Raya Dunayevskaya, reviewer

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

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

Bish%-

Instead, MacGregor reinforces hie own view of parfl-ﬂlian

"betwaon Hegel and Marx with his claim, this time 1n $he -
Introduction to the first chapter. that: ‘"Hegel's uaa of
the dialectic-ia jdentical with that of Marx.* (p. 11)

Now that MacGregor has turned the parallelism into full
'idontity. he further extends his analysis to political and
'.aocial fisids. It seems that nothing deters him from the e

concept of paralleliam. even when he concedes that:: "For

Harx frnedom or rationality is identical with comnuniam
- and ie ultimatoly reached through development of the conp

loiouunoss of tho proletariat and the overthrow of privato

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

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

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

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

talian and Imperialism and what he calls *The Externsl

society:are'ldentical. : Tha rest of this review will,
,thpre:bre, ‘foous on that last Ohapter 8,

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

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

“‘Hii cohbdpt of'Hoghl's dialec§ic method specifies that-l'

'Thore aro throe uapecta or moments of dialectic method._::
(p 241) He calls the first moment :ggggnijxgn * but what

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

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

'°tht‘” 1“'3!1!ﬂ2!.21~h&:13. *The Absolute Idea”, Hore S
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iu.the first sentence from Hegel which MacGragor gbbre=
viated: "From this .course the method has emerged as the

~kno o ha 8 » as the absolute,
both subjective and objective, ;gg_ggg_gggiggz?ggjjg:p-
consequently as the pure correapondence of the Notion
and ita reality, as a concrete existence that 13 the Notion
itaelf.” (p.826, A.V, Miller tranulaticn) Insofif as
tracing'and detailing what Hegel wag developing of'the
dialectic in the Absolute, the textual dialectic simply
falls to materialize. instead. MacGregor turns to Hegel'é
Introduction in the Science of logic where Hegel sayss

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

self-movement of the content of 1ogic.' (p.53) MacGregor.
"fi-howevarg left out the two words, *of 1agia. o-%hat you: -

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

”'“Qdialectic mathod is in the L ggic and in ghgngggnglggx

For what MacGragor calls the *gecond aspect of
dialectic method,* naming it * od proper,”® he again
docs not follow Hegel on the dialectic in the Doetrine of

-.the Notlon. ‘but this time turns to the -Introduction or tho
a reference to
19;;3193;41; fbotnoting/baragraph 12, but not quuting 1#..‘
'"Thut paragraph 12 begins with a clear specitioation or itn:
nubjoct nattert'mho firet beginninga of philoaophy datj trom

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

. Experiencei..”  mhie is nowhere near what the dialectic e
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is in the Absolute Ides.

MacGregor .considers “"exposition® to be the *"third
moment of the dialectic.” He devotes the last section of
his final chapter (which he entitles “Dialectical Exposition
and the Rational State”) %o fhis. The one time he returns
to quote Hegel on the dialectic as he develops it in the
Absolute Idea as “the individual, the concrete, ‘the ‘gubject,”
he not only disregards Hegel's warning againat “the 1mpatiénce
thgt'insists merely on getting beyond the gggg;g;ngﬁg.“ but
turns to Hegel's Philosmophy of Rimht and with:that turns:™:
7£3é1nst Marxs “But the rational soclety Hegel envisions has

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

}gor'the state.'" (p. 25“)

It becomes. 1mperat1ve to establish umbiguuuuxy-- 1.e.._- i

..concretely -~ that. far from the "withering away of the

“ﬁtato“ being a mere abstraction, it / the actuality of

Nthe Paria Commune that showed Marx the workers had - oreatod

a nOnhstate form of workers' rule, Just as HacGregor makes
no refbrence to Harx's Critique of the Philo £ Rl

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

| throughout ‘his 1ife and, A% the sane Lo Merx's. w'-

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

lnto Marx's philosophy oL revelutlen. - -
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Is it because MacGregor adheres more rigorously to

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

' touches the Hegelian dialsctic at its highest point in the

Absolute Idea than he runs away from the Absclute Method.

