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Qual è il posto dell’individuo nella filosofia di Hegel e Marx? Sulla base di questa domanda la tesi 

presenterà una ricerca approfondita che riguarda l’esistenza etimologica, epistemologica, storica, 

ontologica, politica ed economica dell’individuo. L’argomento di fondo è stato sviluppato intorno a 

un’indagine sull’esistenza politica dell’individuo. In effetti, è impossibile considerare l’esistenza 

dell’individuo al di fuori dei casi succitati. Tramite la determinazione di Hegel e Marx a proposito 

degli individui e del loro modo di generare la loro esistenza nel campo della politica, si pone 

necessariamente la seguente domanda: è possibile parlare dell’esistenza dell’individuo nello Stato 

moderno? Da un lato, Hegel è conosciuto come un filosofo che più di altri parla dell’individuo e 

comprende gli individui nel suo pensiero; dall’altro, la filosofia sociale di Marx è stata definita come 

incentrata sulla società ed è stato proposto che non esiste un posto per l’individuo nella sua filosofia. 

In altri termini, secondo quest’idea, Marx non aveva accennato al tema dell’individuo e si occupava 

solo delle questioni relative alla comunità, e il progetto politico di Hegel è filosoficamente e talvolta 

politicamente l'espressione più apprezzata dell’individuo nella sfera politica. Tuttavia, uno degli 

obiettivi principali di questa tesi è di confutare questo punto di vista. In altre parole, nella tesi saranno 

presentate le seguenti domande fondamentali: in primo luogo, quando Hegel parla dell’individuo 

quanto riesce veramente a mettere gli individui nella sfera politica? E’ riuscito a realizzare il suo 

progetto fondato sulla teoria politica, che è stata presentata come incentrata sull’individuo? In secondo 

luogo, Marx ha veramente ignorato l’individuo? Di conseguenza, il principale argomento di questa tesi 

è che nella Filosofia del Diritto Hegel confuta se stesso, benchè secondo il pensatore l’individuo esista 

nella sfera politica e realizzi la sua libertà nello Stato; inoltre, contrariamente agli argomenti secondo 

cui Marx non avrebbe affrontato il problema dell’individuo, nei suoi primi scritti egli ne conduce 

un’analisi e illustra che l’individuo non è libero come accennato nel contesto della critica economica e 

politica. In altre parole, l’individuo non è escluso dagli scritti di Marx e perciò egli lo spiega attraverso 

l’analisi ontologica, politica ed economica. Partendo da questo punto di vista, possiamo concludere 

che l’affermazione paradossale secondo cui l’individuo esiste nello Stato o nella sfera politica non è 

altro che un'illusione. 
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ABSTRACT 

A CRITICAL INVESTIGATION ON THE PROBLEM OF THE INDIVIDUAL IN HEGEL AND 

MARX’S PHILOSOPHY 

Doğan, Sevgi 

PHD Dissertation, Philosophy Department, 

Supervisor: Prof. Michele Ciliberto, 

Co-advisors: Prof. Lorenzo Calabi, Associate Prof. Barış Parkan  

2013 

What is the place of the individual in Hegel and Marx’s philosophy? Within the scope of this question, 

the thesis will present an extensive investigation into the etymological, epistemological, historical, 

ontological, political and economic existence of the individual. Basically, the main subject is 

formulated around an examination regarding the political existence of the individual. As matter of fact, 

it is impossible to consider the existence of the individual outside of these above-mentioned cases. By 

way of the deliberations of these two philosophers about individuals and how these individuals 

generate their existence in the political sphere, the following question necessarily emerges: is it 

possible to speak of the existence of the individual in the modern state? While Hegel is known as a 

philosopher who talks about the individual and includes the individual in his philosophy more than 

others; Marx’s social philosophy has often been defined as society-centered and it has been proposed 

that there is not any place for the individual in his philosophy. According to this view, Marx did not 

touch on the issue of the individual and dealt only with issues relating to community while, 

philosophically and sometimes politically, Hegel’s political project is the most successful expression 

of the individual in the political sphere. However, one of the main objectives of this thesis is to refute 

this standpoint. To this end, this thesis raises two fundamental questions. First; when Hegel speaks of 

the individual, how much room in the political sphere does he really give to the individuals? Is his 

project of developing a political theory, which is allegedly individual-centered, successfully realized? 

Secondly, did Marx really ignore the individual? Accordingly, the main claim of this thesis is that 

although Hegel asserts that the individual exists in the political sphere and achieves their freedom 

within the state, in my view, within Philosophy of Right Hegel disproves himself; however, contrary to 

arguments claiming that Marx did not address the problem of the individual, within the context of his 

early writings, Marx presents an analysis of the individual and demonstrates by way of an economic 

and political criticism that the individual is not free as claimed. Starting from this point of view, we 

can conclude that the claim paradoxically stating that the individual exists in the state or in the 

political sphere is no more than illusion. 

Keywords: Individual, universal, state, society, Hegel, Marx, Aristotle, relation, reason, self-

consciousness, feeling, labor, capitalism, political agent, illusion, abstract, thing, imaginary, freedom.  
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İNCELEME 

Doğan, Sevgi 

Doktora Tezi, Felsefe Bölümü, 

Tez Danışmanı: Prof. Michele Ciliberto 

Yardımcı Danışmanlar: Prof. Lorenzo Calabi, Doç. Dr. Barış Parkan 

2013 

Bireyin Hegel ve Marx felsefelerindeki yeri nedir? Bu temel soru çerçevesinde şekillenecek olan tez, 

bireyin etimolojik, epistemolojik, tarihsel, ontolojik, siyasal ve ekonomik varoluşuna dair derin bir 

araştırmayı sunacaktır. Esasında temel sorunsal bireyin siyasal varoluşuna dair bir sorgulama etrafında 

şekillenecektir. Doğruyu söylemek gerekirse, bireyin bu varoluşunu az önce bahsedilen durumlardan 

ayrı düşünmek imkânsızdır. Bu iki filozofun bireye ve onun siyasal alanda kendini nasıl var 

edebildiğine dair saptamaları üzerinden “bireyin modern devletteki yerinden bahsetmek olanaklı 

mıdır” sorusu ister istemez ortaya çıkacaktır. Bir yanda Hegel, bireyden en çok bahseden ve 

felsefesinde de bireye en çok yer veren filozoflardan biri olarak bilinirken, diğer yandan Marx’ın 

sosyal felsefesi toplum merkezli olarak tanımlı bırakılmış ve bireyin onun felsefesinde yeri olmadığı 

görüşü ortaya atılmıştır. Yani bu anlayışa göre Marx birey meselesine değinmemiş ve sadece topluma 

dair meselelerle uğraşmış; Hegel’in siyasal projesi ise felsefi olarak ve bazen politik olarak bireyin 

politik alandaki en başarılı anlatımı olmuştur. Ancak bu tezin temel amaçlarından biri de bu kanıyı 

çürütmek olacaktır. Bu amaçla iki temel soru ortaya atılacaktır; (1) Hegel bahsedildiği gibi bireyden 

söz ederken onu gerçekten siyasal arenaya ne kadar sokar; birey merkezli görünen siyasal teorisine 

dair projesini başarıyla gerçekleştirmiş midir? (2) Marx bireyi gerçekten görmezden mi gelmiştir? 

Dolaysıyla, bu tezin asıl savı, Hegel, her ne kadar bireyi siyasal alanda var ettiğini ve bireyin 

özgürlüğünü devlette kazandığını iddia etse de, Hukuk Felsefesi içerisinde kendi kendini 

çürütmektedir; Marx ise öne sürülen görüşlerin aksine genç dönemine ait çalışmaları bağlamında 

bireyin bir analizini sunmakta ve bireyin bahsedildiği gibi özgür olmadığını bizlere ekonomik ve 

siyasal eleştiri etrafında göstermektedir. Yani birey Marx’ın felsefesinden dışlanmış değildir, Marx’ın 

ontolojik, siyasal ve ekonomik analizleri bunu göstermektedir. Buradan yola çıkarak şu sonuca 

varabiliriz, paradoksal olarak bireye devlette ya da siyasal alanda önemli bir yer verdiğini öne süren 

siyasi kuramlar bize illüzyondan başka bir şey sunmamaktadır.  

Anahtar Kelimeler: Birey, evrensel, devlet, toplum, Hegel, Marx, Aristoteles, ilişki, akıl, öz-bilinç, 

duygu, emek, kapitalizm, siyasal özne (aktör), illüzyon, soyut, şey, hayali, özgürlük.   
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Is it possible to speak of the individual in the modern state? Whether one answers ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to this 

question, other more fundamental questions arise: if ‘yes,’ then ‘how is it possible’? If ‘no,’ then ‘why 

is it not possible’? These questions, in turn, lead to one further question, and the central question of 

this research project: ‘why is the individual speechless in the modern (capitalist) state—a state which, 

paradoxically, assumes that the individual and their freedom are ensured and advanced by capitalism, 

and which derives its own existence from the freedom of the individual?’ The central concept of the 

thesis, the individual as an existing subject, pertains to these questions. 

Coming from a country that has a substantial history, connects two continents (Asia and Europe), and 

has thereby hosted many different cultures, religions, and ethnic groups, many of which still continue 

to coexist on the same territory leads me to reflect on diversity, hence similarity and dissimilarity, 

homogeneity and heterogeneity, the individual and the universal. The struggle between two different 

ethnic groups—Turkish and Kurdish—which has continued for decades and continues to exist at the 

present time induces me to question the meaning of freedom, individual rights, particularly, the right 

to a voice in political life, and the existence of the individual in the modern state. In the Philosophy of 

Right Hegel points out that “man must be accounted a universal being, not because he is a Jew, 

Catholic, Protestant, German, or Italian, but because he is a man.”
1
 Prompted by this statement and a 

concern with regard to the exclusion of the individual from political life, I aim to examine the concept 

of the individual with a special focus on its relation to the modern state. It is the starting point of this 

present thesis. I begin with feeling, with heart. I begin not with pure reason. I begin with insights, 

which are mine.   

The fundamental question is how it is possible to retain dissimilarity within similarity, heterogeneity 

within homogeneity. This chief question is related to the problem of the relation between the 

individual and the universal. The hypothesis of this dissertation is that the individual as a being 

                                                           
1
 G. W. F. Hegel, The Philosophy of Right, translated by S. W. Dyde, Dover Publications, Inc. Mineola, New 

York, 2005, § 209, p.109 
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different from their fellows, that is, as dissimilar, can exist in a condition of homogeneity or in a 

condition that relies on similarity. The essential and more difficult question to respond to is how it is 

possible to combine these two—homogeneity and heterogeneity—as one unity, like the individual and 

the universal in one composition. In fact, this is a question that underlies many philosophical 

problems. The political and economic realization of the individual, the conflict between general and 

private interest, are also related to this problem.   

It is my conviction that nowadays we need to analyze, criticize and thus to re-identify, and re-define all 

concepts, without exception, in relation to Marx’s own definitions. We need to re-identify and redefine 

all concepts because the capitalist system changes every day, maybe every hour, and thus continuously 

transforms itself without our awareness. As their bases and reference points thus keep changing, all 

our concepts need constant revision and analysis.  Further, as we will also see throughout the present 

work, all these concepts from the simplest to the more complicated (from our basic feeling of “love” to 

the concept of “capital”, “money”, “market”, “nature”, “society”, etc., as well as the concept of 

“individual”) are abstract, so to speak; they are not concrete because of the fact that all these concepts 

have lost their proper relationships and reference points. For this reason, we have to search out their 

true relationships. The task is to reconsider what the truth is! In order to achieve this, we have to 

demonstrate that the appearance, which we supposed to be the truth, is not real. With these remarks, I 

am trying to indicate the possibility of an interpretation of the concept of the individual through 

Marx’s critical method.
2
  

It is important to note that, even though socialist circles specifically emphasize the importance of the 

economy in Marx’s analyses, Marx also ascribes great importance to the workers’ struggle in the 

political sphere. In other words, the existence of the individual should be sought for in the sphere of 

politics as well as economics. It is a great mistake, when talking about economy, to forget the 

importance of politics. As a matter of fact, the distinction between the sphere of politics and that of 

economics is a modern distinction and one that Marx criticizes in his early writings such as On the 

Jewish Question. The modern state leaves people alone and abandons them to their fate. In modern 

society, the individual does not find themselves as a person, the way they did in former societies, 

through and within the common spirit of society, but along with the development of division of labor, 

they find themselves within their objectified relation to divided labor. However, this self-discovery is a 

lonely discovery that the person has to do by themselves.  

Such a discovery, that is, the self-realization and self-discovery of the individual, is not treated by 

philosophy only; it is the subject of contemporary literature as well.  In Marx’s Theory of Alienation, 

                                                           
2
 This paragraph was presented at Telos in Europe: The L’Aquila Conference, held on September 7-9, 2012, in 

L’Aquila, Italy. 
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Istvàn Mèszàros points out that the problem of individual freedom has received greater attention by 

philosophers from the seventeenth century onwards;
3
 to this should be added the concern of 

contemporary literature with the exploration of the individual as well, especially in relation to the 

concept of alienation. Furthermore, it is not only philosophy and literature that are interested in 

individual existence and individual freedom; psychology as a new so-called human science has also 

come to the fore during the nineteenth century. As Collin Morris states in his book The Discovery of 

the Individual 1050-1200, the exploration of the individual in Western literature can be found in the 

form of biographies and autobiographies as well as novels. In this respect, Morris also differentiates 

Greek tragedy from Western tragedy. Greek tragedy was a drama of circumstances while Western 

tragedy is a drama of person or character.
4
  

The argument of this dissertation is inspired by the actual problem of the individual in the modern 

state. The thesis  claims that although the individual, with its economic, social and political rights, is 

presented as one of the founding blocks of the modern  political institution, the individual does not 

exist—or is not considered—as a political agent. It exists only as consumer both for himself and for 

another (capitalist) and as a producer for another (capitalist) but not as a creator for himself. Marx 

talks about the production and consumption dialectic in relation to this matter in the “Introduction” to 

Grundrisse (1858, published 1939).  In an effort to show how this dialectic reveals the difference 

between Marx’s and Hegel’s philosophical perspectives on individual existence, a detailed survey of 

some of Marx’s well-known, early writings is presented here.
5
  

Secondly, this thesis shows the view that Marx does not discuss the concept of the individual as Hegel 

does to be mistaken. Both Hegel and Marx address the issue of the individual albeit in different 

manners. In this respect, I do not accept the prevalent view that Marx does not address the problem of 

the individual. On the other hand, Marx’s treatment of the individual is not identical with Hegel’s 

approach. The analysis and survey of Hegel’s philosophy shall demonstrate that while Hegel attempts 

to unify the individual with the universal and find the unification of the individual and the state in 

political action, strictly speaking, the individuals are step by step reduced to an instrument and 

excluded from the political sphere. In other words, Hegel’s attempt fails, as we will see through the 

second and third chapters.   
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Both Hegel and Marx give importance to self-determination as an essential aspect of the existence of 

the individual in political life. This is significant for the modern comprehension of the individual since 

the concept of the individual in modern times is only an illusion, which dictates or conceals existence-

without-self-consciousness. Moreover, the individual does not exist in society only as a person and as 

a social, moral, or ethical entity, or in the economic sphere as an economic entity. As Hegel and Marx 

articulate in different places within their works, the individual also actualizes themselves as a political 

(animal) agent—an idea which originates from Aristotle, who defined the human being as a political-

being. For this reason, the third claim of this dissertation is that the individual becomes the real 

individual when they are able to take their voice back as a political agent. This framework leads us to 

brood over the term “human agent.” 

If and when every single individual could represent themselves, representatives would be needless. In 

my view, it is forgotten that the human being is not just a species being, or a universal being, or a 

social being subsisting in a community, but they are at the same time a human agent. What does it 

mean to call the human being an “agent”? The etymological analysis of the word ‘agent’ indicates its 

origin coming from Latin agens, present participle of agree which means “to drive, lead, conduct, 

manage, perform, and do.”
6
 Put differently, the term ‘agent’ refers to an actor, factor, or functionary; 

that is, it implies a person, or an individual, or an entity that has capacity to choose, act and carry out 

their choices in the world. Shortly, the individual as a human agent always means “a subject in 

action.”  

It should be questioned why the individual is not considered as having the capability of acting and 

making decisions by their choices in the modern period. There is not any decision made by the 

individuals in any sphere, either political or economic, which constitutes society, but it is common to 

talk about individuals as decision-makers within a concealed abstraction. This problem is related to 

“freedom” itself. To proclaim that the individuals are free, that they are thereby able to do what they 

prefer or intend to do without damaging society or others with whom they are interrelated, implies that 

the individual has the right to demand change and challenge the problems in a community. Therefore 

the concept of the individual should be materialized—embodied—in concrete, definitive, 

determinable, visible actions or states. 

In the modern period, the concept of the individual could be linked to the term ‘crisis.’ The crisis 

between the individual and others—whether they be states, or other single individuals—arises from 

lack of freedom which is strictly related to economy and politics. The freedom that the modern world 

or, to put it clearly, the capitalist system, proclaims that you have does not actually exist in the 

practical sense but only theoretically. This freedom is much like that of the Stoics’. As Hegel states in 
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the Phenomenology of Spirit, we can speak of two different types of freedom: (1) freedom resting on 

thought and (2) living freedom. In light of this distinction, capitalism must be defined as a stoical 

system. 

An adequate examination of the crisis of the individual and its lack of freedom in the modern period 

requires some deeper and more systematic questions to be answered. One of these questions is how the 

concept of the individual developed. The other is the relation of the existence of the individual to 

politics.  

To address the first question, I will first examine the historical development of the concept of the 

individual. I begin by taking a glance at the history of primitive societies. Morris highlights the 

identity that an individual finds through a people or a community in primitive societies. “In primitive 

societies the training of the child is usually directed to his learning the traditions of the tribe, so that he 

may find his identity, not in anything peculiar to himself, but in the common mind of his people.”
7
  

The identity and the existence of the primitive human being are dependent on the existence of its 

community and the common mind of the people in that community. Primitive human being finds their 

identity through integration with the tradition and the common mind of the people. Colin Morris finds 

similarity between primitive societies and some Eastern societies. However, he separates Eastern 

societies from the Western comprehension of the individual.
8
 

The Eastern tradition excludes the individuality or the individual in the Western sense from their belief 

and community because the Eastern tradition believes that they come into existence in another form 

after their death. The more interesting thing in the Eastern and Asiatic tradition is that each person is a 

sort of manifestation of life within themselves. For this reason, they are not separated from life and 

other human beings and they manifest the common experience of humanity. In the Western tradition, 

on the other hand, the individual does not express the common mind of the people. Individuals in the 

Western world are separated not only from life itself but also from other human beings and from their 

community. They relate to community only because of their basic needs, not for tradition, culture or a 

common spirit.  

The Asiatic and Eastern tradition is also appraised in terms of personality, for example, by Ernst 

Cassirer in his work called the Myth of the State, in which he considers the Eastern religions—

Confucianism, Brahmanism, and Buddhism—as impersonal. Cassirer also asserts that in primitive 

societies, the individuals identified themselves “with the life of community and with the life of 
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nature.”
9
 However, this was not the same in Greek philosophy. Philosophy in Ancient Greece was 

based on ‘logos’ and self-knowledge of the individual. The Sophists’ understanding of the human 

being as having a central position in the world played an important role in considering the human 

being as an individual. Nevertheless, the individual was not conceived as isolated from its society 

either. “The soul of the individual is bound up with the social nature; we cannot separate the one from 

the other. Private and public life are interdependent. If the latter is wicked and corrupt, the former 

cannot develop and cannot reach its end.”
10

 In this sense, the primitive consideration of the human 

being within community continues to exist in Greek philosophy but with more emphasis on the 

existence of the individual. 

Therefore, in Chapter II, I will also pay close attention to identifying the specific use of the term in 

Greek philosophy, particularly in some of Aristotle’s works such as Metaphysics, Categories and 

Politics. Then I will shortly analyze the concept of the individual in the medieval period.  

Having described the development of the concept of the individual in the history of philosophy, I will 

move on to my other question concerning the relation of the existence of the individual to politics. To 

give a systematic account of the major aspects of the problem of the individual in the modern political 

state, in Chapter III, I will examine the concept of the individual in the philosophy of Hegel. I focus on 

Hegel for two reasons. First, I believe that Hegel provides a most systematic framework in which the 

existence of the individual can be examined in relation to the universal as well as in relation to 

politics, society, and economy. Secondly, a comprehension of Hegel’s understanding of the individual 

is necessary for a discussion of Marx’s position on the subject.  It is commonly held that the individual 

is a fundamental feature of the modern political state while it is not the main concern of Marx’s 

philosophy. In contrast, I will argue that the individual does not exist in the modern political sphere 

and this is one of Marx’s main criticisms of the modern state. It is generally believed that it is difficult 

to find the discussion of the individual explicitly in Marx’s philosophy. To counter these arguments, 

one must take a closer look at Marx’s critique of Hegel. Therefore, Chapter IV is devoted to Marx’s 

critique of Hegel. While Hegel speaks of the concept of the individual more than Marx does, Marx’s 

critique of Hegel reveals that he is motivated by a similar concern with the individual and aims at 

strengthening the existence of the individual in relation to politics, society and economy.   

Prima facie, it seems that Hegel was much more aware of the problem of the existence of the 

individual in society and in particular in the state. On that account, I would like to focus on that 

problem in the context of Hegel’s approach to the subject-matter. To this end, in Chapter III, I will 

examine and analyze the concept of the individual through a close analysis of some of his texts. I will 
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particularly focus on the Philosophy of Right in an attempt to explore the relation of the individual to 

the state and other human beings in society. I will also emphasize the relation of the individual to the 

terms ‘reason’ and ‘feeling’ in his Philosophy of History. In addition, the Encyclopedia and Science of 

Logic are used as the main reference sources for the comprehension of some of his philosophical 

concepts.  

