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Marcuse's Reason and Revolution was the first Hegelian Marxist text to appear in
English, the first systematic study of Hegel by a Marxist, and the first work in English
to discuss the young Marx seriously. It introduced Hegelian and Marxist concepts such
as alienation, subjectivity, negativity, and the Frankfurt School's critique of positivism
to a wide audience in the United Srates. When the book first appeared, it was attacked
sharply from the standpoint of empiricism and positivism by Sidney Haok, among
others. Since 1960, new critiques of Marcuse's book have been developed from varying
perspectives, especially by the "scientific” Marxist Lucia Colletti, the critical theorist
Dauglas Kellnar, and the Marxist humanist Raya Dunayevskaya. From the postmod-
ernist camp, Jacques Derrida has discussed same of the same themes as did Marcuse,
especiatly around the issues of negativity and difference. It is argued, however, that
Derrida’ s reading of Hegel is more problematic than Marcuse's, especially with regard
g the project of constructing a critical social theory.

Hegel and Hegelianism have lurked in the background of saciological theory from the
very beginning of the sociological enterprise. In Capital, Marx wrote in praise of “the
Hegelian ‘contradiction,” which is the source of all dialectic” ([1867-75] 1976, p. 744).
In a later postscript to the same text he stated “My dialectical method is, in its foundations,
not only different from the Hegelian, but exactly opposite to it” ([1867-75] 1976, p. 102).
The generation of Marxist theorists who followed, and who were the contemporaries of
Weber and Durkheim, tended to favor the secand type of statement over the first, in part
because they had not read the [844 Manuscripis, these were published only in 1927 (in
Russian) and then in 1932 (in German). As the French saciologist Lucien Goldmann
(1976) writes, the Marxist attitude toward Hegel did not begin to change until after World
War [:

.. . Hegelian categories are all recovered in Marxism; and it is no accident that they
were reactualized in Europe around, say, the years 1917-23: first by Lenin in the
Philosaphic Notebooks, secondly by Lukics in History and Class Consciousness, and
thirdly, I believe, somewhat later in Gramsci’s concretely philosophical analyses. Fur-
thermere it is not accidental that in the interim, with Mehring, Plekhancov, Kautsky,
Bernstein, and even Lenin at the time he wrote Materialism and Empirio-Criticism,
Marxism was just as positivistic as academic science (pp. 112-13).

* Earlier and much-abbreviated versions of this paper were presented at the annual meeting of the American
Saciological Association held in Pittsburgh in 1992 and at the Socialist Scholars Conference held in New York
in 1991, I would like te thank Janet Afary, Robert Antonio, Anna Maillow, and several anonymous reviewers
far helpful comments and criticisms of eatlier drafts. Douglas Kellner generously pravided not only extensive
criticisms of eatlier drafts, but also valuable source material on discussions af Marcuse's work. [ am of course
responsible for any deficiencies in this article,
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Thus Marx’s debt to Hegel was muted nearly to the point of invisibility by the leading
Marxist theorists of the turn of the century.

During this peried the non-Marxist founders of sociology also were rather hostile to
Hegel, and seemed to regard any lingering influence of Hegelianism as essentially perni-
cious to sociological theory. This was certainly true of Durkheim. In the years immediately
preceding the publication of Durkheim’s Suicide, Georges Noél's major study of Hegel,
which included a sharp attack on positivism, was published in the Revue de métaphysique
et de morale, a journal devated both to philosophy and sociology, and in which Durkheim
also published articles. In 1897 Noél’s La Logique de Hegel was issued as a book by the
prestigious Paris publishing house of Félix Alcan, who also published Suicide in that year
(Durkheim [1897) 1951; Noél 1897). Although Durkheim never published a critique of
Hegel, his statement in the preface to Suicide that “real laws are discoverable which
demonstrate the possibility of science better than any dialectical argument” ([1897] 1951,
p. 37) probably is directed at least in part against the type of Hegelianism represented by
Noél. In Durkheim’s view, Hegelianism contained an outdated, prescientific theory of
society. Certainly it is evident taday that positivism would eclipse Hegelianism in French
social thought for many years, but in 1897 Durkheim could have had no way of knowing
that Hegel’s pernicious shadow was soon to be banished to the sidelines.

Weber seems to have regarded Hegel with greater respect, but evidently more as a rival
than as a co-thinker. Donald N. Levine (1985, p. 150) writes of “Weber’s silent homage
to and acute consciousness of Hegel as his major intellectual antagonist” in referring to
an unpublished 1909 letter in which Weber wrote “Two ways of treating things stand
open: Hegel’s ot ours” (cited in Bruun 1972, p. 39). During this period Dilthey's influential
book Jugendgeschichte Hegels ([1905] 1959) helped to begin a Hegel revival in central
Europe. Three decades later, for example, Dilthey's work was cited frequently in Mar-
cuse’s first baok on Hegel (Marcuse [1932a] 1987).

In the United States at east since the 1960s, it has become commonplace to refer to
Hegelian Marxism and to regard the Hegel-Marx relationship as a key point of debate in
social theory. Such was not the case in 1941, however, when Marcuse's Reason and
Revalution: Hegel and the Rise of Social Theory was first published. Below [ prapose to
assess the importance and subsequent influence of Marcuse’s pathbreaking book, a half-
century after its publication.

