced in the interest of clarity.  


� Addition by the translator, Knox. 


� Hegel in the Science of Logic contrasts “a merely abstract universal” with “the universal which embraces within itself the wealth of the particular” (Hegel, nd: §71).


� The corporations (Korporationen) are economic organisations, including, as the origin of the term might imply, those of which both employers and employees are members, as well as religious bodies, professional associations, learned societies, and municipal councils (Hegel, 1967: §288 and Translator’s Notes, p 360).  


� Marx’s manuscript thus comprises about 140 pages, considering approximately 50 paragraphs (40 pages) of the Philosophy of Right.    


� What is generally referred to as the ‘Smaller’ Logic is Volume I of the Encyclopaedia of 1830 (Hegel, 1975), so-called to distinguish it from the (much) larger, three-volume Science of Logic of 1812, 1813, and 1816 (Hegel, nd), of which it is a summary.  


� Many of these apparent differences of terminology are simply a result of varying translation of the same terms in German.  The translation of Hegel’s work presents notorious difficulties owing to his habit of using words in such a way as to attach to them a peculiarly dense penumbra of connotation.  
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