Hegel’s attempt while forming his theory of the state is similar to Plato’s in that they both try to 

describe an ideal state. According to Hegel, Plato could not achieve this without harming free 

individuality (personality). Hegel makes an effort to discover the reconciliation of free personality 

with the “ethical world” (the highest stage of which is the State). In many of his books like the 

Philosophy of History as well as the Philosophy of Right, Hegel relates freedom to thought. Human 

beings are the only free beings because they alone are conscious of their act of thinking. 

Consciousness, therefore, produces or creates freedom. Due to consciousness, the individual 

recognizes themselves as a unique being pertaining to the universal. The individual thus finds their 

ultimate realization, that is, their realization with the universal, within the state, as completeness.  

It should be pointed out that there is not any possibility to experience ‘pure freedom’, that is, freedom 

in itself. Of course, it is possible to discuss it theoretically, but practically it is difficult to comprehend. 

It could be said that we intuitively know and experience pure freedom. But according to Hegel, this is 

empty freedom. Put in another way, it is almost impossible to experience pure freedom while the 

individual is surrounded by various deployments and manifestations of power, as Foucault asserts. 

Accordingly, while the term freedom is discussed, the individual should be considered as a finite or 

limited being, not merely in the biological sense but also in the sociological sense.   

In that respect, Hegel is right to differentiate negative freedom from positive freedom. He cites this 

distinction in The Philosophy of Right. Negative freedom is that “we have the limitless infinitude of 

absolute abstraction, or universality, the pure thought of itself.”
11

 Here, the will refuses all 

determination; it abstracts itself from all contents and definitions.
12

  

As Hegel affirms, even though the concept of negative freedom is put forward as if it is intended to be 

experienced equally and universally, it is meant to remain in thinking only because any positive 

determination would limit it. Therefore, negative freedom relates to inner being, nothing more. 

However, positive freedom characterizes the reconciliation and unity of universality and particularity 

in individuality.   
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A close analysis of Hegel’s texts regarding the concept of the individual enables us to clarify two 

points. First, it enables us to answer our question about whether the individual exists as a political 

agent in Hegel’s philosophy. Second, it enables us to clarify the comprehension and identify the 

existence of the individual in the modern world. In the Preface to the Philosophy of Right, Hegel 

claims that he explains the existing state (present state) but while he explains the existing state, he 

theorizes and idealizes it. He defends the modern state by way of idealizing it. In this manner, we can 

progress to the existence of the individual in Marx’s philosophy, which will be examined in our fourth 

chapter.  

The fourth chapter on Marx is divided into two parts. In the first part, I will introduce the concept of 

the individual within the framework of the ontological existence of the individual in Marx’s early 

writings such as Economic-Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844. Marx approaches the individual as a 

person by underlining the concept of ‘alienation.’ He describes the individual as alienated from their 

product, from the labor process, from their society, species and thus alien to themselves. In his book 

Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of1844, Marx argues that “Hegel hypostatizes abstractions 

and then reinterprets the world as the realization of those hypostases.”
13

  

In an effort to grasp the method of Marx and to comprehend his critique I will also deal with the texts 

of Feuerbach since they have had significant influence on Marx. Marx expresses his admiration of 

Feuerbach in one of his letters to Feuerbach as follows: “your Philosophie der Zukunft, and your 

Wesen des Glaubens, in spite of their small size, are certainly of greater weight than the whole 

contemporary German literature put together.”
14

 In his letter to Hegel
15

, Feuerbach presents his 

critique of Hegel’s idea of the universal by asserting the significance of the sensuous and the apparent. 

He says: “I am aware that the ideas engendered or awakened in me by you and expressed in your 

philosophy do not obtain on high in the universal sphere, beyond the sensuous and the apparent, but 

continue to act in me creatively.” This claim denotes the materialistic aspects of Feuerbach. In this 

context, Feuerbach strictly criticizes the understanding of the latest philosophy talking about the spirit, 

world spirit, or the spirit of world history. This spirit resides in activities as beyond these activities. It 

is the kingdom of idea or thought. Here it is clear that Feuerbach is opposed to Hegel’s idealism. In 

addition to this point, Feuerbach also speaks of his understanding of humanity. He says, “it is a 

question of overthrowing from its throne the ego, the self in general, which, especially since the 
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beginning of Christianity, had dominated the world, which has conceived itself as the only spirit to 

exist.”
16

   

In the second part, the political existence of the individual will be taken up. This second part is divided 

into two sections. The first section of the second part is focused on Marx’s article called On the Jewish 

Question [1843]. In this article, Marx discusses the reality of the political state concerning its 

relationship to the existence of the individual and civil society.  

The second section of the second part is on another early writing of Marx, namely, the Critique of 

Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. In the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, Marx makes the same 

criticism of hypostatization against Hegel’s understanding of the state. In this section, I also focus 

directly on the Philosophy of Right in order to clarify and explore Marx’s critiques. Marx points out 

that Hegel’s state is an abstraction and the individual in this abstract state is regarded as a means in 

order to realize the universal. Because of this abstraction, Hegel severs the state from the community 

thereby granting the highest level to the state. Accordingly, it seems that there is a hierarchy in 

Hegel’s theory of the state, and as a result, Marx argues that there is a separation between the 

individual, the community and the state.  

Marx demonstrates another side of this problem in light of economy, which is difficult to find in 

Hegel’s philosophy, even in the Philosophy of Right. Hegel tries to demonstrate that the state is this 

unity of the particular and the universal. It is difficult to consider a state, particularly as the 

compromise of the individual and the universal, without the individual. Hegel repeatedly and 

insistently argues that the individual materializes their complete existence within and through a 

national community and their participation or activity in political life. For Hegel, civil society is not 

adequate in order to actualize the complete spirit development of human being. On the other hand, 

without Marx it is difficult to understand why the existence of the individual is problematic in the 

modern political state. In other words, without an examination that takes into account economic 

perspectives, it is not possible to comprehend adequately what alienates and separates the individual 

from political participation. In short, while Hegel talks about the ontological existence of the 

individual in a philosophical context, Marx emphasizes its ontological existence from an economic 

perspective. For this reason, both philosophers will be our pathfinders in searching for the answers to 

our questions.   

The method that I use throughout the dissertation is to analyze the texts of Marx and those of Hegel 

almost paragraph by paragraph. When we take a glance at every chapter, it seems that every chapter 
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has its independence. On the one hand, every chapter is independent in itself; on the other hand, all 

chapters are interrelated.  

For both Hegel and Marx, the question is how it is possible for the individual to ‘feel at home.’ The 

conflicts between the individual and society have always been treated as the subject matter of political 

philosophy. It is still a considerably up-to-date question. As Sean Sayers says, modern society is 

characterized with the concept of the individual. This is a good reason to research this concept through 

Marx and Hegel whose philosophies are still close to our times.  

The reason why these philosophers are preferable is that their different—idealist and materialist—

perspectives yield certain and explicit responses to our questions. No later thinkers, even though they 

think and talk about this problem, could come up with an adequate suggestion like them. For example, 

Foucault or post-Marxists such as Mouffe and Laclau engage in analyses of the subject and of 

subjectivity and discuss the determination of discourses in social relations. Actually, the issue of 

which they speak is the subject with multiple identities determined within society. In this respect, 

according to Mouffe, the subjectivity of one person is not determined only by his condition in the 

relations of production. Every social agent is the focus of many subject positions.
17

 For example, as a 

woman, I can be both a worker and a very religious Muslim, or both a very religious Muslim 

housewife and a worker, or in addition to being a religious housewife, mother, and worker—I could 

identify myself as a Turkish Muslim and ethnic Kurd. The multiple subject state of every individual 

corresponds both to different social relations in which the individual is embedded and to the 

discourses that constitute these relations.
18

  

This somewhat nebulous condition arose from the chaos after the Second World War. The situation of 

heterogeneity is homogenized by making one of the subject identities more apparent, depending on the 

circumstances. For example, I take my place among one of these very identities, for instance, in the 

feminist sphere as a woman, or in the ecological movement as an environmentalist, or with my fellow 

Muslims in a religious community. Post-Marxists believe that these multiple struggles lead the 

democratic struggle to become more widespread and stronger.    

In this respect, against the idea of classical Marxism that reduces the subject to just a single 

determination, namely, to their class, Mouffe, a post-Marxist, emphasizes the condition of the multiple 

subject and its multiple struggles. Instead of class antagonism, she points out the democracy of 

aggressive pluralism in which all struggles are co-involved. However, the problem emerges at the 
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point of taking part in as struggle. These struggles separate from one another by the acceptance of 

different identities. This is in reality to the advantage of capitalism in recognizing its enemy very well 

and thus it strengthens its struggle against its enemy.  

The main question is that, even if modern states claim that every individual is guaranteed the right to 

free speech (namely, a voice in the political arena through different political means such as 

democracy), is it really still possible for the individual to realize its existence in modern political 

forms by means of its own self-respect? Through modern constitutions, their institutions, and through 

the rights of the individual in the modern understanding, is it possible to speak of the existence of the 

individual? In other words, does the constitutional citizenship sustain the existence of the individual in 

and for itself, or does it in fact negate the existence of the individual? The individual in modern 

society finds himself in a virtual prison. He can do anything he wants but not really with his self-

determination.  
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CHAPTER II  

THE EMERGENCE OF THE CONCEPT OF THE INDIVIDUAL  

 

In this second chapter, I would like to demonstrate the concept of the individual by means of an 

analysis of its etymology and research into the historical background of the concept. For this aim, I 

shall concentrate on its lexical meaning and then I will deal with the comprehension of the individual, 

in particular, in ancient Greek. To this end, I focus on Aristotle’s approach to the concept of the 

individual. I then proceed with a short analysis of the medieval period. Even if the ancient thinkers did 

not explicitly concentrate on the problem of the individual, it seems to me that they did not completely 

subsume, as is usually believed, the existence of the individual under the universal or the political state 

either. In the first place, they considered or discussed the good life for human beings and tried to 

define and analyze the best political structure in light of this perspective. Their fundamental object was 

the good life. Of course, Plato’s discussion of justice and right in the first book of the Republic, for 

example, is far from being individualistic. However, in my view, when Ancient Greeks discuss the 

best political structure for human beings, they do not ignore the existence of the individual. They 

sought for the best political structure because it provided the best life for human beings; they did not 

consider the political structure above and beyond the individual. This was the case for both Plato and 

Aristotle. It can be said that the ancient Greek world tries to find the balance between the well-being of 

the individual and the common good. 

2.1. Etymological and lexical analysis 

In his book Myth of the State, Ernest Cassirer says that before trying to understand how a myth works 

one must know what it is.
19

 Starting from this point of view, we shall begin with an etymological 

examination of the term ‘individual.’ First I shall present its lexical meaning. Extant dictionary 

definitions direct us to the concept of the particular as opposed to the universal. For example, the 

Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy identifies this term with the concept of the particular. It 
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expresses that one of the distinctive features of particulars is that they cannot be at more than one 

place at a time whereas  

“universals are capable of being wholly present in more than one place at a given 

time…Since a particular is not instantiated by another thing, it is sometimes said to 

exist ‘in itself’, whereas universals exist ‘in’ something else. For this reason, the 

term ‘particular’ is related to the term ‘substance’ which is traditionally used to 

mean something capable of independent existence.”
20

  

It was Aristotle who most famously conveyed the common sense intuition that substance must be “a 

particular this” because particulars can exist in themselves whereas the universal is always predicated 

of something.
21

  

The Latin dictionary of Lewis
22

 and Oxford Latin Dictionary of Glare, on the other hand, define the 

notion of the individual by focusing on its “atomic” character: 

Latin Dictionary; “in-dividuus, [in-divido] I) not divided, indivisible (class): arbores, with stems not 

branched. Individuum: an atom, indivisible particle. II) Inseparable, not separated (post. Aug.)” 

 

Oxford Dictionary: “individuus~a~um[in+dividvvs] I) incapable of being divided, indivisible.~um: 

corpus (principium) an atom (in the atomic theory of Democritus); ~um: alone. II) That cannot be 

parted, inseparable. III) Not divided or forked; not shared. Equal, impartial.” 

As we see, the term is composed of “in” and “dividual” (divided, shared). In Latin (as in English) “in”, 

gives the negative meaning to a concept.  

The Oxford Dictionary defines the word as: 

“(LL. Individualis; L. individuus, indivisible, inseparable; in- priv., and dividuus, 

divisible, from dividere, to divide.)
23

  adj. 1. One in substance or essence; forming 

a divisible entity; indivisible. 2. That cannot be separated; inseparable. 3. a. 

Existing as a separate indivisible entity; numerically one, single. b. Single, as 
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distinct from others of the same kind; particular, special. c. Expressing self-

identity: Identical, self-same, very same. 4. Distinguished from others by 

attributes of its own; marked by a peculiar and striking character.”
24

  

 

The definitions above give the meanings of ‘individual’ as an adjective. As a noun, on the other hand, 

‘individual’ means;  

 

“1.a single being, or things of any kind; a single group when taken as a unit. 2. a 

person.”
25

 “1. Inseparable things. 2. a. A single object or thing, or a group of 

things forming a single complex idea, and regarded as a unit; a single member of 

a natural class, collective group, or number. b. Logic and Metaph. An object 

which is determined by properties peculiar to itself and cannot be subdivided into 

others of the same kind; spec. in Logic: An object included in a species, as a 

species is in a genus. 3. a. A single human being, as posed to Society, the Family, 

etc. b. Without any notion of contrast or relation to a class or group: A human 

being, a person.”
26

 

 

In Latin, ‘individual’ is called ‘individuus’ which means ‘indivisible.’ In common language, it 

indicates an indivisible, independent being with its proper form. As we see, the Latin word 

‘individuus’ has the same meaning  as particulars which could have their own properties distinguished 

from those of other particulars. Etymologically, the term has the same meaning as ‘atomo’ and the 

term ‘individuus’ is distinguished from ‘individual’ (lat. Individuum) that is the non-divided, the 

unique or the one. In his article “The Individuals in Aristotle,” Micheal Frede explains that there is a 

difference between the two terms because while the term “individual” can be a property, atomo 

cannot. For example, one can said “individual animal” or “individual person”, but this is not the case 

for atomo. Micheal Frede gives an explanation regarding Aristotle’s statement in Categories (1
b
6-7).

27
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Aristotle explains the term ‘individual’ as “that which is one in number.” If there is more than one 

thing, then we can speak of them as one species or kind. 

As we see from this description of the concept of the individual, it refers to ‘inseparable things,’ ‘a 

single being or human being,’ ‘a person,’ ‘a single member of a natural class,’ etc. For our purpose, 

which is to analyze the individual human being as a member of a political society, this means that the 

individual is unique and a single person. Here a question naturally follows: what makes this individual 

single or unique?  I will argue that what makes one single individual different from other individuals is 

a relation but this relation is not only with the family, society and culture in which the individuals are 

embedded, but also with themselves in their self-realization, or self-affirmation by way of embodying 

themselves in their works such as craft, philosophy, art, and so on. Also what differentiates one 

particular individual from other particular individuals are the “feelings” or “sensations”, “desires”, 

“inclinations”, etc., that they have.  

 

The third description of the concept of the individual refers to ‘a single human being as opposed to 

Society, the Family.’
28

 In this context, the purpose of this study is to make an analysis of the individual 

as “a single human being as opposed to society, family” and the state. In other words, we will present 

the individual as a person, as a concrete human being. 

In the German dictionary concerning philosophical concepts, Wörterbuch der Philosophischen 

Begriffe, the term ‘individual’ is defined at three levels: the metaphysical individual (Metaphysische 

Individuen), the empirical individual (Empirisches Individuum) and lastly the human individual (die 

Menschlichen Individuen). In its metaphysical sense, the individual is a being, which, in itself, has a 

separate existence as a being distinct from another. The empirical individual is determined as 

independent (self-employed), spatial, temporal, causal, oneness (unity, Einheit). The human individual 

is in constant interaction with the population (die Gesamtheit) from which the individuals first 

differentiate themselves. According to this sociological definition, the individual (especially the 

“great” individuals) emerge by way of reacting to their society. In other words, the individual is not 

older than society (Gesellschaft), the individual is formed only in society. Nevertheless, the individual 

has an initial core that is not socially but psychologically and metaphysically conditioned.
29
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Having surveyed various dictionary definitions, the first aim of this chapter is to analyze how the 

concept of the individual comes to exist. For example, the treatment of the term ‘individual’ in 

Ancient Greece is different from its treatment in western European understanding. In Ancient Greece, 

the polis or city-state is considered prior to the individual. Besides, in primitive societies and tribes, it 

is not unusual to talk about a “common mind”
30

 so that the person can find their identity through their 

society or community, that is, through this common mind. However, in medieval times, the existence 

of the individual acquires importance because of the religious belief, Christianity. In this context, the 

western man is defined within ‘inwardness.’ Self-awareness becomes a basic concept.
31

 In Tribe, State 

and Community: Contemporary Government and Justice, Charlotte Waterlow exposes this 

development from tribal communities to the modern state with its constitution and government. 

Waterlow states that modern civilization is based on “the idea of the importance of the individual as a 

unique creative person.” Then she adds, “this idea is not, of course, in itself new. It has been embodied 

in all the great religions, and affirmed by many saints and sages.” Waterlow claims that the new thing 

in this idea is that the individual finds its expression in social and political institutions. It signifies that 

within modern society and through modern civilization, the individual obtains importance and 

significance as “a unique creative person.”
32

 However, in my view, it remains “particular” because of 

the fact that it obtains its political significance in political institutions. In other words, it is 

institutionalized. The existence of the individual simply depends on social and political institutions. 

2.2. A Historical Overview of the concept of the individual 

2.2.1. The concept of the individual in Greeks 

It is quite easy to say that the origin of the word ‘individual’ is a Greek word. In-dividuum in Greek 

tradition does mean “atomo” [“ἄ-τομος”—átomos (from α-, “un”- + τέμνω - temno, “to cut”]. This 

word is used in the sense of ‘individual’ or ‘individual thing.’ As mentioned above, the term, in this 

sense, is firstly introduced by Aristotle in Categories.
33

 Therefore it signifies something un-divided 

and one in itself.
34

 In Greek philosophy, the concept that comes nearest to the meaning of the 

individual can be found firstly in Democritus’ philosophy in regard to the term ‘atom.’ The word 

‘individual’ was close to terms such as individuum, individualis, and singularis which were related or 
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belonged to logical relations rather than the concept of human or human relations.
35

 However, logic is 

not as divorced from human relations as is often supposed. Research concerning logic aims to 

represent the use of categories in humans’ experiences. For example, the relation between the 

universal and the particular arises because of the need for explaining and understanding the relation of 

the individual object with a more general class. “A central problem of medieval philosophy was the 

relation of the individual object (unum singulare) with the general or universal class to which it 

belonged, and humanity was often taken as a test case in this argument.”
36

 

In Plato’s ontology, the individual does not hold any value because it cannot be an object of science. 

For Plato, the individual is inferior to the idea or the universal. On the other hand, Aristotle 

ontologically considers the individual as the primary substance. Also for him, the term ‘individual’ 

signifies something indivisible.   

Research into how the individual was treated or what  the place of the individual in the Greek world is 

reveals that it had the distinguishing feature embedded in Greek culture which gave some “rights” 

(such as free communication and the criticism of some issues) to the individual citizen “long before 

the notion of democracy had been conceived.”
37

 

In Greek history, the individual began making their appearance through expressing themselves in art, 

in poetry and in thought. In the fifth and sixth centuries B.C, there began to appear individuals who 

were concerned about expressing their originality and individuality through their products. The 

originality signifies that, for example, the sculptor had an idea that was unknown and never expressed 

before. “The individuality was not usually that of the subject, in the sense of producing the 

recognizable appearance of some individual, real or imaginary; it was that of themselves as creators.”
38

 

These individuals wanted to be recognized as the creator of their products. “One sign of this is their 

wish to have their statues recognized as having been produced by no one else.”
39

 To this end, they 

began to inscribe their statues with their own name instead of the dedicatee of the statues.  

The Athenian Greeks also began demanding the right to democratic participation in the political affairs 

of the state and claiming responsibility for their participation. In late sixth century Athens, democracy 

had placated itself in Athens life. The basic understanding of Greek democracy was based on the idea 
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of ‘isonomia’ (equal right for all). Cleisthenes of Athens (570-508) who was the statesman regarded as 

the founder of democracy in Athens based all his reforms on the idea of ‘isonomia.’ However, it is 

important to notice that in Greece, not every individual participated in politics. Some Greeks directly 

participated in politics while others more or less consciously followed the political issue that had been 

presented to them.
40

  

In Individual and Community: the rise of the polis 800-500 B.C., Chester Starr describes the 

individuals as agents who have the ability to make historical change. In this period, the Greeks created 

their great political achievement: the city-state or polis. The city-states were independent cities. They 

controlled a limited amount of territory surrounding the state. This period in which the city-states 

developed is called the Archaic Period. During this time, these city-states were in close interaction 

with each other and thus they certainly learned political organization from one another. However, each 

state developed their culture and political organization differently, therefore uniquely. Each state had 

independence.  

City-states firstly started as monarchies. At the beginning, they were ruled by the hereditary king, or 

basileus. In the Homeric world, the leader was called basileus which is properly defined as 

“chieftain”, instead of its modern definition as “king.” The Greeks, however, were tired of the kings 

and most of them were overthrown in eighth century B.C. The new alternative political thought took 

the place of monarchies, that is, that of the basileus. One of them, and the most common one, was 

oligarchy which signified ‘the rule of a few.’ Oligarchy was most often the rule of the wealthy citizens 

of the city-states. This kind of government by the wealthy is called timocracy (“in which the degree of 

public participation depended not on ancestry but on the basis of wealth, measured in terms of 

agricultural produce.”
41

) The tyrants overthrew most of the oligarchic governments and a few kings. 