THE ORIGINALITY OF REASON AND REVOLUTION

Reason and Reveolution holds the important distinction of being the first Hegelian Marxist
baok to appear in English. In addition, it was the first systematic published analysis of
Hegel’s major works from a Marxist standpoint in any language, preceding by several
years those by Georg Lukécs ([1948] 1975) and Ermst Bloch ([1949] 1962). To this day
Reason and Revolution stands as one of the major Marxist treatments of Hegel. It views
Marx's work as grounded in Hegel’s concept of dialectic. Theoretically, Marx’s work is
presented not only as a critique of capitalism, but also, at least implicitly, as the foundation
for a critique of Stalinist Communism. Marcuse’s book contains a critical analysis of
Hegel's major works, such as the Phenomenology of Mind, the Science of Logic, the
Philosophy of History, and the Philosophy of Righer, it also includes the first serious
treatment in English of Marx’s Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844. This
Hegelian-Marxian heritage is counterposed to what Marcuse considered to be the essen-
tially conservative worldview of positivism, which teaches people “to view and study the
phenomena of their world as neutral objects governed by universally valid laws” (194],
p. 326).
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In the preface to the ariginal edition, Marcuse (1941, p. vii) argues that “the rise of
Fascism calls for a reinterpretation of Hegel’s philosophy.” One major theme of his work,
he writes, is that it “will demonstrate that Hegel’s basic concepts are hostile to the
tendencies that have led into Fascist theory and practice” (p. vii). A second major theme
is Hegel's link to Marx. Marcuse writes that be “tried to go beyond mere restatement” in
his “survey of the structure of Hegel's system,” in order to connect it “particularly with
the Marxian theory” {p. vii). A third theme, he continues, is the critique of positivism, a
theory “which undertook to subordinate reason to the authority of established fact.”
Positivismm counterposes itself to the negative and critical character of Hegel’s dialectical
concept of reason, whereby Hegel’s “critical and rational standards, especially his dialec-
tics, had to come into conflict with the prevailing social reality™ (p. vii).

Marcuse locates Hegel's thought as part of the heritage of the Enlightenment concept
of reason and the French Revolution: “Reason presupposes freedom, the power to act in
accordance with knowledge of the truth, the power to shape reality in line with its
potentialities™ (1941, p. 9). By drawing “history into philosophy,” Hegel culminates the
journey of German idealism; at the same time, however, this historical dimension ulti-
mately “shatters the idealistic framewaork™ {1941, p. 16) of that tradition. Hegel's critique
of empiricism. is nat entirely new; it is part of the origin of German idealism, which,
Marcuse writes, “rescued philosophy from the attack of British empiricism” {1941, p. [6).
Kant began the counterattack on empiricism, but according to Hegel the “skeptical element
of Kant’s philosophy™ in the end vitiates “his atternpt to rescue reason from the empiricist
onslaught™ (1941, p. 23). Whereas philosophers “from Hume to the present-day logical
positivists” have made recourse to “the ultimate authority of the fact,” Hegel believes that
“the facts themselves have no authority” (1941, p. 27) until they are subjected to the
critique of dialectical reason.

Before taking up Hegel's first major work, the Phenomenology of Mind, Marcuse
surveys some of his largely unpublished earlier writings in the first discussion of those
writings in English. He singles out the radicalism of Hegel's early writings on industrialism
and labor, in which the attack on alienation and exploitation is scathing. In Marcuse's
view, “the tone and pathos of the descriptions point strikingly to Marx's Capital” when
Hegel writes “The faculties of the individual are infinitely restricted, and the consciousness
of the factory worker is reduced to the lowest level of dullness” (1941, p. 79). At the
same time, writes Marcuse, the very manuscript that developed this critique of capitalism
breaks off, as if Hegel “was terrified by what his analysis of the commadity-praducing
society disclaosed” (1941, p. 79). Marcuse states that according to Hegel the “wild animal”
which is capitalist society and its class contradictions “must be curbed, and such a process
requires the arganization of a strong state” (1941, p. 79). Marcuse develops this argument
further when he takes up the Philosophy of Right.

In his discussion of Hegel's Phenomenology, Marcuse notes Hegel’s severe critique of
the results of Enlightenment reason in the French Revolution: “Hegel saw that the result
of the French Revolution was not the realization of freedom, but the establishment of a
new despotism” (1941, p. 91). The central theme of the Phenomenology, as it moves
from sense awareness through Reason to Absolute Knowledge, is that the “world in reality
is not as it appears, but as it is comprehended by philosophy™ (1941, p. 93). Further,
according to Hegel, “Knowledge begins when philosophy destroys the experience of daily
life.” The latter is only “the starting point of the search for truth™ (1941, p. 103), which
is based ultimately on a critique of commonsense notions of reality. Thus Marcuse
identifies strongly with the specifically Hegelian critique of commonsense experience, a
position for which he has heen criticized harshly as a mystical idealist (as we shall see
later) by more orthodox Marxist theorists such as Lucio Colleti.
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Marcuse’s interpretation of Hegel contains a radical concept of the subject. The “first
three sections of the Phenomenology are a critique of pasitivism and, even more, of
‘reification’,” he writes (1941, p. 112). This is the case because “common sense and
traditional scientific thought' are not subject-centered: “there is, in the last analysis, no
truth that does not essentially concern the living subject” (1941, p. 113, author’s em-
phasis). Marcuse links all of this interpretation to Marx’s thought when he discusses
Hegel's cancept of labor in light of Marx’s treatment of the Phenomenology in his “Critique
of the Hegelian Dialectic” in the 844 Manuscripts. There, writes Marcuse, Marx “caught
the critical impact of Hegel's analysis™

The greatness of that work he saw in the fact that Hegel conceived the “self-creation™
of man (that is, the creation of a reasonable social order through man's own free action)
as the process of “reification” and its “negation,” in short, that he grasped the “nature
of Jabor™ and saw man to be “the result of his labor” (1941, p. 115).

Eventually, however, Hegel’s idealism seems to overtake both history and subjectivity.
Marcuse writes that at the end of the Phenomenology, in the chapter on Absolute Knowl-
edge, “pure thought again seems to swallow up living freedom™ (1941, p. 120). Marcuse,
hawever, questions whether “this solution was Hegel’s last word” (1941, p. 120).