-« Raya Dunayevskaya
April 12, 1985%
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April 12, 1985

Dear Chris'Huileyt

. Here i my review of David MacGregor's book. It

 g§vefnc é gfeat many more headaches than I expacted,

hocﬁuaa I love the two subjects =~ Hegel gnd Marx --'so
much that I thought the study vwould be a serious one.

3§gt3h§1anndprod all over thélplggé.
'will ‘send mg

‘review
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,_'.l.‘he Gomun:l.at Ideal in Hegel and Marx by David MacGregor. Toronto: University
i _of.'g'o:onto Press, 1984.

","B'.eyi.ewe'_d‘ by Raya Dunayevskaya, Chicago, Illinois

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

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

','gslﬁegol"s Philosophy of Right. Thus Professor MacGregor's very first paragraph of

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

,f-'.ui‘é{'cammst Ideal in Hegel and Marx. He maintaing that the compunist ideal ,eha;:acteﬁ}l,zee

7

~po itical and aocial £:Le1ds. It‘. seems that . not:‘hing deters the professor

!1"

o ‘cept of: parallelism, even vhen he concedes that: "F 73 Marx freedom or

s

:h'ofc ot !-chresor i.l s0 enenoured of his new diacovery thet Hegel "soew




beyeﬁd Marx" even in the critique of private property that he devotes the whoie
of-ﬁhat final chapter 8(pp. 236-259) to gathering all the threads of his 312-page
work (whether the subject matter was Religion and Theolegy or Alienation and Knﬁt,'

or even the modern world of 'Capitnlism and Imperialism and what he calls '‘The

Exteinal Capitalist State™), for the purpose of reinforcing his view that Hegel's

vision and Marx's vision of a clasasless soclety are "identical."

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

':'h'ofesaor anGregor has 132 footnotes, they hardly add up to a rigorous analysia

Hegel s dialectic. H:La concepl: of negel 8 dialect:lc method specifies that:

"me Absolute Idea. " Here 1s the First sentence from negelf

“From this course the method has emerged as the
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Fo: what.mccregor calls the "second aspect of dialectic method,” naming it
'hethod proper," he again does not follow Hegel on the diaslectic in the Doctrine
of the Notion, but this time turns to the Introduction of the Encyclopedia,

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

12 begiuj with a clear specification of its subject matter: '"The first beginnings

‘of philosbphy 'date from these cravings of thought. It takes 1ta'departufe
from Experience..." This is novhere near what the dialectic is in the Absolute
. Idea,

MacGregor considers egosition to be the "third moment of the dialectic.

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

'merelx on getting beyond the determinat'.e but turns to". X

"But: t:he rational g

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

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

e e e L e




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

E';ita higﬁlbt point in the Absolute Idea than he runs away from Absolute Mhthod..

Ro .wonder MacGregor could not grasp Marx's lifelong adherence to the Hegelian
"dialectic, its Absolute Method, since, at the same time, Marx transforﬁed the

revolution Hegel wrought in philosophy into a philosophy of revolutionm,

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

(Edltors note: The following review was ongmaﬂy published in thc latc Ms Con
D“MYMI“‘Y" s newspaper, News mm' Lo‘ﬂm’. It appcars hcre for thc fust time:
ith Prof. MacGrcgor’s reply.).
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Hegel's dialectic. His concept of Hegel's dialectic method specifies: “There are
three ASPECts of moments of dialectic method"” (p. 241), He calls the first mo-
ment "recogmition, ” but what he quotes from Hegel is not from any first stage
of consciousness or logic, but from Hegel's clmw:uc. final chapter of the
" Sctence of Logic, “The Absolute Idea." Here is the first sentence from Hegel .
which MacGtegor abbreviated: “From this course the method has emerged as
© the self-knowing Nosion that has itself, as the absolute, both subjective and ob-
jective, for its subfecs matter, consequently as the pure correspondence of the
Notion and its reality, as a cofictete existence that is the Notios: itself” (from A.
V. Miller's translation [New Yotk: Humanities, 1969], p: 826). Insofar as trac-
ing and detailing what Hegel was developing of the dialectic in the absolute,
the textual dialectic snmtﬁly fails to materialize. Instead, MacGregor turns to
Hegel's introduction to the Serence of Logic where Hegel says: “the method is
the consciousness of the form of the inner self-movement of the content of
logic” (Miller, p. 53). MacGregor, however, lcft out the two words, “of logic,”