The tyrants in Greece were usually destroyed because of dissatisfaction or crisis. They tried to 

maintain their powers by military force or by fear. In the sixth century, the Greek city-states had two 

alternatives for a new political experience. The tyrannies still existed but oligarchical political system 

began to appear in the Greek city-states. Some of the oligarchies were replaced by a new political 

system called democracy. This was the second alternative in these experiments.  

The meaning of ‘democracy’ is ‘rule by the demos (people).’ But it must be borne in mind that 

democracy in city-states and democracy in the modern time are completely different. In Ancient city-

states, ‘rule by the demos (people)’ meant the government was really ruled by people, or more 

accurately, by the free male citizens of city-states. Not all the people took place in the government. 
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Slaves, women, and foreigners were excluded. Thus, in some respects, democracy was similar to 

oligarchy. All this explanation given by Chester Starr in Individual and Community: the rise of the 

polis 800-500 B.C., is defined in detail in Aristotle’s Politics. Almost the entire book deals with the 

form of the political state and its constitution, their foundation, their transformation into one another, 

and so on. 

Starr writes that in this period there was conflict between the demands of the individual for his honor 

and glory and the needs of community. In 500 B.C., every community of city-states had arrived at the 

concept of a political unity with the aim of a common end. Therefore, every individual could feel that 

they realized their rights through their own acts. That is to say, they felt significant through this 

political government by virtue of their own rights.  

Modern anthropologists claim that earliest communities, or put another way, the earliest organization 

of people were tribes that were based on egalitarian economy. In egalitarian economy, the tribes had 

simple tools to produce primary goods in order to consume. In the tribal society, the tribesman 

supplied the resources. The task of the chiefs was to succor the local people in the case of necessity. 

However, according to some anthropologists, the task of the chief in collecting and redistributing 

resources is limited. Therefore, they “‘find the primary role of the chief is to process information and 

manage interaction between communities.’ In either case the power of a chieftain rests not on formal 

rules but on personality, and ultimately on his utility to his followers.” 
42

 

Similarly, in Greek city-states, as explained in the Iliad, there were assemblies and councils, in which 

people met and discussed the war or another problem. The power of the basileus rested on his 

personality, so to speak, personal loyalty and persuasive abilities. His power did not depend on rules. 

His abilities and his personal loyalty determined his power.  

In the Greek city-state every free individual, if this individual is not god or a hunted animal, as 

Aristotle says, must live inside a political community. In other words, from Aristotle’s description of 

man as a “political animal,” it is easy to see that the individual in Ancient Greece exists as a political 

agent.    

The emergence of the city-state or polis served to strengthen communal unity. Its emergence can be 

placed initially in the eighth century. The task of the ancient state was determined “as maintaining the 

favor of the gods for the community, defending against foreign enemies, and maintaining internal 

security.”
43

 Chester Starr points out that in the18
th
 century after Christ the duties of the state in Europe 

was more or less defined as it was in the ancient states. But religion was not privileged; it was 
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considered not as the primary duty of the state but the last one. The primary duty of the state in eighth 

century B.C. was to support religion to ensure the political unity of the community. For example, 

festivals were one major way to bring the community close together at the early sanctuaries, such as 

the meeting for the worship of Apollo.  

The emergence of cities and the spread of the coinage sped up the development in Greek economy. 

Due to these developments, the intellectual perspectives on the political arena were affected. They 

began to think to make their laws to reorganize the polis. Thus, they could solve the problems of the 

cities by virtue of this law instead of the command of the Olympian deities. Chester Starr states that, 

after 600 B.C. in particular, primarily the Ionian philosophers started to consider and interpret the 

world as being governed by natural laws. In other words, they began to abandon belief in the arbitrary 

rule of the Olympian deities in order to think on the natural law. Thanks to their efforts and aims, 

political and ethical guidance was given to the poleis. These philosophers could participate in political 

life because they were of aristocratic origin. Therefore, according to Chester Starr, the development of 

rational analysis has taken place, partly owing to conscious political activity.
44

   

In 500 B.C. the organs of the government in the polis could be determined by its magistrate—elected 

for one year—, a council of elder citizens and an assembly of all citizens. In the polis, political power 

was in the hands of the people who possessed the rural lands. But even though commercial elements 

were not limited, they were ignored in public policies and not allowed to dominate the political life.  

The system of government in Greece enabled the citizens to have true voice in the political arena. 

They could shape the policy with their own rights. They were not passive auditors of the basileis. On 

the other hand, many rural residents were too busy with their farming to attend the assembly and they 

were also distant to the place for the assembly. For this reason, they could not always come to attend 

the meeting. However, their decisions were very important because they could lead to war or the death 

of somebody. It can clearly be seen how far removed from the Greek who could directly participate in 

social and political life the modern voters who merely choose their representatives are. The Greeks 

were far more political than we are. On the other hand, a Greek politician Pericles claimed that not all 

citizens were interested in public affairs and therefore he said that they did not fulfill their fundamental 

duties.  

By 500, the polis had attained a perfected form through its development in the arts, economy, and 

politics which developed in conscious unity. It is Sophocles in his work, Antigone, who gave a clear 

explanation of the conflict between the authoritarian requirements of the government, so to speak, the 

strict Polis and the religious responsibilities of the individual.  
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In Ancient Greece, each individual was not only interested in his own affairs but also in the affairs of 

the state. However, according to Hegel, the Greeks did not arrive at the highest political constitution 

because they did not possess the idea of the autonomous individual. There is not a sharp distinction 

between the individual and social good in Ancient Greece. According to Hegel, in the city state of the 

Greece, “[t]he citizens are still unconscious of particular interests and therefore of a corrupting 

element.”
45

 In this respect, Hegel claims that Greek society was unconscious of the differences 

between the good of the individual and the good of the polis. 

Summarizing this part of our investigation, we can say that, the appearance of the concept of the 

individual takes quite a long time. In my view, the appearance depends particularly on the separation 

between society and the state or the governmental system. In pre-modern societies, there was not an 

explicit and strong distinction between society and the state. In primitive societies, human beings were 

united “by common beliefs” or a “common mind.” In Ancient Greece, Aristotle considers the polis, or 

the city-state as the natural unity of society. (I should note that, in my opinion, when Aristotle began 

from the polis, he did not consider the polis as having supreme worth, as, for instance, Hegel did.) 

Classical Western political thought, on the other hand, began with the existence of the individual or 

individual rights. As Colin Morris says in his book, The Discovery of the Individual 1050-1200, 

Western “political thought has been deeply influenced by individualistic assumptions.”
46

  However, 

Colin Morris points out that the weakness of the sense of individuality is not observed only in these 

primitive societies. Ancient Greek and Hellenistic philosophy also devoted less attention to the 

meaning of individuality. They did not have any concept similar to our concept ‘person’ but they had 

many words expressing community of being.
47

 

Furthermore, Colin Morris argues that the lack of interest in the individual in the Eastern and Asiatic 

tradition had to do with belief in reincarnation. The doctrine of reincarnation belongs to the Eastern 

tradition, and according to this belief, each person will be reborn in another form. For their tradition 

each person is the manifestation of life within themselves.
48

 For this reason, individuality in the 

Western sense was excluded from the Eastern and Asiatic tradition of thought.  

One area in which the concept of the individual begins to receive attention in the ancient Greek 

tradition is in logic, as we shall examine in Aristotle. In this respect, it can be said that the importance 

of the concept of the individual increases with Aristotle’s works. In the following section, we will 

examine two of these works, namely, Metaphysics and Categories.  
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2.2.1.1. The idea of the individual in philosophy of Aristotle: 

In Aristotelian doctrine, the individual is understood as primary substance so that ontologically it is 

prior to secondary substances such as species and genus (Gattung) whereas in Platonic doctrine, the 

universal has ontological priority and therefore the individual comes after the universal.    

For Aristotle, as for Plato, the meaning of term ‘individual’ corresponds to what is in-divisible as well. 

Aristotle speaks of the individual in his works such as Categories, Topics and Metaphysics. But the 

term ‘individual’ is not used in all the books of the Metaphysics. It appears in the Metaphysic Beta (B), 

X (lota (l)) and XI (Kappa (K)).  

2.2.1.1.1. Categories  

In the Categories, Aristotle speaks of ten categories that forms of speech can fall under to describe or 

affirm something that is true or false. Without any combination of these ten categories, none of these 

things can be said to be true or false (for example, ‘man’, ‘white’, ‘runs’). (1) Substance: man or horse, 

(2) quantity: four-foot, five foot, (3) quality: white, grammatical, (4) relation: double, half, large, 

master, (5) Place (where): in the Lyceum, in the market-place, (6) time (when): yesterday, last-year, 

(7) position (being in a position): is-lying, is-sitting, (8) State (condition, of having): has-shoes-on, 

has-armour-on, (9) action (of doing): cutting, burning, (10) affection (of being-affected): being-cut, 

being-burned, that is, affection means to receive some changes from some other objects.   

Aristotle speaks of substance as the ontological correlate of the subject in grammar. He claims that 

some things are fit to occupy the subject position in a sentence, and some things cannot be the subject 

but are predicated of subjects.  

In the Categories, Aristotle describes what a substance is. He says that a substance is neither ‘in a 

subject’ nor ‘said of a subject’, like the individual man or the individual horse (Categories, 2
a
II). 

Therefore, he says that the individual man or the individual horse is substance. Put differently, a 

substance is something independent.  

In this context, he distinguishes the particular substance that is primary substance from the universal, 

which is secondary substance. Primary substance is numerically one and hence it is individual. For 

that reason, it is a certain ‘this.’ On the other hand, secondary substance is not a certain ‘this’ for “man 

and animal are said of many things.”
49

 To put it another way, secondary substance is predicated of 

things. For instance, when we say ‘Socrates is a man’, here we are talking about two substances; one 

of them is Socrates and another is man as a species being. In that sentence, while ‘Socrates’ implies 

the individual, ‘man’ refers to universality or generality. Aristotle says that the genus and species are 

not primary substances but rather they are secondary substances because if the primary substance 
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(prôtai ousiai) does not exist, secondary substance cannot exist either. Regarding secondary 

substances, Aristotle says that they are not in a subject but they are predicated of the subject or said of 

a subject as a subject. For example, “man” is not in the individual man but “man” is said of the 

individual man as subject. It is the same for “animal”; that is, “animal” is not in the individual man, 

but it is said of the individual man as a subject. Species is something general; but it is not a property. 

When we say ‘Socrates is ill’, for example, then we are talking about a property which is illness. In 

this context, we can say that in the Categories, Aristotle does not mention the individual as an 

empirical being. He treats it in logical sense. 

In addition, Aristotle claims that the notions of the individual and the particular do not just apply to 

objects; these two notions can also apply to properties. Similarly, the general is not restricted to apply 

only to objects but also properties can be general. For example, man is said of a particular man. The 

genus (animal) is said of the species (man).
50

  This is the same also for the non-substance categories 

such as the quality; for example, the genus (color) is said of the species (white). Accordingly, the 

genus and species are said of the particulars (white). The man that can be classified as species is 

predicated of the individual man. 

In short, in Categories, Aristotle makes several important distinctions. Firstly, he says that there are 

objects and properties of objects. In addition, he makes a distinction between the general and the 

particular, universals and individuals. These cut across each other, into individual objects, individual 

properties, general properties and general objects (Categories, 2). For example, the individual white is 

in a subject, but it is not said of a subject, because Aristotle claims that individual properties are not 

said of other subjects but they can exist in a subject.  

Aristotle says that primary substances are the subjects of everything belonging to the other nine 

categories and they are predicated of these substances or they are in these primary substances. As a 

result, the individuals in the Categories have a very significant ontological role stated in terms of 

substance. The individuals are primary substance. Concrete objects are primary substances. For 

example, Sevgi is a primary substance whereas human being is a secondary substance as genus. If 

particular or individual man exists, then general man or the species man exists as well. However, in 

the Categories, even if they are secondary, they are still called “substance” by Aristotle. Later in 
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Metaphysics Zeta 13, Aristotle refuses the universals—genus and species—as proper candidates for 

substance because substance must be or is peculiar to a thing but universals belong to many things.
51

  

2.2.1.1.2. Individual in Aristotle’s Metaphysics  

In Metaphysics book III (Beta) Aristotle asks, “whether the first principles are universals or like the 

individual things.”
52

 He claims that ‘non universal is substance.’ According to Aristotle, particular 

things have independent existence but universal things do not independently exist. This argument is 

against Plato because according to Plato, universals have independent existence. On the other hand, 

Aristotle affirms Plato’s view that the individual is not the object of science, that only the general and 

universal can be its object.
53

  

Aristotle also questions whether there is more than one science of all substance or just one science for 

all substance. In Metaphysics Book X (Lota) as well as Book III (Beta), he criticizes those 

philosophers who think that the substance of all things is unity or being. Pythagoreans and later Plato 

maintain that unity itself is a sort of substance. In addition, some others claim that the One is Love 

(like Empedocles), or Air (like Anaximenes), or the Indeterminate (Anaximander). Aristotle refuses all 

of these ideas. Here Aristotle also claims that the universal cannot be a substance.
54

  

Similarly, in Book XI, Aristotle again states that substance is not universal but rather it is the 

particular and separable thing.
55

 Aristotle does not believe that the conception of ideas exists 

independently from the particulars. Aristotle mentions a correlation between the particular and the 
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universal.
56

 In Beta (III) he defines the individual as being “numerically one.”
57

 As in the Categories, 

Aristotle speaks of the individual not only in the case of objects but also in the case of properties. 

In conclusion, we can say that substance has two main close meanings; one of them is that substance 

cannot be predicated of anything else, that is, having independence; secondly, substance signifies the 

individual and separate existence.
58

 As we observed from his writings such as Categories and 

Metaphysics, one might say that the concept of individual in Categories is taken into account logically 

and related to the concept of the universal. Moreover, in Categories the individual is examined in 

relation to the categories and in terms of its place in the categories. However, in some ways even if in 

Metaphysics the individual is also treated with regard to logic, it seems that the discussion of the 

individual in Metaphysics is more ontological.  

In my opinion, this distinction between the individual and the universal also informs his political 

writing. Because in his political writing, the individual was considered as political agent without 

whom the political structure could not be actualized. 

In the Politics (Book VII, section I), Aristotle argues that the main aim is not the political structure per 

se but the political form which is appropriate to the good life. Therefore, the aim is not the universal in 

itself but the universal that is good for particulars. Accordingly, the best constitution determines good 

life for the citizens. In other words, in my view, the good life of the individuals or particulars is the 

main concern of Aristotle. According to Aristotle, the existence of the individual being outside of a 

political community is not possible because what makes the individual being a human being is his 

typical character of being a political animal. The political community exists with the existence of 

individual being and through their participation in the political affairs.   

2.2.1.1.3. The Individual in Aristotle’s Politics  

As we know, the ancient Greeks did not deal with the concept of the individual as a person or subject 

like the moderns; their primary interest was always in the universal. Even though, Aristotle did not 

speak much of the individual in the Politics (but rather he talked about the political forms and their 

constitutions, that is, common good or common welfare), I would like to mention how Aristotle 

considers the existence of the individual. In other words, I shall demonstrate how Aristotle related 

politics to human being.    

Aristotle treats the term Politiké as a science, science of human affairs or the art of the common life. 

According to him, Politiké is the study of human being’s happiness or their good. Aristotle called 
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human being “by nature a political animal.” This political animal can obtain and develop their 

capacities through and within a community or society. Therefore, the Politiké tries to discover in what 

sort of life human being can be happy and then by which form of government and what kinds of 

institutions the life of human being is secured. The first question is treated in Nicomachean Ethics. 

The Politics is occupied with the second question, that is, the constitution of the state.
59

 In the first 

book of Politics Aristotle claims that the state is a community, which is called political. Aristotle 

enters into further detail in order to elaborate the state and its components by an analytical method. For 

this purpose, he aims at examining the state and its foundational elements by separating it into 

fractions. Aristotle explains the unification or the cooperation of ruler and ruled as necessary like the 

biological unification of man and female by nature. The aim of this unification of the ruler and subject 

is security. The villages come together and create the state composed of ruler and its subjects. “The 

partnership finally composed of several villages is the city-state; it has at last attained the limit of 

virtually complete self-sufficiency, and thus, while it comes into existence for the sake of life, it exists 

for the good life.”
60

 

The last form of the community is the city-state composed of several villages as we already briefly 

mentioned above. The aim of this new form of society is the good life. Aristotle attempts to elaborate 

the form of society and the state from a biological standpoint. For this reason, he claims that at the 

end, the development and the final form of the city-state are natural. In other words, it develops by 

nature.
61

 

Just as villages existed by nature, so did the city-state. As can be observed, for Aristotle, the nature of 

anything is its telos, that is, its final form. Thus, Aristotle claims, “from these things therefore it is 

clear that the city-state is a natural growth, and that man is by nature a political animal.”
62

 It seems to 

me that Aristotle does not separate the activity of human being from their nature. In other words, every 

activity of human being for him is natural or belongs to nature. Thus, the evolution of city-state or 

human being is also natural. Human being in this sense is by nature a political animal because for 

Aristotle, to be political means to occupy oneself with human affairs and human life and human’s 

happiness, and then to search by what mode of government or the state human being’s life is secured. 

“Thus also the city-state is prior in nature to the household and to each of us individually.”
63

 In other 

words, the state in nature is prior to the individual. The reason why the state is the creation of nature is 

because the individuals cannot be self-sufficient on their own. As we see, in contrast to the modern 
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claim regarding the individual, here the individual is defined as a non-self-sufficing being. The 

individual is a part of the whole and according to Aristotle the whole takes precedence over the parts.
64

 

According to Aristotle, human being has a social instinct by nature. If someone does not need anybody 

or any society because this subject is a self-sufficient being, for Aristotle, it is impossible, and it 

signifies that this subject must be a beast or god; for to be a human being is to be dependent upon 

other human beings and their relations. Just as a part of the individual which is separated from the 

whole individual cannot be sufficient for itself, so this individual is in the same relation with the whole 

as its parts are with it. For this reason, according to Aristotle, there is a natural social instinct that leads 

individuals to come together.
65

  

For Aristotle, human beings were slave or free also by nature.
66

 The problem of Aristotle is that he 

considers everything by nature. For example, according to him, by nature some would govern and 

some would be governed; because they are separated as such when they were born. In this context, it 

seems to me that Aristotle ignores the relations among human beings which are created by them and 

which produce the human being and recreates their relationships with others.  

It seems to me that the modern problem of the individual is well-captured by this definition of 

Aristotle’s. In the modern period, the individuals are slaves because they sell not only their body but 

their minds as well. Therefore, they belong to another human being like a slave. The only difference is 

that the slaves in ancient time did not possess anything, not even their bodies, whereas in modern time 

the modern slaves have permission to sell themselves (their labor force) for money. However, the 

result of this is that many individuals in modern society do not have a property in their own person or 

in their production. 

Indeed Aristotle was clearly aware of the problem of politics; because he believes that human being is 

a real human being so long as they participate in politics. In this context, he points out that “when 

there are a number of persons without political honors and in poverty, the city then is bound to be full 

of enemies.”
67

 Accordingly, Aristotle considers the participation in politics as necessary element of the 

political community.  

Hegel discusses harmony between the individual and the community in Aristotle as well. A detailed 

investigation under a separate chapter would may be demonstrate us the difference between Aristotle 
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and Hegel concerning their political view; however it is not our task to compare these great 

philosophers which could be the subject of another thesis.  

2.2.2. The Individual in the Middle Ages 

It is very difficult to find an understanding of the individual in primitive societies. In primitive 

societies or tribes, the children were trained according to tradition so that they could find their identity 

in the common mind of these societies (that is to say, that of their people), but not in something 

peculiar to themselves.
68

 In this respect, it may rightly be said that the rise of the concept of the 

individual rests on self-awareness that, to a certain extent, requires one to be estranged from society 

and its tradition. Therefore, the individual being could find its identity only as long as it progresses to 

its own inner being. In this context, the rise of the individual takes place with Christianity.  

In The Individual and Society in the Middle Ages, Walter Ullmann states that extraordinarily little 

attention was given to the problem of the individual in the Middle Ages. In the middle ages, there was 

always a king or a pope whom the individual obeyed. “In a rough sense one may well say that for the 

larger part of the Middle Ages it was the individual as a subject that dominated the scene, while in the 

later Middle Ages and in the modern period the subject was gradually supplanted by the citizen.”
69

 

However, Ullmann observes, medieval writings do not give sufficient attention to the question of 

subjection. “Although medieval writings do not delve explicitly into the standing of the individual, 

they nevertheless have a great deal to say illicitly on his rights and functions, and so on.”
70

 Ullmann 

questions why the individual was a subject but not a citizen in the greater part of the Middle Ages. He 

claims that research on medieval politology has not yet recognized the difference between the 

individual as a subject and as a citizen.  

It is very easy to discover the understanding or existence of the individual in western political thought. 

In the medieval West, the individual had high value. According to Aristotle, the polis, or city—the 

natural unity of the community—is prior to the individual. However, in the philosophy of contract 

theorists such as Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau the individual as a person, and their rights has priority 

to any form of society.  

In The Discovery of the Individual 1050-1200, Colin Morris characterizes the western man with the 

concept ‘self-awareness’ or ‘inwardness.’ While Plato in the Republic and Aristotle in the Politics 
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argue that the individual is not a self-sufficient being, according to the modern period, the individual 

as agent exists as a self-sufficient being. 