Marcuse’s treatment of Hegel's Science of Logic in Reason and Revolution s particularly
ariginal and probing. It includes an interesting discussion of the famous beginning section
of the Science of Logic on Being, Nothing, and Becoming; this section, contended Lukécs
in History and Class Consciousness ([1923]) 1971, p. 170), “contained the whole of his
philosophy.” This section of the Science of Logic also was important to Jean-Paul Sartre,
whose Being and Nothingness appeared two years after Reason and Revolution. Marcuse
argues that the “togetherness of being and nothing™ in Hegel's chapter allows him “to
demonstrate the negative character of reality” (1941, p. 130), and to thus develop a critical
stance toward the social world.

In contrast to contemporary religious interpretations “that the world was a finite ane
because it was a created world and that its negativity referred to its sinfulness™ (1941,
p. 136), Hegel's interpretation of the problem of infinity and finitude is critical and
revolutionary. Whereas religious thought counterposes a human, finite world to a religious,
infinite world, Marcuse writes that for Hegel “[tJhere are not two waorlds, the finite and
the infinite,” but “one warld, in which finite things attain their self-determination through
perishing” (1941, p. 139). Marcuse links this notion to Marx:

Marx later laid dewn the historical law that a social system can set free its productive
forces only by perishing and passing into another form of social organization. Hegel saw
this law of history operative in all being (1941, p. 137).

Thus, according to Marcuse, Hegel’s concept of infinity is rooted in the world of being,
where when “a finite thing ‘perishes’™ it actually develops “its true potentialities™ (1941,
p. 137) by moving to a higher stage through a pracess of negating what existed before.
Further, this dialectical cancept underlies one of the central elements of Marx’s economic
theory.

Especially in his discussion of the Science of Logic, Marcuse focuses on Hegel’s concept
of the “negation of the negation.” In Marcuse's view, negativity and the negation of the
negation are the core of the dialectic for both Hegel and Marx (Bernstein 1988). Marcuse
writes (1941, p. 26) that “Hegel’s philosophy is indeed what the subsequent reaction
termed it, a negative philosaophy.” He states further (1941, p. 27) that this is the case
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because to Hegel, “the facts that appear to common sense” as the truth “are in reality the
negation of truth” and that “truth can only be established by their destruction.” Robert
Pippin discusses this emphasis on negativity in Reason and Revolution:

Mast clearly, what Marcuse wants to preserve and defend in Hegel is the central place
given in his system to “negativity,” the “power” of thought and action to reject and
transform any putative “positive” reality, and the impossibility of understanding any such
reality except in relation to this possibility. Accordingly, in Reason and Revolution, he
again rejects in Hegel all those aspects of his thought that tend to suppress or avercome
this negating potential . . . (L988, p. 82).

Pippin implies further that this rejection is due at least in part to Heidegger’s influence,
as seen in Marcuse's first book on Hegel ([1932a] 1987), even though Heidegger, with
whom Marcuse had broken by then because of Heidegger’s ties to Nazism, is not men-
tioned in the text of Reason and Revolution. The only writing by Heidegger to which
Marcuse refers even in the hibliography is a 1933 work on the German university, which
Marcuse (1941, p. 428) lists pointedly under the heading *Philosophy under Fascism and
National Socialism.” Thus, if a Heideggerian influence is present, it is subterranean and
implicit.

Probably more important with regard to the concept of negativity in Reason and
Revolution is the work to which Marcuse does refer explicitly there, the “Critique of the
Hegelian Dialectic™ from Marx's /844 Manuscripts. Apparently Marcuse read this text
only after he had completed his earlier “Heideggerian™ Hegel book {[1932a] 1987, also
see Kellner 1984). He wrote a lengthy article on the 1844 Manuscripts immediately after
they appeared for the first time in German in 1932. There, in the conclusion, he quotes
the following passage from the young Marx’s critique of Hegel:

The outstanding achievement of Hegel's Phenomenology and of its final result, the
dialectic of negativity as the moving and creative principle—is thus that Hegel conceives
the self-creation of the human being [des Menschen] as a process . . . {(Marx [1844]
1968, p. 574; emphasis added).

In his essay on the young Marx, Marcuse {[1932b] 1973, p. 46) already cites this point
as illustrating “the positive meaning of negation.”

A decade later, in Reason and Revolution (1941, p. 282), Marcuse takes up this passage
again, but now he spells out more explicitly the centrality to Marx of Hegel’s concept of
negativity. In this text, he argues, lie “the origins of the Marxian dialectic.” Marcuse
writes further: “For Marx, as for Hegel, the dialectic takes note of the fact that the negation
inherent in reality is ‘the moving and creative principle.’ The dialectic is the dialectic of
negativity.” Negativity is important to Marx in part because “[e]conomic realities exhibit
their own inherent negativity.” Marcuse’s stress on Hegel’s concept of negativity is new
and ariginal. It disagrees with the interpretations of more conservative Hegel schalars,
who tend instead to stress categories such as reconciliation and mediation. It also differs,
hawever, from the emphasis on the category of totality in Lukdes’s History and Class
Consciousness, written before Marx’s 1844 discussion of Hegel's cancept of negativity
as “the maving and creative principle” had been published in any language.

Even after the /844 Manuscripts were published, however, official Soviet Marxists
generally were hostile to any emphasis on the concept of negation, viewing it as a trace
of idealistic Hegelianism. In the 1950s, far example, the Soviet ideologist V. A. Karpushin
(cited in Dunayevskaya [1958] 1988, p. 62) tried to banish the issue of negativity from
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Marxism; in a discussion of the Manuscripts Karpushin argued that Marx apposed the
nation of “some kind of negativity which allegedly inherently clings to things, as Hegel
put it.”