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

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

. Now that I have caught my. breath afier the monster “run away from the
absolute idea,” and feeling properly chustened for tesorting to 132 footnotes in
& single chapter (as the Emperor said to Amadeus: “Too many notes, my dear
Mozart”), 1 want to point out some error -in Raya Dunayevskaya's teview,
Mar<'s Critigue of Hegels "Phifosophy of Right" is mentioned first on page 7,
and is cited throughout The Communist ldeal. Refuting Marx's criticism of
Hegel is a central aim of the book, Dunayevskayz apparently does not agree
- that the bare structure of Hegel's dialectic contains the three moments, recogni-
tion, method proper, and exposition. She does not state why she disagrees,
contending instead (carreetly) that | have deawn this interpretation from more
than onc Hegelian source, Unharpily. she chooses to keep from her readers
what 1 actually sey about Hegel's logical method, in preference to an ad
hominem attack on the political and intellectual credibility of my argument,
A major thiust of The Communist ldeal is to reveal the historical and
sociological significance of Hegel's Science of Logic, and to display the deep in- |
terconnections between “the. logic of pure thought” and the substantive
analysis of socicty and the starc in the 2, tlosophy of Right and elsewhere. The
. absolute idea is no night in which all cows are black, but constitutes instead
“rigorous - and: startling examination of the telationship between the self-
conscious human Individual and the "social state.” Far from an idle dabblerin -
political economy, Hegel produced a theory of private property that effectively -

* “concludes the liberal tredition and opens the way to democratic socialist propet-

3

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

wn sinything before or since, Contraty to detractors who dtgite that:Hegel 'ex
ccluded:the: working class from thie state,  The: Communit, Jdeal argiics <k
Hegel's‘business clase’ Is- preclielysthe: contradictory - unity "of ‘work
;capitalist thut luter appeared.in Mards social theory: The small:army of
< -oureauctats émpioped tadsy by goversimient (albeit. reluctantly) o d
& problerns of poveny,. pollution, worker and consumer gaféty, ‘and 5o foh
prefigured Iy Hegel's universal classi Marx lefc the hope fo commiicisi'tip
1% catac é{_ﬁ@lﬁ_‘-i}k‘en row of capitallsm; He l:demonstrated the logical necessi
2 (which of coun Includes opposition arid hloody conflict) of defmocratic s
nt foiinded on Individual freedom and economic democracyys - *
:Hegel did not live In one of those quaint Bavarian castles

o wi oy n gmamauﬁaiﬂi

Itizh;political:économy from his youth;and 'a; tegulai ceader of
nihamite. Moming Ghrowicle, Hegel was profoundly distirbed b
and oppresalin bought by what Karl Polanyi called the “scark it
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hiatried sy o0 many.lives be subdued and tontrolicd? These wiié the tirgent
- questions that confronted | el and for which he developed the world:shaking
S {achitlons eontalngd I the Phvlorophy of Right, some biat not all hich were
< tiken ub by Manx; (The Gommvnses Monifesso, ot his eaily G 4¢;.is Man
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Hegelian clements that influenced Marx at every stage of his life, but especially
" whea he wrote his mastetpicce, Capital, To give only one example, the young

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

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

. Most authors arc spated double publication of a ticgative review, but in
the case of Raya Dunayevskaya's critique of The Commuwist Ideal in Hagel and
Marx {first putlishcd in News and Letters in December 1983) 1 have hot been so.
lucky. Nevertheless, I am fortunate that such a wetl-known scholar found the
‘book provocative enough to examine, however cursorily, Pechaps it is no sur-
prise that Dunayevskaya rejected or ignored its arguments, But ! am grateful to
her for bringing my book to public notice. Like many othets I have been sad-
dened by her untimely death. :

David MacGregor
King’s College, London, Ontario
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