Self-knowledge is the most important theme in the 11
th 

and 12
th
 centuries. Why is self-knowledge the 

important theme of the middle ages? For self-knowledge is a kind of path to arrive at God. This is seen 

particularly in the monastic or eremitical tradition. The idea of the individual had a high value in the 

understanding of Christianity. In this respect, this religion is defined to be an ‘interior’ religion. The 

interests of the individual and the relations of the individual with others on the basis of the 

understanding of humanity are basic themes of Christianity. “Once there was a growth in learning and 

a deeper understanding of the Bible, the Fathers, and the classics, all the pre-conditions for a major 

discovery of the individual would be present.”
71

 The basic understanding of Christianity is that God 

became man for the salvation of human being. It is a kind of affirmation of human dignity because it 

means that God is in the human being. Moreover, the central belief or principle of Christianity is that 

“a man must love others as he loves himself.”
72

  

“‘Self-assertion’, ‘self-expression’, ‘self-realization’, ‘self-fulfillment’: these 

words were never, or scarcely ever, used before the nineteenth century; they are 

all new words compared with others which also mark man’s preoccupation with 

himself, such as ‘self-love’, ‘self-command’, ‘self-sufficiency’, and ‘self-

assurance’.”
73

  

These words arose and became widespread after the French Revolution. Among these words, 

Plamenatz chose two of them; ‘self-assertion’ and ‘self-realization.’ Plamenatz makes a distinction 

between these two terms. He relates ‘self-assertion’ to the individual and ‘self-realization’ and other 

close terms such as ‘self-development’, ‘self-fulfillment’ and ‘self-creativeness’ to the species as well 

as the individual. Self-assertion has a meaning close to “self-expression” and sometimes to “self-

affirmation.” Self-creativity is related to the species rather than the individual. It is linked with the 

term “progress”; for it refers to the human potentialities realized by progress.
74

 Self-assertion means 

that someone wants to be recognized by others for what he wills, desires, how he acts, etc.
75

  

In this sense, ‘the self’ is an important term for the idea of the individual. The discovery and rise of the 

individual depend not only on the epistemological discovery of the importance of self-awareness and 

self-knowledge of human beings. It should be born in mind that Christianity has a great role in this 

discovery. For self-knowledge of man or self-discovery of man, that is to say, all these expressions 
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signify that knowing God, discovering or arriving at God is possible through one’s interior discovery 

or knowledge.    

While on the one side, the problem of the ‘self’ regarding freedom, in terms of self-determination, 

self-sufficiency, self-realization, and self-affirmation, is read as a significant point to attain freedom; 

on the other side, it separates the individual from others due to that self-turning into its inner itself. As 

we shall see later in this dissertation, Marx criticizes Hegel in a similar way for a similar reason. 

Modern society and the State act as if they are prioritizing the existence of the individual, however, 

they damage and ignore its existence and isolate the individuals from their species being and their 

products by way of alienation. In Hobsbawm’s words, the “process of the emancipation of man from 

his original nature conditions of production is one of human individualization.”
76

 Marx also says, in 

Pre-Capitalist Economic Formation, that “man is only individualized (vereinzelt sich) through the 

process of history. He appears originally as a generic (species) being, tribal being, herd animal.”
77

 

Here what Marx wants to say is that human being exists first as a tribal being and then through a 

historical process or progress, human being becomes an individual being. As Marcello Musto says, “in 

reality, the isolated individual did not exist before the capitalist epoch.”
78

 This statement of Musto is 

pretty much engaged in the problem of the individual’s place in the modern State. The question is: 

how is it possible to sustain the existence of the individual without damaging or ignoring its being? 

The examination of Greek philosophy and the medieval period illustrates that unlike primitive and 

eastern societies, ancient Greek philosophy emphasizes the individual more than society. Of course it 

is not very much obvious in Greek philosophy but they did this by stressing “self”, for instance self-

knowledge even if this emphasis is not as explicit as it is with the moderns. Nevertheless, this 

individual always existed within society unlike modern society.   
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CHAPTER III 

THE CONCEPT OF THE INDIVIDUAL IN HEGEL’S 

PHILOSOPHY 

“[Slavery] is found in a world  

where a wrong is still a right.”
79

 

 

3.1. Introduction  

The argument of this thesis leads us to examine Hegel’s approach to the concept of the individual 

because of two reasons:  

1) Firstly, the argument of this study researches how Marx apprehends the individual, particularly 

through his early writings, and Marx’s early writings direct us to Hegel’s concepts. The thesis will 

state that both philosophers approach the problem in different manners but they also have some 

similarities. For example, “Hegel wants as much liberty as possible, and so does Marx. Hegel wants as 

little authority as is absolutely necessary, and so does Marx. And both want the maximum 

development of the individual.”
80

 

2) Secondly, regarding the first reason, the thesis claims that even though Hegel seems to give priority 

to the existence of the individual, its existence remains still as a means. For example, in his well-

known works the Philosophy of History and the Philosophy of Right, Hegel argues that ancient Greeks 

do not attach priority to the individual as much as the universal. However, Hegel considers the 

individual as a concrete person as “one of the principles of the civic community.”
81

 According to 

Hegel, the Greeks failed to notice the importance of the individual within the universal. However, 

Hegel’s comprehension of the significance of the individual is also misguided. The whole purpose of 

his philosophy is to grasp the individual and the universal within one another without damaging either 

of them. However, while we read the Philosophy of History, we encounter some reflections of a 
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division between the individual and the universal: the division between feeling and reason. This 

division is the starting point of the individual-universal problem.  

In his work Philosophy of the Unconscious, Hartmann claims that “Hegel  degrades the  individual  to  

the  level  of  a  mere  tool  in  the  hands  of  the idea, and thinks  that  for the  individual’s  weal or 

woe  philosophy has  no concern.”
82

 From Hartmann’s statement, we shall attempt to demonstrate how 

Hegel manifests the individual as a tool in his philosophy. In the same book, Hartmann states that 

“Hegel  demands that  the  individual  should  be  sacrificed  to  the  teleology  of  the absolute  

idea.”
83

 

Hegel explains the development of the individual or human being who tries to find and seek their 

place in society or in the world in a philosophical, systematical, and historical context. Hegel, in this 

regard, speaks of a historical progress that is the process of self-creativity and self-discovery. 

Especially, from the Phenomenology of Spirit we are acquainted with this progress. It is the progress 

of the spirit (Geist) but it is the development of the individual or human being through nature, history, 

and society towards the universal.  

In the Phenomenology, Hegel aims to justify the philosophical point of view, which starts from 

ordinary, non-philosophical consciousness, which is called ‘natural consciousnesses.’ This 

development progresses from abstract and universal categories to their concrete realization (Bildung) 

in history and the embodiment of human achievements in art, religion, and philosophy. In the 

Phenomenology, we can discern how the Geist progresses and in the Philosophy of Right we can 

observe how this development passes through family, society and finally reaches universality with the 

state. In these works, we see how Hegel gives a systematical explanation of his philosophy. It seems to 

me that the Phenomenology is more abstract than the Philosophy of Right and is the most difficult 

work to understand. On the other hand, according to me, the Phenomenology (maybe this can be said 

for the other works of Hegel) is a kind of provision for the Philosophy of Right. The reason why I 

think that they are a kind of provision is that I consider the Phenomenology as the expression of 

universality. Of course, the Phenomenology also describes universality, particularity and individuality 

and their progress together, but the Philosophy of Right gives more concrete descriptions about 

practice even though there are also some abstractions in this work. Here I should remark that every 

work of Hegel has its own systematic development as I have tried to shortly above define for the 

Phenomenology.  
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Starting from the above-mentioned two reasons, under this chapter the thesis analyzes the concept of 

the individual through the Philosophy of Right and Philosophy of History. Besides, the 

Phenomenology and other works of Hegel will also be referred to wherever relevant and whenever 

required in order to comprehend and clarify his understanding of the individual. No doubt, our theme 

will be discussed in terms of modern society; because the concept of the individual is the product of 

modern times. For this reason, the concept of the individual shall be analyzed in detail through the 

concept of civil society and the state, which were presented in the Philosophy of Right. Therefore, the 

main argument is going to be argued in the Subjective and Objective Spirit; Hegel dealt with these two 

different spheres in greater depth in the Philosophy of Right. Hegel was the first person who developed 

the concept of civil society and separated the state from civil society, family and thus from the 

individuals. According to Hegel, the sphere of civil society is a characteristic of the modern state; 

because in medieval society and in earlier times, the state was not situated over and beyond civil 

society. In the former society, if you were a member of a noble family or smallholder, your position 

and your profession in the political state or system were defined by your property, which you had 

because of your birth-right.
84

  

3.1.1. A brief explanation of his works 

I need to confess that at each time I read Hegel’s works I feel that I am deeply influenced by his 

philosophy. It seems to me the reason is that his writing is mystical and piquant. By keeping this in 

mind, I would like to continue with a brief introduction of his works. In Reason and Revolution, 

Marcuse presents the development of Hegel’s thought in five different stages: 

1) From 1790 to 1800, he concentrates on the religious foundation for philosophy, explained in 

the collected papers of this period, the Theologische Jugendschriften. 

2) Between 1800 and 1801, he showed his interests in philosophy of Kant, Fichte and Schelling 

through their critiques. His main works from this period are Differenz des Fichteschen und 

Schellingschen Systems der Philosophie (1801), Glauben und Wissen (1802) and his other 

articles in Kritische Journal der Philosophie (1802-1803). 

3) From 1801 to 1806, Jenenser system: the period indicates the earliest form of his complete 

system. “This period is documented by the Jenenser Logik und Metaphysik, Jenenser 

Realphilosophie, and the System der Sittlichkeit.”
85

Marcuse observes that, in Jenenser system 

Hegel did not apply the idea of the social contract to the state. In his later work, the system 
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changed and therefore the idea of the state as an objective whole, which is separated from 

society, takes the place of the idea of the social contract. In other words, the main point of 

Hegel’s philosophy is the state separated from society.
86

  

4) In 1807, the Phenomenology of Mind was published. 

5) “The period of the final system, which was outlined as early as 1808-11 in the Philosophische 

Propädeutik, but was not consummated until 1817. To this period belong the works that make 

up the bulk of Hegel’s writing: The Science of Logic (1811-16), the Encyclopaedia of the 

Philosophical Sciences (1817, 1827, and 1830), the Philosophy of Right (1821), and the 

various Berlin lectures on the Philosophy of History, the History of Philosophy, Esthetic, and 

Religion.”
87

  

In the earlier writings of Hegel, as Marcuse said, there is no exaltation of state as there is in his later 

writings but rather Hegel criticizes the state with the critique of contract theory.  

In the period of foundation of Hegel’s philosophy, Kant, Fichte, and Schelling’s philosophies 

furnished the intellectual ambience of Germany. The second period of his philosophical development, 

that is, the period between 1800 and 1802 was under the influence of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason 

and Metaphysik der Sitten published in 1799. Kant distinguished reason (Vernunft) and understanding 

(Verstand). However, Hegel criticized these concepts in terms of his dialectical method and gave them 

new meanings. In the Preface to the Phenomenology, Hegel says that “the understating is thought, the 

pure ‘I’ as such.”
88

 He also argued that consciousness is able to “attain to rational knowledge” by way 

of ordinary understanding [Verstand].
89

 Reason is thus defined as a process of reflection (PS, §21). 

Besides, in the Science of Logic (in the first “Preface”), Hegel explains that the understanding 

determines whereas reason undoes this determination which is fixed and determined by the 

understanding.
90

 In this point, on the one side, Hegel defines reason as dialectical as well as negative 

because reason resolves the determinations of the understanding “into nothing.” On the other side, for 

him, reason is positive because reason “generates the universal and comprehends the particular 

therein.”
91
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3.1.2. About the method: discovery or exposition?  

In Hegel: A Re-interpretation, Kaufmann expresses that Hegel’s philosophy is estimated in distinct 

senses such as a “system” and as “dialectic” by two different groups; that is, the left and the right 

Hegelians. While the right Hegelians consider Hegel’s philosophy as a system, the left or young 

Hegelians conceive of his philosophy as dialectic. Kaufmann’s argument in this book (Hegel: A Re-

Interpretation) is intended to show that Hegel’s dialectic is not a method like Marx and his followers 

thought.
92

 Kaufmann claims that “Hegel’s dialectic is at most a method of exposition; it is not a 

method of discovery.”
93

 

It is erroneous to interpret Hegel’s dialectic as just a method of exposition but not a method of 

discovery because in the Phenomenology Hegel reveals the whole process of spirit as an exposition 

and then as a discovery. In this respect, his dialectical method demonstrates that every stage or phase 

must cancel, preserve, and transcend itself. In every stage, there is exposition of spirit and through this 

exposition the spirit discovers itself. For this reason both processes, that is, exposition and discovery 

are together. If we ignore that Hegel’s dialectic contains discovery, we could not say that the spirit 

accomplishes self-consciousness.  

Kaufmann strictly points out that Hegel’s dialectic is not based on the three stages including thesis, 

antithesis and synthesis with regard to every philosophical theme he takes up.  Kaufmann emphasizes 

this point for Hegel’s philosophy of history as well. He expresses that Hegel concentrates on the idea 

of history in three stages: in the first stage, there is only one person, ruler, who is free. This stage is 

represented by the ancient orient. In the second stage, i.e., classical antiquity, there are some who are 

free but still there are also slaves. The third stage is the modern world where every person is free. 

However, in my thesis I would like to discuss how the modern world conceals the slavery of human 

beings by claiming that “man as man is free.”
94

 The modern state recognizes human beings as free 

beings, but in practice, under the capitalist mode of production and within its law, all human beings—

except the minority of capitalists—are in fact slaves. However, whether the capitalists are indeed free 

or not is also another question, because according to a certain reading and application of Hegel’s 

master-slave dialectic, neither the capitalists nor the proletariat are free.  

After these introductory remarks, I would like to begin with the analysis of Hegel’s concept of the 

individual through his texts.  
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3.2. The Textual Analysis of the Concept of the Individual  

Hegel considers individuality in relation with universality. In the Hegel Dictionary, Inwood explains 

the term ‘individual’ in relation with the other two terms ‘particular’ and ‘universal.’ It can be 

interpreted that as we have seen in previous chapter, Hegel follows Aristotle who examines the 

individual and universal as being related each other. He clarifies the etymology of the term as follows; 

“(a) Einzeln (‘singular, single, individual, isolated’, etc.) comes from ein 

(‘one’ and ‘a’). This generates das Einzelne (‘the individual (thing)’), der 

Einzelne (‘the individual (man, person)’), (die) Einzelheit (‘singularity’, etc., 

and also ‘particular point, detail’) and vereinzeln, Vereinzelung (‘to isolate, 

individualize’, ‘isolating, individualization’). (b) The Latin individuum (‘the 

indivisible’, a translation of the Greek atomon) gave rise, in the sixteenth 

century, to (das) Individuum (‘(the) individual’) and individual, and, in the 

eighteenth via French, to individuell and Individualität. These words carry a 

stronger suggestion of human individuality and individualism than einzeln, 

etc. But the common expression for ‘the individual’ in the sense of ‘person’ is 

der Einzelne, not das Individuum.”
95

 

Inwood points out that Hegel usually uses the term einzeln in contrast to allgemein and besonder. But 

he adds that the terms Individuum and Individualität are often used by Hegel particularly for the 

human individual or individuality. In this respect, Inwood asserts, “the ‘world historical individual’ is 

das Individuum, not der Einzelne.”
96

  

Hegel tried to use his native language even though he had a command of Latin language. For this 

reason, Hegel usually prefers to use the concept in German but sometimes he uses the Latin words as 

we mentioned above. In this context, in this dissertation we are going to focus on the term individual 

as human individual, in the sense of person.  

In Hegel’s day the terms namely, the universal, particular and individual, were used in two main 

senses in logic: 

“1. the distinction between ‘universal’ and ‘particular’ corresponds in part to 

that between the generic (or ‘determinable’) and the specific (or 

‘determinate’). A universal (concept, etc.) is a concept that applies to, or a 

characteristic that inheres in all entities of a given type: e.g. ‘coloured’. A 

particular applies to only some of these entities: e.g. ‘red’. (‘universal’ and 
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‘particular’ are here relative terms: what is, from one point of view, particular, 

i.e. specification of a universal, is, from another, a universal, i.e. a general 

term that can be specified into particulars.) an individual is a single entity: e.g. 

Socrates. 

2. The terms also apply to types of judgment: a universal judgment concerns 

all entities of a given type: e.g. ‘All men are wise’. (Hegel often refers to this 

type of universality as ‘allness’, Allheit.) A particular judgment concerns some 

of the entities of a given type: e.g. ‘Some men are wise’. An individual 

judgment concerns an individual: e.g. ‘Socrates is wise’. The individual 

judgment was seen by Kant (CPR, A71, B96) and other logicians as similar to 

the universal judgment, in that the predicate applies to the whole of the subject 

(e.g. Socrates), not just to a part of it, as in the particular judgment. (This, 

together with the fact that individuality represents unity, in contrast to the 

‘sundering’ of particularity, accounts in part for Hegel’s view that 

individuality is a restoration of universality on a higher level.)”
97

 

Universal represents itself in the individuals. In the Encyclopedia of Philosophical Sciences (§181), 

Hegel indicates that the universal makes itself an individual by means of particularization. In this 

regard, Hegel defines the actual thing as an individual “which by means of particularity rises to 

universality and makes itself identical with itself (Enc., §181).”
98

  

Hegel rejects the idea of making a separation between the universal and the individual and giving 

priority to the universal as Plato did. According to Plato, as is well-known, “forms, universal, ideas are 

prior to individuals.”
99

 On the other hand, as Inwood points out, Hegel emphasizes that universal and 

individual are in an equal position.
100

 In other words, Hegel tries to give a status to the individual, 

which is equal with the universal. Inwood states that Hegel rejects the claim that the universal, 

particular and individual are logically, ontologically and epistemologically different from each other; 

because as we know, the universal, in contrast to the more traditional conceptions of it, is concrete, 

which develops itself by way of the particular and individuals. Therefore, the universal maintains its 
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existence in the particular and in the individual. The process of universal thought, is that this universal 

thought, as Inwood pointed out, “particularizes itself into specific thoughts” and at the end of the 

process this universal thought which has particularized itself into specific thoughts, “returns to the 

unity of the absolute Idea.”
101

  

However, in my view, even though there is interaction and interrelation between the universal and the 

individual in Hegel’s philosophy, the universal still has more priority than the individuals. According 

to Hegel, the individuals have particular differences but they are nevertheless subordinated to what 

they have in common. For example, for Hegel, they are not distinguished in terms of Reason. In the 

Introduction to Philosophy of Right Hegel stresses the particularity and universality as follows; “A 

man, who acts perversely, exhibits particularity. The rational is the highway on which everyone 

travels, and no one is specially marked (PR, § 15).” Here, Hegel maintains that the individuals can be 

differentiated from each other in terms of their particular acts but they are not differentiated in respect 

of reason. There are specific thoughts, but they are finally resolved into the universal. One might say 

that Hegel seems to focus on the individual like Aristotle but in reality, he sneakingly and subtly gives 

priority to the universal whereas Aristotle considers the individual as primary substance and universal 

as secondary substance; in so doing he emphasizes the universal to be predicated of the individual in 

contrast to Hegel. 

3.2.1. Conceptual analysis of the individual in the Encyclopedia 

In the Encyclopedia, Hegel begins with the universal. In the paragraph § 20, he explains how the 

individual and particular are derived from the universal. The individual and the universal intermingle 

and mutually complete each other.
102

 

Hegel relates thought to language: what is the expression of thought in language must be universal. 

Accordingly, he makes a distinction between “the particular individual” and “the individual in 

language.” As I understand, this particular individual does not refer to the universal because it is 

particular and it has a special character, which distinguishes it. On the other hand and at the same time, 

Hegel gives a universal meaning to ‘I’, ‘the individual’, ‘this individual’, ‘here’ and ‘now.’ Hegel tries 

to forge this kind of logical relation between the individual and the universal not in the practical or 

concrete area,
103

 but by staying within language, thought or abstract thinking. He already says that ‘I’ 

means the single self of me, which is different from other selves. There is a sensation or feeling with 
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this ‘I’. After saying “language expresses nothing but universality,” he says that it is not possible to 

express feeling and sensation in language so they are not important and they are “untrue.” In this 

context, I cannot say that I agree with Hegel, because it is possible through “feeling or sensation” to go 

far from ourselves and from other individuals and to find ourselves-realization or affirmation. On the 

other hand, Hegel seems to imply that it is possible to gain self-realization and self-affirmation only 

through “thought.”  

On the one side, Hegel wants to combine or reconcile the individual and the universal. He claims that 

he rejects the separation between the individual and the universal and does not give any priority to the 

universal. On the other side, he omits (neglects) “sensation” or “feeling” that makes the individual 

itself. However, “sensation” or “feeling” relates the universal with the individual. If Hegel says 

“feeling or sensation far from being the highest truth is the most unimportant and untrue,”
104

 it means, 

for me, that Hegel still wants to remain in the abstract realm or merely in thought. However, this 

thought must be in relation with feeling. I do not try to reduce everything to the material aspects. 

However, what seems to me disingenuous in his philosophy is that Hegel begins with an important and 

great aim, which is desirable—reconciliation of the individual and the universal—but he is still in the 

level of abstraction and he is therefore in contradiction. Hegel is right when he mentions that ‘I’ 

implies both the universal and the individual in language. Thus, we can inevitably find some 

relationship between the individual and the universal in this context. Still we have a question that has 

not been answered. In other words, does it mean that Hegel reconciles the individual and the 

universal? Is this explanation of Hegel enough for us to understand him and his aim?  

In the Encyclopedia, in the Phenomenology, and in the Philosophy of Right as well, we can encounter 

the ontological, epistemological, and logical relation between the terms such as individual, universal 

and particular. For Hegel, the universal develops itself into the particular and into the individual. Here 

it can be interpreted that the whole does not make sense without the particular and the individual. In 

that respect, Hegel does not think that they are strictly different in an ontological, epistemological, or 

logical sense. In the following quotation from the Encyclopedia, we can see how Hegel forges the 

ontological, logical, and epistemological relations among these terms. In The Encyclopedia of 

Philosophical Sciences, Hegel explains the notion of individuality in three moments: universality, 

particularity, and individuality.  