Marcuse's discussion of Hegel’'s Phenomenology concentrates mainly on the early
chapters of that work. In his discussion of the Science of Logic, he follows Hegel's text
from the Doctrine of Being to the Doctrine of Essence, the middle book of the Sciernce
of Logic. There Marcuse discusses what he terms Hegel’s concept of “real passibility”
(1941, p. 151). He writes that in Hegel’s concept of essence, the “possible and the actual
are in a dialectical relation” (1941, p. 150}. This idea leads Marcuse, as a Marxist, to
write that according to Hegel “a new [sacial] system is really possible if the conditions
for it are present in the old” (1941, p. 152).

Marcuse discusses more briefly the third and final book of Hegel’s Science of Logic,
the Doctrine of the Notion or concept, but this discussion is notable for its rather unusual
focus on “a rough interpretation of its closing paragraphs™ (1941, p. 161). Marcuse devotes
seven pages to these closing paragraphs, stating that “Hegel's chapter on the Absolute
Idea gives us a final comprehensive demonstration of dialectic method,” and that even the
Absolute Tdea “is dialectical thought and thus contains its negation; it is not a harmaonious
and stable form but a process of unification of opposites” (1941, p. 165).

At the same time, however, Marcuse writes that in its closing paragraphs “Hegel’s
Logic resumes the metaphysical tradition of Western philosophy, a tradition that it had
abandoned in so many of its aspects™ (1941, p. 166). This is because “the basic concepts
of idealism reflect a social separation of the intellectual sphere from the sphere of material
production. . . .” Such 2 separation exists in 4 situation where “a ‘leisure class’ became
the guardian of the idea by virtue of the fact that it was not compelled to wark for the
material reproduction of society™ (1941, p. 163). Marcuse holds that although Hegel
atternpts to go beyond this traditional type of idealism, he is ultimately unsuccessful.
According to Marcuse, then, Hegel's Absolute Idea moves out of history and negativity
and toward a purely ontolagical position. He also points to what he considers to be the
theological aspects of the Absolute Idea, as “the Christian tradition, in which Hegel's
philosophy was deeply rooted, asserts its right” (1941, p. 167). In this cannection Marcuse
quotes a passage in which Hegel asserts that his concept of logic “shows forth God as he
is in his eternal essence” {1941, p. 167). Yet this passage which Marcuse cites is not
from the conclusion, but from the introduction, to the Science of Logic. Very few direct
references to God or religion can be found in the Absolute Idea chapter of the Science of
Logic, as noted by Lenin, an earlier Marxist reader:

It is noteworthy that the whaole chapter on the “Absolute Idea™ scarcely says a word
about God . . _ it contains almost nothing that is specifically idealism, but has for its
main subject the dialectical method ([1914-15] 1961, p. 234).

In 2 somewhat similar vein, but not moving as far as Lenin in rejecting religious roots
for Hegel’s Absolute Idea, Marcuse nonetheless regards Hegel's Absolute Idea as secking
to “prove its freedom by freely releasing itself into othemness, that is, nature” (1941,
p. 167). In this sense he seems to view the conclusion of the Science of Logic as less of
a closure than the end of the Phenomenology.

In the text of Hegel's Science of Logic, in fact, Hegel writes in the last paragraph that
the Idea engages in a process whereby it “freely releases itself” in part in a relationship
to Nature (Hegel [1831] 1969, p. 843). To Marcuse this statement shows the “rationalistic
tendencies” (1941, p. 167} in Hegel’s philosopby, even where Marcuse sees (at least to
some degree) a move to theology as well. Through this free release into Nature, Hegel
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has made a transition to the world of material reality, which takes us eventually to human
praxis and history. Marcuse writes that Nature, for Hegel, is the transition to history,
where the “‘identity of subject and object” is “attained” (1941, p. 168). This transition
allows Marcuse to move from the discussion of the Absolute Idea at the end of the Science
of Lagic to Hegel’s political philosophy. He skips over the way in which Hegel, in the
closing paragraph of the Science of Logic, peints not only to Nature but also to Spirit
(Mind), writing that the Notion “completes its self-liberation in the science of Spirit
{Mind)” (Hegel [1831] 1969, p. 844). I read Hegel here as outlining the whole of his
philosophical system. This system, in the form of the Encyclopedia of the Philasophical
Sciences, would include three books: the Shorter Logic (a more popularized version of
the Science of Lagic), the Philosophy of Nature, and the Philosophy of Mind (Spirit).
Thus he makes a transition from Logic to Nature and then to Mind (Spirit). Marcuse does
not take up the latter two parts of Hegel's Encyclopedia.

Four decades earlier, Noél addressed somewhat differently the question of the place of
Logic in Hegel’s overall philosophy. In a remark that seems to offer a critique before the
fact of Marcuse’s position, Noél (1897, p. 129), whose work is listed in Marcuse’s
bibliography, wrote “To treat Nature in itself, abstracted from Spirit (Mind), is that not
an implicit return to the most naive realism?” Lenin ([1914-15] 1961, p. 321) attacked
Noél as “an idealist and a shallow one” for this particular passage. I believe, however,
that Marcuse’s avoidance of Hegel’s category of Spirit (Mind) in the Absolute Idea chapter
of the Science of Lagic seems to rob social theory of a key Hegelian category, one which
indeed helps us to critique naive realism.

This point is important because, as we shall see below, critics of Marcuse such as Paul
Tillich, Karl Léwith, Karel Kosik, and Raya Dunayevskaya have pointed out in different
ways that Marcuse, in seeking to portray the transition from Hegel to Marx as one from
philasaphy to social theory, fails to discuss some of the most idealistic texts in Hegel’s
work, such as his treatment of Mind, religion, and aesthetics. Marcuse’s averlooking of
the more idealistic transition from Logic to Mind exemplifies the procedure in Reason
and Revelution that these critics of Marcuse have singled out.

Resuming a step-by-step discussion of Marcuse’s text, we see that Marcuse does move
from Hegel's Science of Logic to a discussion of his political philosophy. In this discussion,
Marcuse criticizes Hegel’s political philosophy and his philosophy of history, and he
regards Hegel's concept of negation of the negation, rather than Hegel’s specific writings
on history and politics, as the principal link to Marx. According to Marcuse, Hegel’s
appointment to the leading chair in philosophy at the University of Berlin in 1817 marked
“the end of his philosophical development” at the very time when he became “the
philosophical dictator of Germany” as the “so-called official philosopher of the Prussian
state” (1941, p. 169). In this period Hegel compased his Philosophy of Right, a wark that
expresses “the underlying identity of social and economic relations” of “middle class
society” (1941, p. 172). Thus Hegel wanted a powerful bureauracy to create a stronger
foundation for the new social order “than the interests of relatively small providers can
praovide” {1941, p. 176). Even so, writes Marcuse, Hegel’s determined opposition to 1.F.
Fries's antigovernment German youth moverment must be seen in the context of that
movement’s anti-Semitism and concern with “the Teutonic race alone” (1941, p. 179);
Marcuse regards this movement as a precursor of fascism. At the same time, Hegel’s state
was to be “governed by the standards of critical reason and universally valid laws™ and
thus was “a weapon against reaction” (1941, p. 180).

In working out the analysis of social relations, however, Hegel's philosophy of the state
“loses its critical content and comes to serve as a metaphysical justification of private
property” {1941, p. 189). According to Marcuse, this is the case because the “authoritarian
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trend that appears in Hegel’s political philosophy is made necessary by the antagonistic
structure of civil society” (1941, p. 202) a society divided into classes. In Hegel's schema,
three institutions—the police, the corporations, and the state itself—are to help alleviate
and reconcile class conflict. This philosophy is hardly radical or even democratic, but
rather is bound to the authoritarian and underdeveloped conditions of Germany in the
1820s. Marcuse writes that Hegel adopts this view because Hegel believes “philosophy
cannot jump ahead of history” (1941, p. 213). Marcuse criticizes Hegel’s cynicism about
war and conquest between states as “oppressive” and a form of “authoritarianism” (1941,
p. 221).

This chapter on the Philosaphy of Right is crucial for Marcuse’s attempt to portray
Hegel’s philosophy as critical and revolutionary. It has been the target of many of the
attacks on the bock ever since, in which Marcuse was accused of being teo uneritical in
his appropriation of Hegel. Yet as we have seen, Marcuse s scathingly critical of Hegel
at many peints in this chapter. More recently, MacGregor (1984) has attempted to portray
Hegel's Philosophy of Right as an essentially leftist work that has a strong affinity to
Marx’s thought, but MacGregor’s statist reading of Marx, which relies on that of Althusser,
diverges sharply from Marcuse’s subject-centered interpretation.

Before addressing Marx, Marcuse includes a briefer but no less critical discussion of
Hegel's Philosophy of History. Once he comes to Marx, Marcuse writes that “[t]he critical
tendencies of the Hegelian philosophy . . . were taken over by, and continued in, the
Marxian social theory™ (1941, p. 252). To Marcuse, however, this does not mean that
Marx’s early writings are primarily philosephical. Rather, “[t]hey express the negation of
philosophy, though they still do so in philosophical language” (1941, p. 258). In this
sense, he writes, the transition from Hegel to Marx is a move from philosophy to social
theory.

In his discussion of Marx's 844 Manuscripts, Marcuse concentrates on Marx’s dis-
cussion of alienation. Many sociological accounts of Marx’s concept of alienation have
focused on an elaboration of Marx's four forms of alienated labor: 1) workers are alienated
from the products of their labor; 2) the work process itself lacks creativity; 3) workers are
alienpated from themselves as well as from other human beings; and 4) warkers are alienated
from their species being and from nature. This schematic elaboration, valuable as it may
be in certain contexts, nonetheless fixes Marx’s concept of alienated labor as a sociological
description rooted in an economic relationship.

Marcuse focuses more closely on the underlying dialectical framework of Marx’s
argument, and on the link between the essay “Aliepated Labor™ and the mare general
statements made (n the same Manuscripts. (See especially Marx’s most fundamental
concluding essay, “Critique of the Hegelian Dialectic.”) In his 1932 analysis of thase
essays, Marcuse stresses that all of Marx's economic categories are also philesophical.
He notes the statement in the essay “Alienated Labor” that private property is not the
basis of alienated labaor, but rather the result. Although he calls this staternent a seemingly
“idealistic distortion” of economic facts, Marcuse ([1932b] 1973, p. 12) concludes that it
shows Marx’s sociological depth.

This issue is important because the central feature of capitalism then becomes not a
property but a social relationship. Therefore the move from private to collective property
relations alene, as (for example} under statist Communism, does not remove the problem
of alienated labor and may even intensify it. Now, in Reason and Revolution, Marcuse
writes “Marx views the abolition of private property entirely as a means for the abaolition
of alienated labor, and not as an end in itself” ([941, p. 282).