“§ 163 The Notion as Notion contains the three following ‘moments’ or 

functional parts. (1) The first is Universality—meaning that it is in free 

equality with itself in its specific character. (2) The second is Particularity—
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that is, the specific character, in which the universal continues serenely equal 

to itself. (3) The third is Individuality—meaning the reflection-into-itself of 

the specific characters of universality and particularity; which negative self-

unity has complete and original determinateness, without any loss to its self-

identity or universality.” 
105

 

After this passage, in fact Hegel explains why he thinks that the individual is equal to the universal. 

Hegel depicts that “the universal in its true and comprehensive meaning is a thought.”
106

 According to 

Hegel, the thought gained its full recognition with Christianity (Enc.,§163); because Hegel states that 

the Greeks did not comprehend God and the human being “in their true universality. The gods of the 

Greeks were only particular powers of the mind.”
107

 The universal and thought is equal according to 

Hegel’s logic. With Christianity, the universal and the individual are reconciled in God and in Jesus 

Christ. Moreover, with Christianity, reason, or thought is associated with God itself. Therefore, 

Christianity is the representation of reason in the world. The realization of this religion in the world is 

very much philosophical when we bear Hegel’s philosophy in mind.    

As a matter of fact, when we take a glance at Marx’s statement about idealism in one of his letters to 

his father, we can understand what Hegel means when stating that Greeks did not comprehend God in 

its true universality, which had to be united with thought (reason); and which excluded individuality or 

particularity.  In this letter, Marx wrote, “from the idealism which, by the way, I had compared and 

nourished with the idealism of Kant and Fichte, I arrived at the point of seeking the idea in reality 

itself. If previously the gods had dwelt above the earth, now they became its centre.”
108

 It seems to me 

that what Marx would say by the statement claiming that he “arrived at the point of seeking the idea in 

reality itself” is nothing more than Hegel’s philosophy. With reason and with thought, gods dwelt in 

the earth and became the center of the earth. In other words, with Jesus Christ, God dwelt in the earth; 

therefore, anthropocentric insight became possible. Thus, the infiniteness and absoluteness of God is 

unified with human beings’ hope of immortality and limitlessness. In this regard, Hegel himself says, 

“man as man was not then recognised to be of infinite worth and to have infinite rights... Only in 

Christendom is man respected as man, in his infinitude and universality.”
109

 Reason and thought are 

two significant faculties through, which human being is defined as infinitude and universality.  
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In Christianity, the difference between human being and God is sneakily wiped out. However, how is 

the figure of God reshaped in human beings? The answer is; first by giving the property or the concept 

of infinitude to reason; and secondly by denying truth to feeling. 

Therefore, philosophy attempts to prove God through reason and gives a chance to human beings to 

discover everything by way of themselves, that is, by way of their reason. In this context, God finds its 

actuality in the individual who is Jesus Christ.  

Hegel further explains the relation between actuality and individual in paragraph §181where he again 

points out that “the actual thing is an individual.” Why is it so important to say that the “individual and 

actual are the same things”? Because if the individual is actual, it means that actuality is determinate 

and concrete. When the particular, which is concrete and determined, is reconciled with the universal, 

it becomes individual. In other words, the individual is the particular that knows itself to be grounded 

in the universal.  

“… Similarly the individual must be understood to be a subject or substratum, which involves the 

genus and species in itself and possesses a substantial existence.”
110

 Here the individual is qualified as 

“a subject or substratum” which is “the genus and species in itself” so the individual as the subject or 

substratum includes the universal in itself. For example, I am a particular individual or a single entity 

as a being, Sevgi. I am particular as being a member of a culture or nationality. Also, I am universal as 

belonging to the human species. What I want to say with this example is the fact that I am a particular 

being in my family as having some special features—personality—which make me different from 

other members of family and I am also a particular being with a family which has some special 

characteristics that are different from other families; I have a particular religion, culture, relationship 

with others and so on. I am also universal because I am a human being and my rationality is grounded 

in universality. And insofar as I am aware of both my particularity and its relation to and basis in 

universality, I am an individual. The individual is defined by Hegel as a self-conscious being. 

In the same passage, Hegel describes the individual as a person as follows: “what the slave is without, 

is the recognition that he is a person: and the principle of personality is universality. The master looks 

upon his slave not as a person, but as a selfless thing. The slave is not himself reckoned an ‘I’ — his 

‘I’ is his master (§ 163).”
111

 

Hegel thus draws attention to the relation between the concepts of ‘recognition’ and the ‘individual.’ 

In the Phenomenology, he explains how it is possible to be an individual (individual human being) or a 

person only by way of being recognized by something external, that is, by another person or other 
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individuals. In particular, in the chapter “Independence and Dependence of Self-Consciousness 

Lordship and Bondage,” he gives a broad explanation concerning this dialectical relation. He describes 

a war between the lord and the bondsman; because they desire to be recognized on the part of the 

other. At the end of the war, the bondsman recognizes the other as his lord. Here “they are opposed to 

one another, one being only recognized, the other only recognizing.”
112

 On the other hand, Hegel 

mentions the ideal recognition, which is a mutual, reciprocal recognition. For Hegel, the one-side of 

recognition is not enough because it is only ideal by way of the reciprocal and mutual relation, by both 

sides of selves. From this passage, it can be said that there is only one-side for recognition. In this 

recognition, at first, it appears at only the lord is a person because only the lord succeeded in being 

recognized by the other one. However, even though he is not dependent on something else, the lord 

only “appears” independent prima facie. As we know, Hegel’s philosophy always progresses by 

transcending previous phases. In this context, Hegel explains that the freedom of the lord is not real 

freedom. On the other hand, the freedom of bondsman is closer to achieving freedom. This is due, not 

only to his/her recognition of the lord, but also to labour or work. In the Phenomenology, as well as in 

the Philosophy of Right, Hegel explains that the individuals realize themselves through work or 

labour.
113

The reason why labor is important for the individual’s self-realization is that the individuals 

see their own reflection in their products. They objectify themselves in their products. 

Another important concept, which is especially mentioned in the Phenomenology, is the concept of 

desire. The concept of desire and recognition complete each other by being mediated through labor. 

The product of labor is also invested with the desire to be recognized by other individuals. This means 

that the individual and their product of labor do not remain in itself but become for itself after being 

recognized; in other words, after a relationship with others.
114
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The individual as a self-conscious being exists not only an sich but also für sich. Individuals 

externalize themselves by way of desire and therefore enter into relations to others. The individuals’ 

desire and will are not just natural desire or will like the desire for eating or drinking; human desire is 

linked to knowledge of the desired thing, that is, consciousness of the desired thing. The knowledge or 

consciousness of desire or will leads the individuals to relate to other individuals and society. The 

concept of desire is thus accompanied by knowledge and carries the individual to the level of self-

consciousness. This relation of the individuals to society is explained by Hegel in terms of duty and 

right relation. 

3.2.1.1. The realization of the individual: duty-right dialectic:  

In the third part of the Encyclopedia, “The Philosophy of Spirit,” Hegel talks about external 

circumstances as the objective aspect in which the spirit realizes itself. Therefore, here it is spoken of 

finitude, the external appearances. Within this objective world, the particularized will finds itself 

among differences. These circumstances and differences present themselves to consciousness as 

needs.
115

 When Hegel speaks of the Will, he refers to the practical aspects of Spirit. In this context, the 

Spirit’s needs are not only epistemic but practical.  

According to Hegel, liberty belongs to thought and to the universal. The form of liberty is self-

referential—i.e. its aim is itelf;—its content is determined by ‘right.’ It therefore has its content in the 

form of universality. With this character of universality, the content of freedom is the law. Hegel thus 

relates liberty to right or justice (Enc.§486). The form of individual freedom is moulded by universal 

form of liberty, that is, law. Therefore, according to Hegel, the “reality” is the law in which free will 

realizes its existence. “This ‘reality’, in general, where free will has existence, is the Law (Right)—the 

term being taken in a comprehensive sense not merely as the limited juristic law, but as the actual 

body of all the conditions of freedom.”
116

 The individual freedom or liberty in general, is instituted by 

an authoritative power. The existence of the individual is thus rendered dependent on law.   

Hegel speaks of the development of free will through three stages, which demostrate his dialectical 

approach and summarize the structure and development of his Philosophy of Right; and which we can 

see outlined in the following paragraph: 

“The free will is: 

(A) Itself at first immediate, and hence as a single being- the person: the 

existence which the person gives to its liberty is property. The Right as 

Right (law) is formal, abstract right. 
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(B) When the will is reflected into self, so as to have its existence inside it, 

and to be thus at the same time characterized as a particular, it is the right of 

the subjective will, morality of the individual conscience. 

(C) When the free will is the substantial will, made actual in the subject and 

conformable to its concept and rendered a totality of necessity - it is the ethics 

of actual life in family, civil society, and State.”
117

 

The first phase is immediate, that is, the person. The person actualizes its freedom in the external 

sphere by way of property. However, for Hegel property does not only satisfy natural needs; it gives 

the possibility to the person to objectify its existence and supersede “the subjective phase of 

personality (PR, §41).” In other words, freedom, or a person, gives itself reality in sensible materials, 

objects, or external things. In this first phase of freedom defined as property, the right is abstract right.  

In paragraph § 488, Hegel makes a clear distinction between ‘the person’ and ‘the individual’; while 

the mind in its immediacy of self-secured liberty is the individual, the person is one who knows this 

individuality within absolute free will. This absolute free will is described as an inner freedom. For 

this reason, in itself, it is abstract and empty and “has its particularity and fulfillment not yet on its 

own part, but on an external thing.”
118

 The person realizes itself through the possession, which is 

external to it. I give the predicate of “mine” to this possession, that is, my personal will. Possession is 

defined as property and this property is characterized as a means and thus the existence of the 

personality as an end.  

The person is more abstract, that is, in itself than the individual; every individual is of course also a 

person but when we make mention of the individuals, we speak of the individuals associated with 

others. For this reason, in my judgment, Hegel uses the term, ‘person’ in the first section, Abstract 

Right; and in the Ethical Life, he uses the term, individual in relation to family, society, and the state. 

According to Hegel, the ‘subjective will’ can  realize its existence only in conditions of freedom which 

are defined as duties. Hegel adds, “what is a right is also a duty, and what a duty is, is also a right.”
119

 

This statement is the certain indication of the modern state. More clearly, it is a demonstration of the 

structure of modern society. Besides, in my view this statement of Hegel displays the possible relation 

of the individuals to the state or politics. Hegel emphasizes, “in the phenomenal range right and duty 

are correlate, at least in the sense that to a right on my part corresponds a duty in someone else.”
120
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When Hegel speaks of the right-duty dialectic, he gives the example of the rights and duties of the 

members of the family. For example, the father of the family has duties to protect and educate the 

children while the children have the duty to obey their father. In this respect, “the rights of the father 

of the family over its members are equally duties towards them.”
121

 Likewise, just as the individuals as 

the members of the state have rights in the state, so they have some duties to realize.  

According to Hegel, the right and duty relation organizes the relation of the state to the individuals. 

From my standpoint, duty-right relation is basic for the existence of modern state; because it is another 

sort of contract that relies on interaction or interconnection between two sides. Law formalizes this 

contract (duty-right relation). It does not matter whether this mutual recognition between the state and 

the individuals based on the duty-right relation is actualized rightly but this recognition is important 

and fundamental for the modern state dependent on law.  “All the aims of society and the State are the 

private aims of the individuals…he who has no rights has no duties and vice versa.”
122

 From this 

statement, it can be said that the State and society exist for the sake of the individuals’ interests. The 

state, society, and the individuals are in a mutual relationship like the reciprocal relationship between 

duty and rights. In my view however, in reality, while individuals perform their duties, the state does 

not carry out its duties in the same way. 

In the second phase, the person reflects on itself.
123

 Duty is in the sense of morality in me as subjective 

will. In this sense, there are two things different from each other, on the one hand, it is the duty as a 

subjective disposition or will in me, or inward, and on the other hand, this duty must be morally 

actualized. In other words, there is inward purpose and the realization or actualization of this purpose.  

In paragraph §502, Hegel talks about the distinction between the law (right) and the subjective will. 

Subjective will is abstract and empty as long as it does not actualize itself in the external sphere and 

thus rise to the universal. Law is related to society. If there are not any laws, in a society there would 

be revenge as a form of punishment which is the act of a subjective will (PR, §102 Addition). This 

subjective will or personal will corresponds to direct right or abstract right that is particular. Therefore 

subjective will exists independently and can be in opposition to universal will (PR §104).  

The realization of subjective will is possible in the sphere of morality.
124

 The reality of right first 

demonstrates itself in the subjective will or personal will. Then this subjective will moves (progresses) 

from the abstract right to the phase of morality in which subjective will refers to itself, that is, it is its 

own object. Therefore this phase is called the phase of self-determining of subject which “constitutes 
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the principle of morality (PR, §104).” Then Hegel points out the ambiguity of the natural right or law 

of nature by questioning whether this natural right existed readily in nature or this right is governed by 

the nature of things.  

“The phrase ‘Law of Nature’, or Natural Right, in use for the philosophy of 

law involves the ambiguity that it may mean either right as something existing 

ready-formed in nature, or right as governed by the nature of things, i.e. by the 

notion. The former used to be the common meaning, accompanied with the 

fiction of a state of nature, in which the law of nature should hold sway; 

whereas the social and political state rather required and implied a restriction 

of liberty and a sacrifice of natural rights... The law of nature — strictly so 

called — is for that reason the predominance of the strong and the reign of 

force, and a state of nature a state of violence and wrong, of which nothing 

truer can be said than that one ought to depart from it. The social state, on the 

other hand, is the condition in which alone right has its actuality: what is to be 

restricted and sacrificed is just the willfulness and violence of the state of 

nature.”
125

 

In this paragraph, Hegel criticizes social contract theorists for their understanding of the state of 

nature. The idea of ‘law of nature’ (or ‘natural right’) is in essence based on the statement claiming 

that society is a battleground (Kampfplatz). The first understanding is related to the state of nature, in 

which every individual is considered to be equal. However, in the state of nature, every individual has 

infinite right and for this reason their infinite rights need to be curtailed for the common good.   

Hegel criticizes the contract theorists because the state of nature is not an ethical state. It is an animal 

state, in which the individuals fight against one another. That is, it is a state, in which all is against all. 

According to Hegel, in this state, men do not have rights and duties. For this reason, in society they do 

not have the natural rights which society could respect. The problem of the modern state in this respect 

is that the state does not consider itself as having the duty to satisfy the desires of every individual but 

rather the individual acts as a means that has to work for the state. Even though, as Hegel claimed, 

there is a reciprocal (mutual) relationship between these two, the individual and the state, all of this is 

only in theory because in practice there is not any mutuality between these two. While the individual 

realizes their duties, they cannot take their rights from the state.  
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At the end of the paragraph, Hegel points out that it is just the social state in which rights are 

actualized and realized. Under the subtitle of “Morality,” Hegel claims, “the free individual, who, in 

mere law, counts only as a person, is now characterized as subject…”
126

  

After morality, Hegel passes on to the ethics in which the subjective and objective spirit find their 

completeness, that is, their true being. In the last phase, ethical life, family and civil society are 

integrated into the State as the universal entity. The duty and the actualization of duty combine in the 

ethical life or in social ethics that is their truth, that is, their absolute unity.
127

  

3.2.2. Ontological and moral aspects of the individual in the Philosophy of Right  

The aim of Hegel in the Philosophy of Right is to reconcile Nature and Spirit. In this context, I would 

like to discuss the role of the individual as a person in this reconciliation. In my view, his work was a 

systematic explanation of a theory of the state. Hegel constructed or re-defined new concepts such as 

state, law, right and duty in order to found a state theory. In this respect, “Hegel sees the state as ‘an 

independent and autonomous power’ in which ‘the individuals are mere moments,’ as ‘the march of 

God in the world.’ He thought this to be the very essence of the state, but, in reality, he was only 

describing the historical type of state that corresponded to civil society.”
128

 From this quotation, it 

seems that the individual exists not in itself and for itself but it exists for another. This ‘another’ is the 

state. However, this theory of the state is based on the concept of freedom. Especially when we 

thoroughly examine the “Introduction,” we see that Hegel talks particularly about freedom as well as 

will. Without the existence of right, neither freedom nor will truly exist. Therefore, in my view, the 

theory of law corresponds to a theory of freedom. Under this subtitle, the problem of the individual is 

subsumed under two topics; 1) the relation between the individual and freedom; 2) ethical life and the 

individual.  

3.2.2.1. The relation between the individual and freedom 

In the Philosophy of Right, Hegel points out that the individual can be differentiated from the animal 

in terms of will and thought; because animal has no will and for this reason, its action depends on its 

instinct. In this regard, the individuals cannot use their theoretical faculty without will; because 

according to Hegel, “in thinking we are active.”
129

 In this context, Hegel asserts that the theoretical 

and practical faculties are inseparable. “In every activity, whether of thought or will, both these 
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elements are found.”
130

 In animals, there is no theoretical faculty. According to Hegel, the nature of 

will and freedom can be shown within the whole. In this respect, we are going to analyze this whole in 

an effort to understand the nature of will and freedom, which can be shown in Hegel’s theory of right.   

Hartmann explains that the assumptions of Philosophy of Right result from the Logic. The Philosophy 

of Right starts with the abstract right and ab initio, demonstrates the representation of his logic. The 

reason is that from the family to the state, it proceeds with logical assumptions, or logical premises. In 

this context, for instance, the family is the manifestation of immediate unity of plural spirit; society 

appears as reflective unity (by the element of Understanding); and finally the state establishes the 

unity of particular and universal, that is, it refers to what is “for itself” (reason, self-

comprehending).
131

  

In the sphere of abstract right, the individuals firstly exist in themselves. For this reason, the 

individuals are persons and the will of the individuals is merely abstract and potential. So long as the 

individuals do not embody themselves in the external world, they cannot actualize their true freedom. 

For this reason, Hegel writes, “a person must give to his freedom an external sphere, in order that he 

may reach the completeness implied in the idea.”
132

 According to Hegel, embodiment is made possible 

through property, which is external. In this regard, property does not merely satisfy our needs but also 

make it possible for us to supersede the subjective phase of personality and replace it with the 

objective phase (§41 Addition). Hegel states, “a person has right to direct his will upon any object, as 

his real and positive end.”
133

 Thanks to property, the individuals realize their freedom in the external 

sphere, that is, in an object. In this context, Hegel points out that in possession the individuals become 

rational. This first realization of freedom in the external object is not a completed one but Hegel adds 

that it is the only realization of the abstract personality relating itself to its object. 

3.2.2.1.1. Property and the existence of the individual 

The Philosophy of Right, as we said previously, speaks of property, which gives personality to a 

person. In Hegel’s own words, “…property…is the existence [Dasein] of personality.” My will takes 

visible existence through property. In other words, property is the outward symbol of personality. 

Hegel proclaims that human beings have not just appetites or desire but also will and thus if they are a 

person and act rationally they need to possess a thing. Before anything else, the person becomes 

rational through possession. Property is the embodiment of my will (§46 Addition).  
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Man also looks at another person as property in which he can find his personality and his will. Here 

what I mean with the concept of property is not merely a material entity. Property is more than a 

material thing; it has also a spiritual value. 

However, it does not make too big a difference whether one speaks of property in the material sense or 

the spiritual sense because, either way, property is just a means. It is nothing more than an instrument 

in order to exist humanly. In this respect, in the Philosophy of Right, in paragraph §40, he states that “a 

person, in distinguishing himself from himself, relates himself to another person, and indeed it is only 

as owners of property that the two have existence [Dasein] for each other.”  When the subject relates 

to another subject, this relationship takes place through possession, or by virtue of property. In this 

respect, only through self-consciousness, that is, by means of becoming conscious of themselves, do 

the individual take their own possession. It signifies that to possess is to be self-conscious of one’s 

own being and other-being!   

By means of property, the object comes into the individuals’ possession. This object becomes 

meaningful because indeed the object does not have any end in itself; for this reason, thanks to the will 

of this person  the object acquires  a soul and meaning (§44). In paragraph §43, Hegel differentiates 

the inward property of spirit or the inner spiritual side of a person from external objects. This inward 

property is defined as mental endowments such as talents and knowledge. They are also the 

possession, that is, of the free mind. This free mind gives external existence to these mental 

endowments. In other words, free mind directs its inward property upon objects. Therefore, the objects 

become ours.  

Every individual has the will to direct this will to an object. Every individual is free to make 

something an object of their will; because they have the right to direct their will upon an object. In 

property, my will takes a visible existence. So long as my will becomes objective in property, property 

takes the character of private property (§46). I am a person so long as I will something, or I want to 

possess something. I have to desire something in order to externalize myself. However, it is not 

enough to claim and represent that something is mine. The second step must be realization of this will, 

which is based on the concept of recognition. I possess an object as long as my will exists in this 

object. If I take possession of it, it means that “the embodiment of my will then be recognized by 

others as mine.” (§51) To take something over into possession signifies that the property you have is 

recognized by others and for this reason your personality is recognized in the same way. This 

recognition is only possible by relationships. A relationship means recognizing the existence of others 

or being conscious of others.  

There is a difference between the animal and human being in terms of recognition. When a pair of 

animals copulates, the unity of their species is based on feeling but in this relation, there is not any 
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mutual recognition at the conceptual level. Hegel displays that this conceptual level is achieved only 

between human individuals.
134

 Through this relation, which exists also between the child and parents 

relationship in the family, human beings reciprocally know each other. Therefore, for each individual, 

the matter is to discover their truth, that is to say, it is discovery of what the truth of their existence is. 

Real cultural communication begins in the ambient of family. Hegel calls it Bildung.
135

  

When we experience our dependence on basic needs, such as hunger and thirst, which keep recurring, 

then we try to satisfy these needs. For doing this, we begin to labor in order to produce something 

which supports these needs all the time. As a result, we have something in our possession.
136

 Taking 

possession or having property leads the individual to meet with their opposition, which is an object 

outside themselves.
137

 The individual becomes a rational being for the first time with possession 

because property replaces the subjectivity of personality; the individuals objectify themselves. 