Further, in an implicit but very profound critique of Stalin’s Russia, Marcuse cancludes
on the basis of the writings of the young Marx that state ownership of the economy “if
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not utilized for the development and gratification of the free individual . . . will amount
simply to a new form for subjugating individuals to a hypostatized universality” (1941,
p. 283). Marcuse roots his concept of the liberated individual in passages from Marx’s
1844 text such as the following: “One must above all avoid setting “the society' up again
as an abstraction opposed to the individual. The individual is the social entity” (1941,
p. 283). Such an emphasis on Marx’'s notien of the “free individual” was extremely rare
in [941. This does not mean, however, that Marcuse completely repudiated the results of
the 1917 Russian Revolution. Citing the writings of the reformist social democrat Eduard
Bemstein, Marcuse says “The schools of Marxism that abandoned the revolutionary
foundations of the Marxian theory were the same that outspokenly repudiated the Hegelian
aspects of the Marxian theory, especially the dialectic” (1941, p. 398). On the other hand,
in an apparent reference to Lenin’s 191415 Hegel notebooks, Marcuse writes that “Lenin
insisted on dialectical method to such an extent that he considered it the hallmark of
revolutionary Marxism™ (1941, p. 401).

As Jay (1973, p. 76) argues, Marcuse in [94] places “the ontological significance of
labor™ at the center of his concept of dialectical Reason, something which his Frankfurt
School colleagues Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno “were less sure about.” This
idea is evident in Marcuse’s development of Marx’s concept of a revolutionary working
class:

The revolution requires the maturity of many forces, but the greatest among them is the
subjective force, namely the revolutionary class itself. The realization of freedom requires
the free rationality of those who achieve it (Marcuse 1941, p. 319}

In this sense, the class is to be armed intellectually with the concept of dialectical Reason
developed by Hegel and Marx. Marcuse's discussion of Marx, however, concludes on a
more sanguine note, stressing the persistence of radical theory even in the face of a
blocked objective situation: “Theary will preserve the truth even if revolutionary practice
deviates from its proper path. Practice follows the truth, not vice versa” (1941, p. 322).
In this passage, which concludes his discussion of Marx, Marcuse’s stance is substantially
similar to that of his Frankfurt School colleagues.

To Marcuse, positivism represents a theoretical counterrevolution against the heritage
of Hegel and Marx. He writes (1941, p. 340) that Comte’s attempt to found “an indepen-
dent science of sociology™ is made at the price of “renouncing the transcendent point of
view of the philosophical critique,” especially the negative and critical stance toward the
world found in German philosophy. Comte viewed himself as focusing on “useful knowl-
edge"—that is, knowledge useful to ruling elites—"instead of negation and destruction”
{1941, p. 341). Further:

Rarely in the past has any philosophy urged itself forward with so strong and so overt a
recommendation that it be utilized for the maintenance of prevailing authority and for
the protection of vested interest from any and all revolutionary onset (1941, p. 345).

The problem. is not that pesitivism “excluded reform and change” but rather that change
was to take place as “'part of the machinery of the given order”™ (1941, p. 348). Throughout,
Marcuse sharply contrasts Comte’s “positive philosophy™ with the “negative philosophy™
not only of Marx, but also of Hegel. He also discusses some conservative German
positivists, but he does not connect this critique to contemporary positivists or pragmatists
or to the work of other major figures such as Durkheim. Marcuse critiques pragmatism in
some of his writings in German for the Fraokfurt School’s own Zeitschrift fiir Sozialfor-
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schung {Kellner 1984), but he does not do so in English during this period. This reticence
may have had some connection with the precarious pasition of an émigré scholar.

Marcuse also defends Hegel against charges, still common even today in the English-
speaking world, that Hegel's thought is somehow the forerunner of fascism and totalitar-
ianism. Marcuse argues that Nazi ideologists, far from embracing Hegel, regarded him as
one of their chief enemies. The book closes with a quote from Carl Schmitt, whom
Marcuse terms “the one serious political theorist of National Sacialism.” Schmitt wrote
that on the day of Hitler's ascent to power, “Hegel, so to speak, died” (1941, p. 419).
This statement is important today in light of the renewed discussion of Schmitt’s political
theory.

Marcuse’s attack on positivism, along with his defense of Hegel as a revolutionary
thinker, subjected his book to severe criticism, especially from the more empirically
minded American Marxists and socialists. These scholars consider pragmatism and even
positivism as having more in common with Marx’s thought than with Hegel’s. These
attacks persist today, even while the book has become a classic as a major work of
Hegelian Marxism.

REVIEWS AND CRITIQUES IN THE 1940s

When Reason and Revolution was first published, the harshest criticism came from the
pragmatist Sidney Hook, then still 2 member of the Marxist left, who went to the trouble
of writing two negative reviews. Hook was outraged not only by Marcuse’s defense of
Hegel as critical and revolutionary but alse by Marcuse’s attack on positivism as essentially
conservative. In a review in The New Republic, Hook (1941a, p. 91) reproaches Marcuse
for not addressing the ways in which Hegelian logic is opposed to “scientific method”—
that is, positivism. In his defense of positivism against what he terms “the idealist
principle” underlying Marcuse’s approach, Hook writes that “positivism seeks to discover
by scientific, not dialectical methods what the facts are” and advocates “testing our ideals
and principles by available facts.” He abjects especially to Marcuse’s notion that positivism
is essentially conservative: “[Plositivists can be and have been revolutionists just as
dialecticians can be and have been reformists, and even stand-patters.” He also maintaing
that Hegel's Philosophy of Right provides “a connection between Hegel and National
Socialism” (1941a, p. 91).

Hook’s more academic review for The Living Age concentrates almost entirely on
Hegel's Philosophy of Right, a work that Marcuse discussed only briefly. In this review,
Hook attacks Hegel’s “absolute idealism™ as essentially “conservative” and defends em-
piricism “as a philosophical attitude™ that is “essentially public and critical” (1941b,
p- 595). In neither of these reviews does Hook even mention the writings of the young
Marx, or Marcuse’s discussion of the Hegel-Marx relationship. Hook’s reviews are more
an occasion for attacking Hegel than a serious grappling with any of Marcuse’s arguments.

From another quarter of the American left, a less vitriolic but somewhat similar dis-
cussion was published in the Communist-oriented theoretical journal Science & Society.
There the Marxist philosopher Vemon I. McGill (1942, p. 161) points to the “author’s
interesting argument to demonstrate the Hegelian compopent in Marx’s philosophy.” Here
toe, however, positivism was defended as scientific and therefore revelutionary, while
Marcuse’s pathbreaking discussion of the young Marx was ignored.

In a vein similar to Hook’s, Erich Franzen's critique in the American Sociological
Review attacks Marcuse for failing to critique Hegel's basic concepts. Franzen also
suggests that contrary to Marcuse's view, a possible link existed between Hegel and
fascism. Franzen’s review concludes that Husser] and Simmel offer better alternatives for
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sociological theory than Marcuse’s “dubious expedient” of a “revivification of Hegel”
(Franzen 1942, p. 128).

Marcuse’s baok fared much better in the pages of the American Journal of Sociology.
In a more balanced and more respectful review, political theorist George Sabine linked
Reasan and Revolution to Dilthey’s 1903 Jugendgeschichte Hegels, calling Marcuse’s
book “much the best account of Hegel in English.” Sabine also identified strongly with
Marcuse’s refutation of the notion of a link between Hegel and fascism, stating that
“Hegel’s philosophy was fundamentally rationalist, while the philosophy of national
socialism is fundamentally irrationalist” (Sabine 1942, p. 259). Even Sabine, however,
expressed strong disagreemment with Marcuse’s attack on positivism.

The most curious feature of these and other early reviews by American scholars is that
not a single one even mentioned the lengthy discussion of Marx’s 1844 Manuscripts in
Reason and Revolution, even though there, for the first time, Marcuse introduced to the
American intellectual public such key issues as Marx’s discussion of alienation. That topic
did not receive attention in the United States until the late 1950s, after the Manuscripts,
including the essay “Alienated Labor,” were finally published in English, and after the
new popularity of European philosophies such as existentialism bad helped to undermine
the hegemony of empiricism and positivism even among left-wing intellectuals.

Among German émigré scholars, Karl Lowith (whose own important book From Hege!
to Nietzsche alsa appeared in 1941) and the theologian Paul Tillich each wrote an inter-
esting critique of Reason and Revolution soon after it appeared. Tillich, writing in the
Frankfurt School’s journal Studies in Philosaphy and Social Science (formerly the Zeir-
schrift fiir Sozialforschung), singles out Marcuse’s emphasis on the “negative” character
of Hegel’s thought as the link between Hegel and Marx. Tillich views Marcuse as one of
a group of younger German philosophers “whose philosophical education occurred in the
period of war and revolution,” a situation that drew them to Hegel and Marx (1941,
p. 476). Despite his overall praise for the book as a pioneering study of Hegel from the
viewpoint of critical theory, Tillich criticizes Marcuse for not discussing Hegel's writings
on religion ar aesthetics. Although Tillich mainly defends the need for a religious per-
spective, there is more to his argument; in some ways this argument resembles critiques
of Marcuse made in the 1960s by the Marxist humanists Kosik and Dunayevskaya. Tillich
appatently is referring to the general issue of Hegel’s Absolutes and their relationship to
religion, and, at the same time, to Marcuse’s stress on Hegel as a political and sacial
thinker, He writes “Even a critical social theory cannot avoid an ‘ultimate’ in which its
criticism is rooted because reason itself is rooted therein. Otherwise criticism itself be-
comes positivistic and contingent” (1941, p. 478).

A somewhat similar eritique was made by Lowith, who knew Marcuse from the days
in the 1920s when they both studied under Heidegger. Lowith writes that the “book gives
in its first part an excellent analysis of Hegel’s philosophy™ (1942a, p. 561}, but he also
takes Reason and Revolurion to task for downplaying the religious and nonrevolutionary
aspects of Hegel’s work. Taking issue with Marcuse’s stress on categories such as nega-
tivity, Léwith writes further that Hegel is primarily a philosopher of “progressive mediation
and reconciliation.” He finds fault with what he terms Marcuse’s one-sided stress on
“criticism of the given state of affairs” (1942a, p. 562) in his treatment of Hegel's
philosophy as a critique of fascism. This review was published together with Marcuse's
respense and Lawith’s rejoinder (1942b). Marcuse (1942, p. 565) writes in response that
Lowith’s statement about Hegel on “progressive mediation and reconciliation” shows that
“he apparently confuses Hegel's dialectic with a shallow philosophy of progress.” As to
his alleged paliticalization of Hegel's thought, Marcuse replies that “although Léwith is
a good student of the development from Hegel to Marx,” unfortunately he “deems it
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incompatible with the dignity of philosophy to take sides in the great historical struggles
of our time” (1942, p. 564).

MARCUSE'S 1954 EPILOGUE AND [960 PREFACE

Many writers in the critical theory tradition have tended to downplay the importance of
Reason and Revolution, even in Marcuse's own work. Yet as an indication of its impor-
tance ta Marcuse himself, it is the only one of his works to which he added new material
not once but twice: in 1954 and again in [960. The new material that Marcuse added to
Reason and Revolution in the 1954 and the 1960 editions also illustrates the evolution of
his thought on Hegel, Marx, and dialectics. In the 1954 edition, Marcuse adds an epilogue
that begins on a far more resigned and more pessimistic note than does the 1941 text:

The defeat of Fascism and National Socialism has not arrested the trend toward totali-
tacianism. Freedom is on the retreat—in the realm of thought as well as in that of society.
Neither the Hegelian not the Marxian idea of Reason have come closer to realization
(Marcuse 1934, p. 433).