Therefore, from their pure or merely abstract determination the individuals move into concrete 

freedom. However, it is important to note and Hegel reminds us that this realization of freedom in the 

external sphere of possession or property, that is, in an external thing, is not complete. 

At the stage of abstract right, individuals are merely natural beings. They do not yet have a true 

conception of themselves. Paragraph § 57 talks about the individuals’ possession of themselves 
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through self-consciousness. As Hegel says, “the circumstance that I, as free will, am an object 

[gegenständlich] to myself in what I possess and only become an actual will by this means constitutes 

the genuine and rightful element in possession, the determination of property.”
138

 However, Hegel 

writes that “only through the education of his body and mind, mainly by his becoming conscious of 

himself as free does he take possession of himself, become his own property and stand in opposition to 

others.”
139

  

In the modern period, the individuals are not educated so as to enable them to “take possession of 

themselves” or to acquire an understanding of freedom in the sense that Hegel describes. They are 

rather indoctrinated so that they internalize capitalist ideology and serve the capitalist.  In this respect, 

the individuals can be defined as a means for the satisfaction of capitalists. In paragraph § 59, Hegel 

says that the individuals use objects as a means for the satisfaction of their wants; in the case of the 

modern period, the individuals are used as objects which corresponds to a means. The object 

(commodity) becomes the fundamental principle, which is alienated from the existence of the 

individuals. The individuals are considered merely as consumers, and, qua labor-power, as themselves 

commodities, that is, as a means. In the same paragraph, Hegel claims, “when the object and I come 

together, one of the two must lose its qualities, if we are to become identical.”
 140

 Since the individual 

is the living being and the object is merely a natural thing, the object is consumed and the individual 

preserves themselves. However, in modern capitalist society, the individuals and object come together 

and it is the individuals that lose their qualities. They are reduced and transformed into a simple 

means. 

There is a strong and rigorous relation between the individuals and property. Property as an external 

thing does not exist in itself but in its relation to the individuals. According to one aspect of property, 

it also exists by means of its relations to other external things (§71). These relations could be both 

necessary and accidental. However, as we already learned, property also is the manifestation of will, 

for this reason, the existence of property for other’s existence means that property exists for the will of 

another. The relationship of the will to another will is the true ground because this is the ground on 

which freedom realizes itself.  

Here the contract is mediation between two wills. Therefore, contract is not the means through which I 

hold property by means of relating my subjective will to an object; it is the means by which I hold 

property by virtue of another individual’s will.
141

 However, contract still remains in the sphere of 
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abstract right; that is, it is still subjective because it is nothing more than arbitrary caprice. Contract 

constitutes general right; but its inner universality is merely generality and this generality relies on the 

caprice of particular wills. Hegel states that in this external manifestation of right, when right is 

opposed to its intrinsic universality, then it is a mere semblance, or seeming reality, which corresponds 

to wrong. In this context, Hegel defines ‘wrong’ as “the mere outer appearance of essence, giving 

itself forth as independent.”
142

 In sphere of abstract right under wrong, neither right in general nor 

personal right is respected by the parties making the contract. Wrong is not a creation of evil but it 

results from the absence of law. In this respect, we can observe from the following quotation the 

importance and significance of right. “Hence everything turns on the point that in crime it is not the 

production of evil but the injury of right as right, which must be set aside and overcome.”
143

 In the 

aforementioned paragraph, Hegel lays emphasis on right, which is essential for the existence of 

freedom of the individuals. Once right is injured, wrong is inevitable.  

In the sphere of abstract right, the will makes its existence possible in an external object. However, in 

the next step, this will comes back to itself and becomes its own object. This is the sphere of morality, 

in which the will becomes self-referring of will, that is, it becomes subjectivity. Morality is defined as 

the self-determining subject (PR, §104).
144

 

In the sphere of morality, the will is not in itself but rather it is for itself because it turns over against 

itself. Here the individuals pass into being subjects; that is, they are no longer mere person. However, 

Hegel argues that the real completion of the concrete identity of the good and the subjective will, 

which arises in morality, takes place in the ethical system. The ethical sphere or ethical order is not the 

subjective form of the will. In this context, Hegel claims, “neither right nor morality can exist 

independently, but must have the ethical as its pillar and support. In right is wanting the element of 

subjectivity, and in morality is wanting the objective, so that neither by itself has any actuality.”
145

 The 

ethical system is considered as necessary element because to Hegel’s system, while the sphere of 

abstract right is lacking in subjectivity, morality is deprived of objectivity.  
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According to Ritter, in Hegel’s philosophy, the concept of freedom corresponds to justice. In other 

words, 

“Hegel’s theory of justice is more radically a theory of freedom than any 

other. What immediately sets Hegel’s philosophy of right apart is that it is 

devoted to establishing and determining justice as freedom, not by postulating 

freedom as the prior principle of justice, but by developing the structures of 

justice themselves as the constitutive reality of freedom.”
146

 

For this reason, he begins from abstract right and moves to the realization of the individuals in the 

political state. What differentiates Hegel’s understanding of freedom from liberal theory is that 

Hegel’s theory does not develop through any predetermined concept of freedom. In liberal theory, 

there is a predetermined notion of freedom and this notion is considered as a principle, which 

determines and legitimates “the various relations of right.”
147

 In Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, ‘abstract 

right’ is the same with the traditional term of ‘natural right’
148

, which, as we have seen, Hegel 

criticizes. Hegel mentions this point in his Encyclopeadia in paragraph §502 quoted above of which 

we have already spoken. In this paragraph, he talks about the state of nature and natural rights, which 

is ready-made or ready-given in nature. However, in Hegel, justice as freedom is not a prior principle 

but justice provides the development of the structures of freedom. That is, justice is “the constitutive 

reality of freedom.”
149

 Freedom is constituted by justice but not as a principle. Through justice, 

through right the individual realizes their freedom in the state. In other words, freedom or right is not 

naturally given.
150
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In the Translator’s Introduction to Hegel and French Revolution, Richard Winfield speaks of Hegel’s 

three basic theses on freedom. The first thesis is based on the relation between freedom and justice; in 

other words, freedom is defined as a sole substance and content of justice. Freedom is presented as the 

structure of justice and justice as a realization of freedom. The second understanding of Hegel’s 

freedom is related to a structure of interconnection and interaction between the individuals. Therefore, 

“freedom is neither a faculty given by nature, nor a capacity of the self, but a structure of interaction 

between individuals wherein the self-determination of each is constitutively related to that of others 

through mutual recognition and respect.”
151

 In this regard, the concept of ‘mutual recognition’ is 

significant to comprehend what freedom in terms of Hegel’s philosophy is; because freedom is 

determined by this inter-subjective structure. In this inter-subjective structure, the individuals objectify 

their self-determination through their relation to others. In this reciprocal relation, “each will 

autonomously determines itself in accord with the realization of others.”
152

 Thirdly, “the interaction of 

freedom is not a single interrelationship.”
153

 However, it refers to a system of right. This system of 

right consists of “all practical relations as determination of freedom.”
154

 This freedom is linked to 

distinct structures or spheres of interaction such as the sphere of person, property, morality, civil 

society, the family, and the state. 

Since the treatment of the topic of freedom and justice in the Philosophy of Right moves back and 

forth between and pays equal attention to the subjective and objective aspects of the issue, the concept 

of relation, especially, reciprocal relation is essential to it. The content of the structure of this 

interaction involves particular rights, duties or institutional forms, which are explained in this 

masterpiece.  

Hegel presents the mutual relation between freedom and right first in relation to property. In his essay 

called “Person and Property: On Hegel’s Philosophy of Right; Paragraphs 34-81,” Ritter claims that in 

Hegel’s philosophy, the liberation of the individual depends on work. This approach is in contrast to 

the contract theorists’ who state that human beings lived in freedom in the state of nature because, 

according to Hegel, this sort of state ignores that human beings are free in actu.
155

 In paragraph § 194 

(in Note), Hegel points out that “in this view no account is taken of the freedom which lies in work.”
156

 

In the same Note, Hegel links the freedom of human beings to their emancipation from the power of 
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nature through practical action. According to Hegel, the state of nature is a state of slavery (§194, 

Note); because it remains in mere nature, natural want and its direct satisfaction. However, true 

freedom is “nowhere to be found except in the return of spirit and thought itself, a process by which it 

distinguishes itself from the natural and turns back upon it.”
157

  

Freedom is related to labor as well as to justice or right through which the individuals realize 

themselves in society and in the political state. Therefore, property and right elevate the freedom of the 

individuals to the universal principle, which is to be found in the political state. In the “Introduction” 

to the Philosophy of Right, Hegel makes an analogy between the concept and its existence and the 

body-soul dialectic. Just as the soul and the body are distinct and still united so the concept and its 

existence have two sides; distinct and united. And Hegel says that if these two, namely, the body and 

the soul or the concept and its existence do not correspond, they are defective. In this context, Hegel 

contends that the unity of the concept and its existence, of body and soul is not “a mere harmony of 

the two, but their complete interpenetration.”
158

 To Hegel, this unity is Idea.” The idea of right must 

correspond to the idea of freedom through its embodiment. 
159

 Freedom is not possible without idea of 

right and its actualization.  

The Philosophy of Right begins with subjective spirit and proceeds with objective spirit. However, it 

seems to me that the critique of Marx on the section of the State, can also be applied to the rest of the 

book, i.e., the first section on abstract right. In the Critique, Marx criticizes Hegel’s theory of the state 

or law on the ground that the predicate becomes the subject or vice versa. For instance in the first 

section on the abstract right, when Hegel talks about the personality, he considers the personality as a 

subject, which is indeed a predicate. Instead of referring to person, he mentions its predicate, that is, 

personality. He says, “personality implies, in general, a capacity to possess rights, and constitutes the 

conception and abstract basis of abstract right.”
160

 Here, it should be the person, who has capacity to 

possess right but what Hegel does is to consider the predicate as a subject. For this reason, ab initio, 

Hegel explicitly remains within abstraction.     

In the “Introduction” of the Philosophy of Right, Hegel criticizes Kant’s doctrine of right and 

Rousseau’s definition of right. Kant claims that in order to attain a universal law the basic idea is to 

limit freedom and caprice of the individuals in accordance with the universal law. By the limitation of 

freedom and caprice of the individuals, every individual’s principle of action would be brought in 

accordance with a universal law. In Kant’s doctrine of right, Hegel finds both the negative and positive 
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side. That is to say, ‘limitation’ is the negative side but ‘universal law’ or so-called “law of reason” is 

the positive side of Kant’s theory. Kant and Rousseau consider not absolute and rational will as the 

basic principle but they focus on “the will and spirit of the particular individual in their peculiar 

caprice.”
161

 For this reason, according to them, the truth relies on the individual’s will but not on 

reason or rationality.  

From this standpoint, that is, from the analysis of the concept of freedom in relation to the individuals, 

now we are going on to examine the existence of the individuals and their freedom in ethical life.  

3.2.2.2. The ethical life and the individual 

Hegel divides his study into three parts; (1) Abstract Right, (2) Morality, (3) Ethics. In the ethical 

system or order, the objective and abstract form of right and the subjective form of morality are 

reconciled. The form of the ethical order is universality. What grounds the individuals is their social 

relations and the social order in which they live. Hegel affirms that the development of the individuals 

is possible only in a good state; in that in this good state the individuals receive their rights.  

A detailed examination of the ethical system will lead to the following results: 1) Existence of the 

individuals is actualized through duty. 2) Ethical reality depends on the individuals who remove their 

private will and conscience, which are their self-assertion and antagonism (PR, §152). 3) In the ethical 

system, the individuals have rights on the account that they can subjectively and freely determine 

themselves. These individuals are not independent because they “belong to the ethical and social 

fabric.”
162

  

My argument will be that Hegel’s philosophy proceeds by subject-predicate inversion as Marx and 

Feuerbach state. He conceives the ethical system as a subject and absolute, that is, everlasting, while 

the individuals are predicates and a matter of indifference to the objective ethical order.
163

  

In the “Preface,” Hegel expresses the goal of his work as “an attempt to conceive of and present the 

state as in itself rational.”
164

 Here Hegel declares, “the rational is real and the real one is rational.” This 

rationality realizes itself in the external world with the activity of the individuals and culminates in the 

state. “The rational is synonymous with the idea, because in realizing itself it passes into external 

existence. It thus appears in an endless wealth of forms, figures and phenomena.”
165
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What leads the individuals to be free is duty. Counter to the general perception of duty, which is 

determined as the limitation of freedom, Hegel claims that “the individual finds in duty liberation.”
166

 

By way of duty, the individual or subject encounters objective realization. Duty frees the individuals 

from their subjective and particular inclination and impulse. Also for Hegel, duty abolishes indefinite 

subjectivity of the individual by way of a realization of its action objectively. The point is that duty 

with relation to right correlates the individuals to universal spirit.
167

 “Right and duty coincide in the 

identity of the universal and the particular wills. By virtue of the ethical fabric man has rights, so far as 

he has duties, and duties so far as he has rights.”
168

 And the individual’s rights are protected by the 

state. The unity of right and duty as Hegel explains in the Philosophy of Right is “one of the most 

important features of states;” the actualization of freedom and the ethical whole correspond to the 

state. And the state is conceived as being on a par with God.  

“§ 258 Addition—…The state is the march of God in the world; its ground or 

cause is the power of reason realizing itself as will. When thinking of the idea 

of the state, we must not have in our mind any particular state, or particular 

institution, but must rather contemplate the idea, this actual God, by itself.”
169

 

All in all, this passage explains to us that particular persons or individuals are only means. They are 

only phases in the realization of the purpose of the state. Also the individual’s awareness of the 

essence of the state is not the point. The point is that the essence of the state, the realization of the 

state, can be present without this awareness. The point is that the individual is the means for this 

realization.   

As we see, the real purpose of Hegel is to attain rationality in the form of phenomena, by way of the 

objectification of the state in the existence of the individual or external world. In this regard, the state 

is the unity of the subjective spirit
170

 and the objective spirit.
171

 The subjective spirit includes the 

different opinions and actions of individuals, and the objective spirit refers to the body of laws. 
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Objective spirit implies the spirit of a social group. This social group objectifies its spirit in its 

customs, laws and institutions (Right). The individual character and the individual consciousness are 

permeated by this objective spirit. When the contradiction between the objective and subjective spirit 

becomes a single unity then they attain the absolute spirit, which is the expression of freedom. 

For Hegel, the ethical system, which includes the family, civil society and the state, is the only 

possible place where the individual can achieve self-realization, self-determination, self-consciousness 

and become free.
172

   

Under the title of “Ethics,” Hegel discusses the economic, legal and social institutions. He holds that 

these economic, legal and social relations can be observed in ‘civil society.’ He especially develops his 

materialistic elements or premises in the paragraphs between 182 and 208. In these paragraphs, he 

deals with the system of needs. Richard Winfield explains the division between the state and civil 

society in Hegel’s “ethical life” as follows; 

“Hegel demarcates civil society from  the state by having the economy, social 

interest groups, and the public administrations of civil law and welfare all fall 

within civil society as necessary components of social freedom, while  making 

the independent concern of self-government the specific activity and raison 

d’ètre of the state. On this basis, Hegel gives an entirely new mandate to 

public life.”
173

  

For Hegel the liberation of the individual is made possible through civil society, which enables 

individuals to relate to each other. The individual determines himself in this ethical system. In society, 

wherein there is a relationship with other individuals, the individual is able to be recognized. This 

recognition is possible not only by way of the relationship to other individuals but also by the 

institutions, law and the state, which give the universal character to the individual.  

As the project of Hegel is to realize the unity of the universal and the individual, he does not give an 

atomistic character to the individual. He says, “individuals in the civic community are private persons, 

who pursue their own interests.”
174

  However, then, he adds, “the particular person is essentially 

connected with others. Hence each establishes and satisfies themselves by means of others, and so 
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must call in the assistance of the form of universality.”
175

 What is the meaning of “the form of 

universality?” It seems to me, for Hegel, it means to behave as being aware of others’ needs and 

inclinations.  

The individual satisfies its needs and inclinations with being in relation to other individuals in civic 

community in ethical life. Ethical substance is the family (“as ‘immediate’ or natural mind”
176

), civil 

society (“the ‘relative’ totality of the ‘relative’ relations of the individuals as independent persons to 

one another in a formal universality”
177

) and the political constitution (“the self-conscious substance, 

as the mind developed to an organic actuality,”
178

) that is, the state. The realization of the ethical idea 

appears in the state because the ethical spirit includes the spirit of family and civil society. As Hegel 

argues in what follows, the state finds its direct existence in the ethical custom and its indirect 

existence in the self-consciousness of the individual. Now here we have to understand what Hegel 

means by “direct and unreflected existence” (in ethical custom) and “indirect and reflected existence” 

(in self-consciousness of the individual). Here the reason why the existence of the state in self-

consciousness is indirect is because the state realizes itself by way of the law or duty in the individual. 

In this sense, there is mediation between the state and the individual. On the other hand, the existence 

of the state in ethical custom is direct because the law and the institutions exist directly in ethical 

custom or reveal themselves directly in ethical life. The state finds its existence in its knowledge and 

activity.
179

  

In short, Hegel explains that the state has its reality in the particular self-consciousness and through 

this particular, it raises to the universal which is its highest end.
180

 Thus, the highest duty of the 

individual is to be a member of the state. For Hegel the individual by way of his duty and right is in 

relation with the state. With these duties as we explained shortly above the individual gains his 

actuality and self-affirmation or self-recognition. “Consequently,” says Hegel, “individuals can attain 

their ends only in so far as they themselves determine their knowing, willing, and acting in a universal 

way and make themselves links in this chain of social connection.”
181

 The ends of the individuals are 

to attain the highest purpose, which is the universal.       
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“§ 145 Addition.—Since the phases of the ethical system are conception of 

freedom, they are the substance or universal essence of individual. In the 

relation to it, individuals are merely accidental. Whether the individual exists 

or not is a matter of indifference to the objective ethical order, which alone is 

steadfast. It is the power by which the life of individuals is ruled. It has been 

represented by notion as eternal justice, or as deities who are absolute, in 

contrast with whom the striving of individuals is an empty game, like the 

tossing of the sea.”
182

  

In the passage above, while Hegel tells us that the phases of the ethical system are freedom for the 

individual and this freedom refers to universality for the individual, he also says that the objective 

ethical order, which is steady, is indifferent to the existence of the individual. He claims that the 

objective ethical order is the power that rules the individual’s life. However, here we have to ask who 

the ruler is or who/what rules the individual’s life? If the ethical order is the power that rules the 

individual’s life, who creates the law in order to rule the life of the individual? Who constitutes it, if 

the individual does not constitute the law or the rule? Here Hegel makes an abstraction from the 

individual and gives the priority to absolute, universal law. Marx’s critique of religion also addresses 

this question: 

“the basis of irreligious criticism is: Man makes religion, religion does not 

make man. In other words, religion is the self-consciousness and self-feeling 

of man, who either has not yet found himself or has already lost himself again. 

But man is no abstract being, squatting outside the world. Man is the world of 

the man, the state, society. This state, this society produce religion, a 

perverted world consciousness, because they are a perverted world.”
183

     

Here Marx claims that the real creator of the state, society and etc., is the individual man. However, 

the quotation of Hegel says that the individual is not the creator but they are the subjects who are ruled 

by the law of Absolute. As Marx tells us, the individuals are not abstract; on the contrary, they are 

reality and they exist in reality.  

3.2.2.3. Civil society and the state 

The definition of the individual in civil society is that they are private persons who pursue their own 

interests. These individuals as concrete persons are determined as “a totality of wants and a mixture of 
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necessity and caprice.”
184

 Due to these wants or needs, these particular individuals are necessarily 

related to others. By means of others, they satisfy their needs. Each individual establishes themselves 

in the sphere of difference. On the one hand, civil society is the realm of difference; on the other hand, 

it is intermediate element between the family and the state (PR, §182 Addition). Hegel states that civil 

community is the production of the modern world. Because every individual follows their interests in 

such a society, they are an end to themselves and all other individuals are nothing for them. Of course, 

Hegel indicates that every individual has to come into relation with others in order to realize their 

ends. It seems that Hegel tries to say that every one considers others as a means or instrument. But 

what is the reason? Why does the individual treat each other merely as a means in such society? At 

this point, Hegel does not yet touch upon the reason, whose answer should be found in the capitalist 

mode of production and its relations. In capitalist system, it is not the needs or material things that are 

considered as an instrument but the individuals themselves are regarded as a means. What I observed 

in Hegel’s political theory is that the individuals are reduced to mere things. 

Hegel states that the civil community is a system, but a system of mutual dependence, which 

“interweaves the subsistence, happiness, and rights of the individual with the subsistence, happiness, 

and the right of all.”
185

 Due to this system of mutual dependence the happiness, subsistence, and rights 

of one individual are in the same way the rights and happiness of others. On the one hand, Hegel 

indicates that everyone is an end in themselves; and therefore in order to attain their end, for each 

particular subject, other subjects are an instrument. The question is; if I consider each particular person 

as a means, how does my particular end or purpose become universal? It is quite inconsistent. Hegel 

tries to find the answer in the system of needs in civil community.  

Hegel characterizes civil community under three elements: 1) the system of needs which contains the 

satisfaction of one particular individual and others through the work of this particular individual and 

others’ work; therefore they satisfy the needs of each other. 2) “The actualization of general freedom;” 

for instance, “the protection of property by the administration of justice.”
186

 3) The element of police 

and the corporation through which the particular interest becomes universal or common interest.  

3.2.2.3.1. The system of wants 

The particular will is at the outset opposed to the universal will and in this phase, it is subjective need. 

The objectification, that is, the satisfaction of this subjective want is possible in two ways. Firstly, this 

subjective want gets objectivity through external objects, which belong to the product of others’ will 

                                                           
184

 G. W. F. Hegel, The Philosophy of Right, translated by S. W. Dyde, Dover Publications, Inc. Mineola, New 

York, 2005, §182, p. 96 
185

 Ibid., Hegel, The Philosophy of Right, trans. by Dyde, §183, p. 97 
186

 Ibid., Hegel, The Philosophy of Right, trans. by Dyde, § 188, p. 101 



62 

 

and needs and which are the property of other individuals. Secondly, this satisfaction and 

objectification is realized through labor (labor is mediation between subject and object).  

Hegel defines the individual in civil society as der Bürger (bourgeois), that is, the burgher.
187

 These 

burghers are social because they are interdependent. Hegel contends that the individual is the product 

of its social conditions. Because the individuals produce the means for each other’s satisfaction, their 

way of life is not independent but it is formed by their social surroundings.
188

 Hegel calls this “the 

social moment” or “social element.” In the system of needs, Hegel points out that this social moment 

gives a determinant form to the mode of the satisfaction of the needs including the acquisition of the 

means. Moreover, this social moment contains the demand of equality with others.  

Hegel also states that the demand for equality and “the desire of each person to be unique become real 

sources of the multiplication and extension of wants.”
189

 In my view, this sort of explanation belongs 

to the definition of capitalism; because if somebody desires equality with others or demands to be 

particular or unique, it does not create a fruitful multiplication and extension of wants but it creates 

mere competition. Hegel, instead of asking the main reason of inequality for satisfaction of needs, 

assertively admits that inequality promotes and proves to be fruitful source of reproduction and 

extension of needs. However, today we know (and maybe Hegel should have seen) that the 

reproduction and extension of needs in this mode of production is far from being healthy and 

fruitful.
190

  

The way to produce and reproduce the means and needs for satisfaction is labor. Let me cite from 

Hegel’s very literal statement: “human sweat and toil win for men the means for satisfying their 

wants.”
191

 However, Hegel also mentions the alienation of labor due to the specialization of production 

which results from division of labor; because the means and wants are specified. By virtue of division 

of labor, labor becomes simplified. According to Hegel, this process is positive because through the 

abstraction of the individual’s skill (i.e., abstraction of labor) the amount of production becomes 

greater. In this multiplication and extension of needs and means, and the ways of production, the 

infinitely complex movements of exchange and reciprocal production come together owing to their 

universality. This diversity and complexity of mutual production and exchange as well as the range of 
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means which is used for this production and exchange trigger the appearance of some general system 

within which they are differentiated: “particular systems of wants, means, and labour, ways and 

methods of satisfaction, and theoretical and practical training.”
192

 It is this system that creates class 

distinction because in this way the individuals are assigned to classes or estates. These classes are 1) 

immediate class (agricultural class); 2) the reflecting class or formal class (industrial or business 

class); 3) the universal class (the class of civil servants).   

The definite and real actualization of the individuals is determined by the activities and the skills, 

which make them the member of one of these classes. For example, while Hegel refers to the first 

immediate and substantial class (i.e. the agricultural class) as being inclined to subjection, he considers 

the second formal and reflecting class (the industrial class) as being inclined to freedom. The reason 

for his claim is because of the type of reflection and labor involved in these different estates through 

which the individuals materialize their freedom. Accordingly, the real universal existence of the 

individuals appears in one of the definite classes to which they belong.  

In civil society, my abstract right or intrinsic right becomes law. For example, in civil society, 

“property […] depends upon contract, and, in general, upon those formalities, which furnish legal 

proof of possession.”
193

 In civil society, right is the only settled element of the relation of wants. 

However, according to Hegel, this right is restricted and only about the protection of property. For 

Hegel here individuals are still in the sphere of particularity. Civil society in its abstract universality 

supplies a vital and important environment for the existence of the individuals but it is incomplete for 

human development. In civil society, the individuals act or actualize their private, subjective opinions 

and therefore they find their private or personal happiness in such society. In other words, civil society 

is the sphere of needs but this sphere is the result of the pursuit of selfish ends. But the project of 

Hegel is to extend such particularity to universality. Hegel indicates universality as necessity, which 

finds its realization in right. Justice, laws, and right all are important and necessary in civil society. 

In this regard, Hegel states that “the realization of this relative unity over the whole range of 

particularity is the function of the police, and within a limited but concrete totality constitutes the 

corporation.”
194

 The corporation as a national community enables the individual to get involved in the 

affairs of state. “Hence only by belonging to a national community and taking part in its political life 

does a man fully realize himself.”
195

 The corporation is one of the ethical principles, which combines 
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the individual and universal. Particularly, the industrial or business class belongs to the corporation. 

The corporation, which is grounded upon civic community, supplies the universality to the individuals, 

which the modern state does not always give the individuals. Thus, family is the first basis of and 

corporation is the second ethical ground of the state. 

3.2.2.3.2. The state and the individual 

Hartmann claims that the Hegelian state is different from the state in other theories such as that of 

Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau and many others “who wish to explain the genetic question of how the 

atomic individuals in the state of nature establish a state. Hegel on the other hand is interested in what 

the state is, regardless of how it arose.”
196

 Under this subtitle, I do not deal with the state in Hegel’s 

theory in too much detail because I shall elaborate the elements of Hegel’s state in the last component 

of the thesis in interaction with Marx’s critique of it.   

“The fundamental presupposition of the Republic and ancient Greek political life generally (Hegel 

argues) was absolute priority of the community over the individual.”
197

 That’s why Hegel in the 

Philosophy of Right claims that Republic was a very successful political book but still it missed the 

concept of the individual in the political area.  In this sense, the ancient Greek always sees the 

individual as a political animal by nature. According to the ancient Greek, he was a son of his city, he 

never thought of himself as separate from this city and his community, as an independent individual 

“facing other similar individuals in an atomistic state of nature or some rather loosely structured 

society which they had voluntarily established. A Greek citizen was so wholly immersed in the politics 

and ethos of this city that he cared little for himself.”
198

 Accordingly, the Greek citizen did not act 

according to his private interest but “the traditional ideals of his city which he accepted without 

questioning.”
199

 Here Pelczynski claims, “he was merely an instrument, a member of an organism, 

which acted through him in pursuit of its own universal needs.”
200

 For Hegel, what is lacking in 

ancient Greek is ‘subjectivity’ or ‘subjective freedom.’ Here Pelczynski rightly says that for this 

development a cultural and social revolution was needed, which happened only after the rise of the 

Christianity, at least for Western culture. It was through these developments that subjective freedom 

was recognized and admitted.  

As I have claimed before, in the modern political state, the individual pretends to be the fundamental 

element of the political state and of society itself whereas the reality indicates that the individual is just 
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a means. The difference between the Greek’s approach to the problem and the approach of the modern 

political state is that in Greek society there was consideration of the universal and thus the community 

in which the individual lived. However, in the modern political state, neither the individual nor the 

community is taken into account. In modern capitalist society, the state is over and beyond the 

individuals as a basic and necessary institution. The state gets this power from the bourgeoisie, the law 

and institutions, which it has created and enacted. In other words, in modern political society, it is not 

the individual but a particular class, which claims to represent the individual (the bourgeoisie) and its 

self-institutionalization in the state that is absolute.   

Pelczynski claims that Marx takes the term ‘bürgerliche Gesellschaft’ (‘bourgeois society’) from 

Hegel. However, he makes a deep critique of Hegel concerning the separation between civil society 

and the state. It (‘bürgerliche Gesellschaft’) is the description of modern life, so to speak, it implies 

the contrast between ‘civil’ and ‘political.’ For Hegel, there are two different spheres: the ‘public 

sphere’, that is, ‘der Staat’ and the private sphere, that is, ‘bürgerliche Gesellschaft.’ Hegel’s 

observation of this separation becomes an important discovery for the social theory of Marx. Marx 

rejects Hegel’s endorsement of this separation and the primacy of the state in social and historical life. 

He gives priority to ethical life in which the family and civil society are contained. On the other hand, 

Hegel does not believe that individualism “could express itself safely” in civil society “without 

harming the community.” Subjectivity and particularity as two similar elements of individualism are 

considered by Hegel “as enemies of ethical and political life.”
 201

 

In short, Hegel does not consider civil society to be sufficient for the complete actualization of the 

individuals. Only the state enables individuals to be legitimately recognized.  

3.2.3. Philosophy of History 

Marcuse claims that the Logic of Hegel explains “the structure of reason” while the Philosophy of 

History demonstrates “the historical content of reason.”
202

  

Throughout history, philosophy makes an effort to separate feeling from reason or vice versa. One of 

them is always sacrificed on behalf of the other. It seems to me that one of the reasons for this effort is 

to abstain from pain, which is a feeling. Then it should not be mistaken to claim that all history is 

abstention from pain. At least we have evidence for this claim throughout history in general and in the 

philosophy of history in particular, in which there are many determinations, definitions and attempts in 
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an effort to set up a system as an indication of this abstention from pain. Amongst great philosophers, 

Kant in particular strives to preclude feelings (that is, our passions, desires, inclinations, fears, angst 

and so forth) from his philosophy. According to Kant, these feelings depend on subjectivity and are 

therefore not authoritative. Nor are they reliable since they mislead reason. It should not be difficult to 

understand why Kant tries to abstain from feelings. They are the nightmare of reason; they are the 

enemy of reason as refractory carcinomas. In the simplest term, we could state that it is not only to 

save reason from subjectivity that Kant tries to fend feelings off. Another significant and sharp reason 

for this abstention is to escape from pain.
203

  

One of the main aims of building up a system is to reconcile the universal and the particular, and by 

extension, reason and feeling. The reason why there is an endeavor for the reconciliation of these two 

different faculties is due to their constant conflict. The separation between two different worlds such 

as feeling-reason, individual-universal, state-society, etc., all seem to be a result of this fundamental 

conflict. Eventually the result is the superiority or predomination of one of them over the other. It 

could be argued that 18
th
 and 19

th
 century philosophy, which had begun with Descartes in the 17

th
 

century, seeks to reconcile feeling with reason through an attempt to set up a system. However, since a 

system is based on the presupposition and necessity of reason or a rational perspective, these 

philosophies gave the priority to reason and based their entire philosophy upon reason. Kant is an 

important example according to whose philosophy reason has priority.  

Something else is often overlooked: that this attempt to combine reason with feeling does not take 

place only in private life but also in political and social life. Wherever there is a community, one of the 

most important aims should be the integration of feeling with reason.  

3.2.3.1. Feeling and Reason 

Starting from this point of view, under this subtitle, the relation of the individual and their feelings 

with reason will be analyzed. The distinction between reason and feeling became almost obvious by 

the enlightenment tradition. Here it might be difficult to characterize briefly the enlightenment attitude 

but it can be said that the enlightenment dedicated itself to human reason, science, and education in an 

attempt to achieve the best society of free human beings.
204

 To this end, they tried to emancipate 

reason from traditional bonds, custom, and faith. The enlightenment tradition established their values 

such as “liberty,” “equality” on the authority of two fulcrums: one of them is reason and the other is 

Nature, which was “viewed as an autonomous, harmonious, and self-regulating mechanism of material 

bodies connected by mathematically definable causal relationships.”
205

 Reason was considered not 
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“merely as a tool but as a substantive attribute of humanity.”
206

 In the ideal society of the 

enlightenment, the individuals were governed by reason. Accordingly, the idea that the individual is 

just a rational being began to dominate not only philosophy but politics and society. This approach 

leads the individual to be separated in two different realms: on the one side, there is the individual 

combined with feelings and on the other side, the individual is related to reason. 

The failure of Hegel is that he also ends up giving much priority to the universal on behalf of reason. 

As a result, the division continues to exist despite Hegel’s efforts to unify the two different sides. In 

this context, Peperzak clearly exposes the paradox of feeling. For on the one hand Hegel in the 

Philosophy of History puts forth that feeling is the immediate form of the individual (the life) and thus 

truths can be known through feeling. On the other hand, he emphasizes that feeling cannot be the 

criterion because it is not able to differentiate truth from falsehood. Hegel suggests that only intellect 

and reason can distinguish truth from falsehood and judge the truth of what is given by feeling.  

Briefly, feeling has not any ability to control and judge the truth. It is only reason and intellect that is 

able to dispose of uncontrollable and unconscious elements.
207

 However, when the intellect and reason 

are seen as the certain criterion of truth, absolute thinking does not allow seeing or observing the 

possibility of falsehood resulting from the intellect and reason. Yet, even though intellect and reason 

are not immediate processes like feeling, they also always have the possibility of creating or making 

mistakes.  

Kaufmann, in his work Hegel: A Reinterpretation, stresses that even if Hegel’s philosophy is based on 

reason, it does not mean that Hegel ignores the emotions and passions. On the contrary, as Kaufmann 

refers, in his students’ lecture notes, Hegel states: “thus we must say quite generally that nothing great 

in the world has been accomplished without passion.”
208

  

It is clear that Hegel does not keep passion outside world history and his philosophy. However, the 

problem is that passion does not have as much importance as reason. Emotions, passions, or feelings 

are all means for reason to realize itself in world history. Kaufmann points out that Kant in his work 

Anthropologie (1798, §71) sets the passions in contrast to pure practical reason and speaks of them as 

incurable and leading to many evils. Kaufmann claims that Hegel’s attitude towards passions is not so 

far from Kant’s approach to passions.  

According to Hegel, the self-awareness (the intuition) of the single individual is the starting point of 

their awareness of ethical life. This single individual becomes aware of ethical life by controlling their 
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natural environment. Therefore, their first existence is their direct relation with nature. That is to say, 

before the individual exists or emerges as a free agent, they encounter the necessities of their nature. In 

this regard, Harris says, “the whole concept of man as a free rational agent is first presented to each of 

us in the shape of the natural world in which we exist.”
209

 In this stage, we become a free agent; before 

becoming a free agent, we must know what it means  to be rational and for knowing that we must first 

discover what we need for our natural active organism. Secondly, we must find “what is possible for 

us as a natural organism and what the natural consequences of different possible patterns of behavior 

are.”
210

 We discover all these outside, that is, within the world, with others, in relation to others.  

“The first stage of ‘Natural ethics’ is what Hegel calls ‘feeling.’ This is the simplest most primitive 

form of intuition.”
211

 This concept, namely, feeling, embraces the external world, that is, the natural 

environment. Therefore, we subsume nature under ‘feeling.’ We do so by acting on nature. “Thus 

work or labor will be the crucial moment of this stage.”
212

 However, work or labor is also the negation 

of our feeling; because with work feeling is transformed. Labor or work makes feeling practical. Your 

feeling contains ‘desire’ or ‘wants’ and then you need to satisfy them; in an attempt to satisfy this 

‘desire’ or ‘want’ you need a means which is ‘work’ or ‘labor.’  

The contrast between need and its satisfaction enables feeling to become practical or to be 

actualized.
213

 When you desire something, it means that you are conscious of your need. Therefore, 

desire involves the activity of imagination. Harris gives an example of a baby to explain this point. A 

baby does not have any imaginative awareness; for this reason, it does not desire. Its need is only basic 

existence.  

We thus see that feeling becomes conscious within practice. And for its practical realization there 

must be desire which is the departure point of labor. To act is to desire. To labor is to desire. Without 

desiring anything you could not begin to work or approach your need or want. This means that desire 

is the starting point of consciousness. If you desire something, it means you have something in your 

mind, and you have knowledge about your desire or will. In other words, desire implicitly contains the 

concept as well as intuition and thus the universal.  
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In the first stage of natural ethics, Hegel deals with feeling “as a living process of the singular 

individual.”
214

 The second stage of natural ethics is related to thought, i.e., it is sort of an abstract 

conceptual stage. The second stage is examined from the point of view of thinking consciousness. 

Therefore, this second stage can be defined as the subsumption of intuition under concept. It is about 

the conceptualization of labor and possession. In contrast to the first stage which is real and finite, this 

second stage is infinite and ideal. Accordingly, the first stage is about feeling, this second stage is 

about thought. “But both stages are ‘formal,’ for both are concerned with the conditions that must be 

satisfied if the singular human organism is to reach maturity”
215

 as opposed to the actual concept 

which would be actual self-realization.  

Family takes its place in this first stage for the structure of family is natural. The second stage is 

connected to social relations outside the family. “But in both stages we are dealing with man as a 

possibility.”
216

 In the first stage, the concern is about the real nature as abstract possibility while in the 

second stage we deal with the ideal side as an abstract possibility. 

In the System of Ethical Life,
217

 Hegel presents his recurring theme of recognition in terms of the 

relation between concept and intuition. He explains the process of recognition in three stages: the first 

stage is the stage of the subsumption of concept under intuition. First the individual is perceived by 

another individual as “the owner of all his possessions and of rights generally.”
218

 This means that to 

be an individual perceived by others is to have rights and to own things. However, this stage has a 

formal character; it remains very universal and general. No one is interested in what sort of capacities 

one has, for instance. It means that one is recognized by others but one is still “in itself.”  
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Hegel claims, “intuition and emotion, […], are both unreflecting forms of consciousness.”
219

 He 

objects to the common view that God can be conceived and presented by or “is present only to our 

immediate consciousness or intuition.” He writes: 

“we must insist in reply to such arguments that man is a thinking being, for it 

is thought which distinguishes him from the animals. He behaves as a thinking 

being even when he is himself unaware of it. When God reveals himself to 

man, he reveals himself essentially through man’s rational faculties; if he 

revealed himself essentially through the emotions, this would imply that he 

regarded man as no better than the animals, who do not possess the power of 

reflection—yet we do not attribute religion to the animals.”
220

 

Admittedly, Hegel says something very right and important because it implies that one has to reflect 

on what opinion one accepts before making a commitment. However, it seems that Hegel heavily 

emphasizes reason and hence misses the importance of intuition and emotion. He continues to prove 

the difference between feeling and reason. It seems that Hegel does not ignore the importance of 

feeling through which all spiritual things, all products, and object of thought etc. can be recognized 

and realized.  

“God is the eternal being in and for himself; and the universal in and for itself 

is an object of thought, not of feeling. It is true that all spiritual things, all date 

of the consciousness, all products and objects of thought—and above all 

religion and morality—must also come to us through the medium of feeling, 

and indeed primarily through this medium.”
221

 

It seems to me that Hegel’s whole attempt is to rationalize the existence of God and in this effort to 

realize God through human reason, feelings are eliminated or set aside. The universal as well as God 

in and for itself is not the object of feelings but of thought. In the Philosophy of History, Hegel reveals 

the movement and realization of Spirit in world history starting with feeling and going through 

different cultures, history, and individual nations towards the states in which the individuals actualize 

themselves. In this sense, his method is historical and empirical. But Hegel defines the process of 

world history as a rational process because it is governed by reason. The world history is a scene 

where the Spirit reveals and finds itself. In other words, the history is disclosure of thought. In this 
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sense, his method is deductive and logical as well as rational. Hegel claims that the philosophy of 

history is the application of thought to history.  

“Feeling, however, is not the source from which they [all products and objects 

of thought, religion and morality] are derived, but only the form which they 

assume in man; and it is the basest form they can assume, a form which man 

shares in common with the animals. All substantial things must be able to 

assume the form of emotion, yet they can also assume a higher and worthier 

form. But to insist on translating all morality and truth and every spiritual 

substance into feeling, and to endeavor to preserve them in this form is 

tantamount to saying that their proper form is in the animal one—although the 

latter is in fact incapable of comprehending their spiritual content. Feeling is 

the lowest form which any such content can assume, for its presence in feeling 

can only be minimal.”
222

  

Hegel claims that every spiritual thing first comes to exist through feeling. But feeling is not the 

source of the spiritual things. Feeling is just an instrument or a means through which the spirit realizes 

itself. He adds that feeling is only a form that the spirit takes. In one of his early fragments, Hegel 

makes an analogy between reason and love. He thought that reason is analogous to love because from 

his dialectical perspective both go out and lose themselves in another and finally find themselves.
223

 

However, Hegel still thinks that what makes an individual a human being and differentiates them from 

animal is reason but not their feeling.
224

  

Hegel puts feeling in the same position as animal feeling. In other words, feeling is common to both 

human beings and animals. Therefore, it is only reason that separates human being from the animal. 

However, the problem is Hegel does not consider the full importance of feeling as a relation among 

individual beings. It is feeling, which is more social than reason. Reason and feeling reveal different 

aspects of both the particular and relational dimensions of the individual and cannot replace or be 

subsumed under one another. It is also not a valid argument to place reason above feeling by claiming 

that animals also have feelings but not reason. Definitely, the animal also enters into connection with 

other animals. However, it is not on the same level with that of human being. Besides, not all human 
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feelings are held in common with animals (for example “hatred”, or “love”) because animals are 

innocent like a child but human beings are guilty.
225

     

The animal cannot love anybody or hate somebody but human being has human feelings. In other 

words, some of human feelings are not instinctive. An animal never loves another animal but it only 

acts according to its nature or instinct. In my view human beings relate their feeling and reason when 

they love or hate. In other words, unlike animals’, human interaction through feelings seems mediated.  

Hegel argues, “the individual may well be treated unjustly; but this is a matter of indifference to world 

history, which uses individuals only as instruments to further its own progress.”
226

 The problem of the 

individual is linked to the perception of the individual as an instrument.  

3.3. Conclusion  

In the conclusion of this chapter, I am going to shortly deal with the problem of the individual also in 

terms of Hegel’s gender discrimination, as I believe that Hegel’s approach to the difference between 

man and woman will help us clarify the subject-matter. Particularly in paragraph §166 it can be 

observed how Hegel discriminates between men and women. Such discrimination shows us what 

Hegel gets at or means with the concept of the individual. In my view, the only individual, who can 

realize themselves in Hegel’s theory of freedom is man. According to Hegel, in the family, there are 

active and passive sides. In such a relation, the husband exhibits power and mastery, while the woman 

indicates the passive and subjective side. While the woman belongs to the inner world, the man 

materializes his existence in the outer world. Hegel writes as follows; “the husband has his real 

essential life in the state, the sciences, and the like, in battle and in struggle with the outer world and 

with himself.”
227

 The husband has possibility to act in the outer world and therefore to find his 

essential life in the state. This is one side of the possibility of the realization of himself, which is 

objective or corresponds to the universal part. “Only by effort does he, out of his disruption of himself, 

reach self-sufficing concord. A peaceful sense of this concord, and an ethical existence, which is 

intuitive and subjective, he finds in the family.”
228

 This is the second side of his realization, that is, the 

family, which is subjective. In short, there are two possibilities or two essentialities that man 

actualizes: 1) the state, as a universal and objective element of his realization; 2) the family, as a 

subjective and intuitive element. However, let us take a glance at the approach towards the woman. 