Such is the case, says Marcuse, because “late industrial civilization” has been able to
transform the conditions and mental cutlook of the working class, enabling it to “absorb
its negativity” (1954, p. 437). This is true not only in the West but also in the East, where
“the Soviet state grew into a highly rationalized and industrialized society” (1954, p. 439).
In [941 dialectical reason seemed to have a chance to appear as the revolutionary philos-
ophy guiding working-class action toward a practically possible transcendence of aliena-
tion. To Marcuse in 1954, however, such aspirations are utopian: “The idea of a different
form of Reason and Freedom, envisioned by dialectical idealism as well as materialism,
appears again as Utopia” (1954, p. 439). Yet he concludes that even in a utopian formi,
dialectical concepts such as reason and freedom remain a distant possibility; as a result,
the established forces in society propagandize endlessly against the very idea of liberation.

Marcuse’'s more important preface to the 1960 edition, “A Note on the Dialectic,”
develops further some of the concepts he introduced in the 1954 preface. Here, hawever,
he focuses morte closely on the dialectic proper than on social and economic developments
after 1945. Marcuse speaks of the “power of negative thinking,” as seen in Hegel and
Marx, as “in danger of being obliterated” (1960, p. vii). Dialectical reason is “alien to
the whole established universe of discourse and action” (1960, p. vil). Hegel's thought as
a dialectic of negativity critiques the existing world on the basis of a “principle of freedam”
and ends by relegating that freedom “to the realm of pure thought, to the Absolute Idea™
(1960, p. ix). Accarding to Hegel, this impasse leads dialectical thought “to become
historical analysis.” But how to do that in 1960, asks Marcuse, when the power of negative
thought has been practically obliterated? Negativity, virtually abolished from. philesophy
and social theory because of the domination of positivist and empiricist thought, can be
found elsewhere: in “poetic language” and “avant-garde literature” (1960, p. x). These
forms help to move us toward what Marcuse terms a “Great Refusal” (1960, p. x} aof
industrial and technocratic society, a peint he illustrates by quoting from Mallarmé, Valéry,
and other French poets.

This point leads Marcuse away from Hegel’s concept of dialectical reason, a concept
that was one of the central threads in Reason and Revolution:

I believe it is the idea of Reason itself which is the undialectical element in Hegel's
philosophy. This idea of Reason comprehends everything and ultimately absolves every-
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thing, because it has its place and function in the whole. . . . It may even be justifiable
to define Reason in terms which include slavery, the Inquisition, child labor, concentra-
tion camps, gas chambers, and nuclear preparedness (1960, p. xii).

Reason therefore is ““a part rather than the whale.”

Marx's critical appropriation of Hegel, says Marcuse, stemmed from “a recognition that
the established forms of life were reaching the stage of their historical negation” {1960,
p. xiii). Unfortunately, however,

Those social groups which dialectical theory identified as the forces of negation are either
defeated or reconciled with the established system. Before the power of the given facts,
the power of negative thinking stands condemned (1960, p. xiv).

Hegel's concept of totality is true and yet, at the same time, not true because “(n]o method
can claim a monopoly of cognition” (1960, p. xiv). Therefore there are two poles around
which we can think a dialectical negation of the existing society: “*The whole is the truth,’
and ‘the whole is false’” (1960, p. xiv).

Although the language is abstract, the message seems to be twofold: 1) The workers
are no longer a revolutionary class, as Marx had concluded; thus much of his concept of
dialectic is called into question. 2) The Hegelian concept of the unfolding of freedom as
dialectical Reason has been blocked increasingly as well because of the pervasiveness of
technological rationality in modern society. In Marcuse’s view, Western Reason has been
used to create mass destruction and genocide; thus, it, too, must be questioned. The
critique of society to be found in avant-garde art might ultimately be more dialectical than
Hegel’s concept of dialectical Reason. Marcuse thus questions Hegel’s totalizing notion
of Reason, which by now he regards as leading back toward instrumental reason, and he
points to less totalizing forms of thought. Thus, to continue to be critical in a technocratic
society, dialectical Reason must move outside the Hegelian-Marxian tradition while re-
taining many of its achievements.

In the early [960s, second-generation critical theorist Oskar Negt in West Germany
developed a view of this problem that may have a relationship to Marcuse’s 1960 position,
but which is at variance with the 1941 text of Reason and Revolurion. Negt's study of
Hegel and Comte points not only to differences, as did Marcuse’s work in 1941, but also
to affinities between Comte and Hegel 1n their respective theories of society. In a preface
to this work, Negt's teachers Horkheimer and Adorno write that his book shows “the
latent positivism implicit in the Hegelian construction of social reality, something which
one would not expect because of Hegel's own hostility to positivism™ (Negt [1963] 1974,
p. 8). Negt himself ([1963] 1974, p. 133) links Hegel's concept of “objective spirit” to
Durkheim’s concept of a “conscience collective,”

By the 1960s, when Marcuse had become well-known internationally, severe critiques
of his work appeared from a variety of perspectives. Most of these discussions centered
around his later waorks, such as One-Dimensional Man {1964), but they also addressed
Reason and Revolution. Below | will concentrate on four representative discussions since
1960: those by the anti-Hegelian Italian philosopher Lucio Colletti, by the American
critical theorist Douglas Kellner, by the Czech Marxist humanist philosopher Karel Kosik,
and by the Russian-American Marxist humanist and Hegel scholar Raya Dunayevskaya.

CRITICAL DISCUSSIONS SINCE 1960: COLLETTL AND KELLNER

Colletti ([1969a] 1972, [1969b] 1973) published two major critiques of Marcuse as part
of a general attack on Hegelian Marxism, which had gained wide popularity in Italy by