The woman realizes herself and exists only in the family. In this context, Hegel states, “in family the 
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wife has her full substantive place, and in the feeling of the family piety realizes her ethical 

disposition.”
229

 In my view, Hegel contradicts himself. On the one hand, he claims that the true 

realization of the individual is possible only in ethical life within the state; because only in the state, 

through the right laws can the individual actualize their freedom. On the other hand, he continues to 

claim that it is true that the individuals cannot complete their existence without the unity of the 

objective and the subjective. Nevertheless, he limits the woman just with the family, which seems to 

me a contradiction.  

“§166 Addition—Women can, of course, be educated, but their minds are not 

adapted to the higher sciences, philosophy, or certain of the arts. These 

demand a universal faculty. Women may have happy inspirations, taste, 

elegance, but they have not ideal. The difference between man and woman is 

the same as that between animal and plant. The animal corresponds more 

closely to the character of the man, the plant to that of the woman. In woman 

there is a more peaceful unfolding of nature, a process, whose principle is the 

less clearly determined unity of feeling. If women were to control the 

government, the state would be in danger, for they do not act according to the 

dictates of universality, but are influenced by accidental inclinations and 

opinions.”
230

 

The woman is in general determined with feeling while man is defined with reason. Still Hegel 

continues to remain in contradiction and therefore is deprived of unity of objectivity and subjectivity. 

In my view, there is a contradiction of Hegel’s theory of freedom because while we generally consider 

his theory, to attain freedom is to be in interaction in ethical life, which contains not only family but 

also civic community and the state. In point of fact, to gain freedom is to interconnect with others 

through labor and to participate in politics through corporations, associations, societies, or guilds. 

However, women do not have such a possibility. Therefore, the real member of the ethical life or 

ethical system is only the man, not woman.  

Richard Kroner states that “the Philosophy of Right was, as Hegel guessed, not only his own last work, 

it was the last classical work of German philosophy.”
231

 Richard Kroner explains the reason for 

Hegel’s inability to solve the problem of the reconciliation of opposites by his philosophy of history. 

According to him, there is a deeper reason for this inability, that is, “Hegel wanted to transform faith 
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into knowledge, religion into thought. He never fully realized what a huge gap separates revelation and 

reason, prophecy and philosophy, inspiration and argumentation, or in other words, God and man.”
232

 

As Kroner stated, Hegel does not grasp that one of these is not real, in the sense of not being 

experienced. You can experience man, but not God; you can experience philosophy but not prophecy, 

or inspiration, etc. They are all abstract and empty without experience. Of course, you cannot 

experience God but you only talk about it through your faith, which is outside of knowledge in the 

world. In my view this transformation of Hegel’s, that is the transformation of faith into knowledge, 

leads Hegel to transform subject into object, or object into subject. Feuerbach particularly speaks of 

this sort of inversion and in this regard criticizes Hegel. This critique will be given in the fourth 

chapter of the thesis on Marx in detail. For example, he presents the state as absolute subject and the 

individuals as absolute object. In this regard, Richard Kroner, like Feuerbach, underlines that Hegel’s 

philosophy is in the last analysis theology.
233

 Richard Kroner claims that philosophy, which is also 

theology, affirms faith through the logical thought and metaphysical speculation.  

According to Kroner, Hegel’s political theory is the complete agreement between the will of the 

individual and that of the state. In Hegel’s philosophy of right, the individual is taken into account in 

the ideal state by way of legislation. In this context, Richard Kroner separates the state doctrine of 

Hegel from that of Plato’s republic and Aristotle’s polity, as Hegel himself also did, and which we 

have already pointed out. “The individual has more scope in Hegel’s ideal state than he has in Plato’s 

republic or in Aristotle’s best polity.”
234

 But I do not agree that Hegel managed to realize the unity of 

the individual will of the citizens and the universal will of the state; because in this process of 

unification the individual is step by step excluded from the state although Hegel asserts that the state is 

the only element within which the individual actualizes their true freedom. This point will be 

discussed in detail in the last section of the thesis.     

Inwood
235

 claims that Hegel thought of society, or the laws and institutions which constitute society, 

as substance whereas the members of society are conceived as its accidents (PhR, §156 and Addition). 

However, according to Inwood, the individual existed because the human beings began to look into 

themselves. The person began to find their right not through social norms, laws or institutions but 

through their inner state. In the Greek period, an emphasis on the individual was not so common as it 

is nowadays, but some men, like Socrates, began to search the way for the right through themselves. 

Inwood says that in the Greek time, the individual followed their own interests but Hegel thought that 

they pursued these interests through the accepted laws or rules. For example, Antigone, who wanted to 
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bury her brother’s corpse, was acting according to her family norms and King Creon, as opposed to 

this, was acting in accordance with the norms of public, civil life. This conflict between the family 

norms and public norms marred the harmony of Greek life. Further, men like Socrates began to look 

into themselves in accordance with their right and not with social norms or institutions. In this respect, 

he distanced himself from the institutions and social norms in which there were accepted values. It 

means that there was the tendency to self-awareness. According to Hegel, this is the starting point for 

a self-knowing and a genuine freedom (PhR, §279R). 

The comprehension of the concept of the individual in the Hegelian sense is constructed on the 

transition from the abstract idea of the individual to the concrete idea of the individual through 

historical progress.
236

 The individuals living in community materialize “their private and public rights 

to freedom in the social institutions (PhR, §264).”
237

 These social institutions need to be unified into a 

structure founded on rational principles.  

Shortly, Hegel speaks of a twofold human nature: that is, its mind consists of (1) the feature of 

particularity and its will; (2) the character of universality (§120). Individuals actualize their rights 

through these two aspects. In other words, they have to integrate their private personality and 

universality. Hegel claims that through the family and civil society individuals obtain their rights 

directly, that is, their private personality, and the second one, that is, universality, they acquire 

indirectly.
238

 While the corporation leads individuals to attain an activity or an occupation directed to a 

universal end, the individual in social institutions implicitly arrives at the universal through the 

particular interests.  

Shortly individuals find their private and public rights in the state. Firstly, they acquire their private 

rights in the family and civil society; secondly, they obtain their public rights in two different ways: 

(1) the individuals actualize their particular interests in the social institutions. (2) Individual attains 

self-consciousness through these institutions and in so far as they directly as well as actively 

interrelate to these institutions, they can have the possibility to get an occupation and activity which 

directs them to the universal end. (§264) 
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Hegel will argue that self-consciousness is the fundamental concept for the existence of the individual. 

According to Bernstein, Hegel is a modern philosopher because he makes self-consciousness the basis 

of the individual and self-consciousness is foundational for the modern period.  
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CHAPTER IV 

THE CONCEPT OF THE INDIVIDUAL IN MARX’S 

PHILOSOPHY 

 

4.1. INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM AND THE METHOD 

When Marx was in the gymnasium at the period of his strong belief in Christianity, he wrote an article 

about the task of mankind, in which he claimed that “history regards as great men only those who have 

ennobled themselves by working for the common good.”
239

 It appears that Marx had already known 

what his position in history would be on behalf of the common good. In the last paragraph of the same 

article, he continues to write that in life every individual chooses their positions in an attempt to work 

for humanity. The choice should not be a burden to the person who has already decided to dedicate 

and sacrifice his life through his chosen position. It is a sacrifice not merely for man’s own self but for 

all others.
240

 

Accordingly, when we take Marx’s historical significance, position and effectiveness into 

consideration, it is a great task and claim to deal with Marx’s texts, which have been already studied 

and continue to be studied within the prodigious literature on Marx. Being conscious of this difficulty 

of well-comprehending his works, under this subtitle, I will concentrate on the problem of the 

individual especially in his early texts. In this context, I will focus firstly on the Economic and 

Philosophical Manuscripts (1844) in which he speaks of the concept of labor and alienation from an 

economic perspective; secondly On the Jewish Question (1843), in which Marx focuses on political 

emancipation and human emancipation; thirdly, his Critique of Hegel’s Doctrine of the State (1843) in 

relation to Hegel’s conceptualization of the individual in the modern state; fourthly the Holy Family 

(1845), the Poverty of Philosophy (1847), and the German Ideology (1845-46, published 1932) where 

the concepts of the historical and dialectical materialism are treated at greater length.   
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In short, the aim of this chapter is to examine Marx’s approach to the problem of the individual 

through a research into each of his early works.  

We must always keep in mind that in all his works Marx takes all sociological, economic and political 

problems in a certain historical context and this historical approach gives him a perspective which 

leads him to make certain predictions concerning the future. It is my intention here to analyze the 

problem of the individual in the modern state in light of Marx’s farsightedness. The problem of the 

individual, which emerges in the 17
th
 century, is still the great political problem of contemporary 

society, which claims that individual freedom is the basic political principle. However, the existing 

political system is available for people and is dependent on the government of people but it does not 

permit the people to govern; it is not governed by the people. It merely pretends that people govern the 

political state.    

The individual will be considered as the single individual as distinct from the species-being which was 

particularly highlighted by Marx. Or, speaking in terms of logic, we will distinguish the individual 

from the universal. It can be easily observed that Marx does not treat the problem of the individual in 

the same way that, for instance, Hegel did. In other words, he does not take up the subject 

systematically as regards its ontological, logical, political and ethical dimensions. Nevertheless, it is a 

fundamental question for Marx. He tries to answer in which way or through which political manner 

society can attain such a high level of “freedom” and “equality” so as to embrace every single being—

individual— in this planet as a social being under the same sun and stars. In this respect, through his 

texts, the individual will be elaborated in terms of the concepts of freedom, alienation, labor 

(specifically in relation to capital), species-being, society and finally, the state. For Marx, as we will 

see, the problem is not only associated with the political existence of the individual in the modern state 

but it is directly interconnected with economy. That is what differentiates Marx from Hegel because 

Hegel in particular concentrates on the ontological existence of the individual and society. However, 

the economical part is missing in his philosophy. In addition, in Marx’s early writings we mostly 

encounter a humanistic perspective regarding the existence of the human being, which bears the 

influence of Feuerbach. The following section (i.e., in 4.4.3 the analysis of the Critique of Hegel’s 

Philosophy of Right, under 4.4.3.2.1.1 the Influence of Feuerbach) will also touch on the influence of 

Feuerbach on Marx and Marx’s critiques in relation to Feuerbach’s philosophy. 

In one of his very early writings during his last semester at the gymnasium, Marx, as we have already 

mentioned, wrote an essay titled “Thoughts of a young Man on Choosing a Profession” in which he 

speaks about the task of man during his life. Here Marx makes a differentiation between the human 

being and the animal in terms of their struggles with nature. “Nature has given to the animals alone a 

sphere of activity in which they may move and quietly accomplish without ever striving to go beyond 



79 

 

it or even suspecting there is another sphere.”
241

 However, at this point Marx does not yet compare 

human beings and animals in terms of their social being. He will arrive at the point of defining the 

human being as a social being in his later works such as in the Manuscripts of 1844.  

In the Grundrisse, Marx says the individuals are “the product on one side of the dissolution of the 

feudal forms of society,
242

 on the other side of the new forces of production developed since the 

sixteenth century.”
243

 Political economists such as Ricardo and Smith considered this individual as an 

ideal being. According to Marx, they conceive of this individual not as a historical result but rather as 

a departure point of history.
244

  

Marx says, “economists express the relations of bourgeois production, the division of labor, credit, 

money, etc., as fixed, immutable, eternal categories.” And he continues; “economists explain how 

production takes place in the above-mentioned relations, but what they do not explain is how these 

relations themselves are produced, that is, the historical movement which gave them birth.” As we 

point out, for the economists, the historical movement of production does not exist. What happens 

when they ignore this historical movement? It means that the production is conceived only in terms of 

the category of logic.
245

 Marx in the Poverty of Philosophy (1847) criticizes classical economists’ 

ahistorical and abstract approach to economic categories such as money, commodity, capital, division 

of labor, etc. To Marx, these categories exist by means of their relations with each other, in a specific 

context of social changes and conditions at a certain period. 

In this chapter, the problem of the individual will be examined under two parts and accordingly 

through the following arguments:  

1) From an ontological perspective (with an economic dimension): First, the individual must be 

analyzed in the context of the notion of “relation.” In this regard, the thesis claims that the individual 

is separated from his social relations and reduced into market relations. As Herbert Marcuse had 

already argued in his article “The Obsolescence of Marxism,” this means that the individual is 
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“governed by marketability.”
246

 The relationship between every individual and their relationship with 

institutions such as the state is dependent on and governed by exchange value. Marx argues this issue 

in his well-known work, Grundrisse by way of an analysis of the producer-consumer dialectic. Marx 

already begins to discover these ideas, albeit in less elaborate form in the Economic and Philosophic 

Manuscripts of 1844. Therefore, the Manuscripts can guide us in elaborating this concept of 

“relation.” The problem of the individual in the Manuscripts of 1844 is analyzed and treated in terms 

of the following aspects: (a) the relationship of the individual to the object; (b) the relationship 

between the individual and society; (c) the fundamental relationship of the individual to labor. (Within 

the scope of this relationship, Marx explains how the individuals become estranged beings as regards 

their estranged labor.) 

From this point of view, the thesis will trace the cause of the reduction of the individual to a “self-

conscious being” in Hegel’s dialectic, which Marx’s criticizes, to the individual’s loss of relationships. 

Hegel refers to the individual as a self-conscious being and sees history as the development of self-

consciousness. According to Hegel, the individual in this context is a rational being. However, for 

Marx the individual is not just a rational or self-conscious being but the individuals exist through their 

activity and thus they are conscious of their activity. To put it in another way, the individual has 

already been defined as mere self-conscious being or merely a rational being. In addition, the existence 

of the individual is conceived as a separated being, a single being, a being separated from others, etc. 

by definition. Then, “self-consciousness” is added to this definition. However, self-conscious being is 

not considered as a being aware of the real, sensuous, external world through the senses. As a 

consequence, the individual remains an abstract being within his loss of relations. Now in this point it 

is important to say that the individual as it is conceived by this present ideology is an imaginary-

being.
247

 Because of this imaginary conception defined in abstraction from its relations, the individual 

is forced to established imaginary relations to the external, sensuous world. Therefore, the only 

relations left to the individuals are their relations to their own imaginations.  

2) Political perspective: Depending upon the first argument, this second argument will demonstrate 

that the claim that the individual is a political being, paradoxically, separates the individual from their 

political activity. Here Marx demonstrates that the individual is a real individual as long as they realize 

themselves within politics. However, political emancipation is not the only way or the full 

development of emancipation. Marx particularly makes this point in On the Jewish Question. 

Therefore, true emancipation or complete emancipation is human emancipation, which we shall focus 
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on in the fourth part of this chapter. As Michele Ciliberto claims, after the 19
th
 century the idea based 

on the politicization of society or the politicization of every individual becomes dominant, therefore 

the individual is considered in this context, namely participation in politics.
248

 It seems to be that it is 

just an illusion, just a handy method of the system in order to manipulate every individual as a passive 

and agreeable person into the resent system.  

Indeed the basis of the present political system is to depoliticize every individual. In this regard, Marx 

in the Poverty of Philosophy explains that the emancipation of the working class takes place by means 

of the necessity of the struggle of the proletariat with the bourgeoisie, which must also take a political 

character. However, the political state as a subject ensures and legitimizes its existence through law.  

Under the political perspective, the relationship of the individual to the state is going to be analyzed 

through Marx’s writings such as On the Jewish Question (1843) and the Critique of Hegel’s 

Philosophy of Right (1843). In this context, the state will be defined as “an instrument of coercion in 

the service of ruling, exploiting class” as Althusser (in For Marx) claimed.
249

  

It is the most important and fundamental question how the system succeeds in manipulating the 

individual while there is such great exploitation, oppression in question. The answer was given by 

Marcuse in his article called “The Obsolescence of Marxism,” in which he emphasizes the changes in 

advanced countries, which blocks the transition from capitalism to socialism. He argues that this 

transition is blocked “not by violent suppression or by terroristic modes of government but by a rather 

comfortable and scientific coordination and administration.”
250

 Accordingly, for Marcuse, due to the 

changes in the system, the transition from capitalism to socialism is severed both ideologically and 

practically. Marcuse states that the system has undergone significant changes through scientific 

coordination and administration and the form of the state has evolved into a structure called the “social 

state.” By re-defining its tasks so as to include the satisfaction of certain basic needs and demands of 

society such as health and education, the social state successfully conceals the inherent conflict in 

capitalism. Although Marcuse suggests that it is difficult to meet with resistance and a revolutionary 

movement against the present system of exploitation in advanced countries with such developed 

technologies, administration and well-done social coordination, he misses an important point. When 

an economic crisis takes place, the first thing that the state does is to withdraw such rights (e.g. health 

care and education). Therefore, it can be claimed that during the crisis period, the conflict springs out 
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again. In advanced countries under this kind of the structure of the state, the individual under the label 

of “the liberal individual within their right for political speech” in reality does not have any political 

activity that is realized by them. Thus, the actual political crisis begins to be realized and discovered 

through the economic crisis.   

In order to see this point, we must again look at Marx’s texts and take his concepts, particularly the 

concept of “relation.” Nowadays within globalization it is difficult and likely impossible to propound 

that there is not any resistance in advanced countries. It is because the relationship of one advanced 

country to the under-developing country exists not only by economic interdependence but also by 

scientific and technological development. For this reason, we can say without hesitation that one 

advanced country strictly and heavily relates to another developing country. In particular, migration 

relates developed countries to developing countries. People from developing countries come to 

developed countries for work or for better living conditions. Through migration, they also bring their 

problems from their home country. Although immigrants possibly live in better conditions when 

compared with the conditions in their own country, they are still not equal with the citizens of the 

developed country. Such problems create resistance even in advanced countries. For this reason, a 

problem in a developing country leads to another problem in advanced countries, which possibly 

reveals the resistance against the problems of the present system.     

I should like to draw attention to the fashionable view that Marx is not concerned with the problem of 

the individual and focuses on society only.
251

 The general opinion with respect to Marx’s approach to 

the existing human individual is that Marx puts this problem on the side because he believes that the 

problem of the individual will be resolved within communist society, after the revolution. If it is so, 

now we have to seek for the cause of this understanding, which is usually related to the 19
th
 century.

252
 

It would appear that the reason why it is thought that Marx does not touch on the existing human 

individual is due to two aspects. 1) First of all, it is because of a general expectation that his 

philosophy must be in parallel with Hegel’s philosophy or in line with Hegel’s approach to the 

individual, which is considered as a unique, comprehensive, and clearly elaborated one in every 

respect. This expectation seems to me to be mistaken. 2) Secondly, in general Marx concentrates his 

attention on society within the framework of the economy. However, as we will see in his early 
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writings, for example, in the Manuscripts of 1844, in his critiques of political economy (as well as his 

critiques of Hegelian dialectic) Marx speaks of the individual.  

It is true that Marx pays great attention to society. However, this does not imply that Marx did not say 

anything regarding the individual being. Contrarily, in his early writings, for example, while he speaks 

of labor and its form of alienated labour, he refers to the existing human individual. Moreover, in the 

Grundrisse, when he talks about the producer-consumer dialectic, he again points to individuals who 

are reduced to just the consumer and the producer but they are not the consumer and the producer for 

themselves. In other words, the individuals produce for the owner of private property
253

 and they even 

consume for the same owner of private property. Accordingly the consumer and producer exist for 

another-being, namely for the capitalist. For this reason, these individuals are alienated from their 

products. It goes without saying that the individual as such is nothing more than an instrument. The 

more you are isolated-individual the more you are consumer and producer for other-individual. Here I 

would like to emphasize that the isolated-individual and imagined-individual are equal or almost 

identical. As long as the individuals do not meet with reality, they can just imagine this reality. It 

means that they are isolated from this reality and for this reason; they live only with its image. The 

reality that the individuals think to be truth is only illusion. In this unreal and illusionary world, the 

individuals exist only as imaginary beings or entities.  

“Maximilien Rubel has said that Marx could not respect the freedom and 

dignity of the individual because at the present (procommunist) stage of 

history “there are no individual.” Marx not only refused to ascribe to existing 

human individuals any intrinsic value, inviolable rights or inherent dignity but 

he also explicitly repudiated all “so-called human rights” as expression of a 

bourgeois ideology that was egoistic and antisocial; furthermore he insisted 

that intrinsic value will accrue only to the unalienated, creative individuals of 

the communist future. Until that time individuals have only historically 

instrumental value: those who work to bring about a communist society are to 

be respected as persons; those who refuse or fail to do so are to be treated as 

mere obstacles on the path of historical progress.”
254

  

According to this Marxian interpretation, there are two different aspects concerning the relationship 

between the society and the individual. The first approach considers the individual as an instrument in 

an attempt to realize the ideal society. The second approach advocates that the basic aim is freedom 
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and independence of the individual from society. For this reason, society is just an instrument. The 

former is the society-centered view whereas latter is the individual-centered view.  

From Kline’s interpretation referred to above, we understand that Marx completely refuted the 

existence of the individual and left this problem until after the communist revolution because until that 

time the individual is just an instrument in an attempt to materialize the communist society. It is right 

that Marx refused to determine the individual with “any intrinsic value, inviolable rights or inherent 

dignity.”
255

 He refused these kinds of determinations because these expressions exclude changes and 

make the individual absolute and abstract. Moreover, it means that the individual is determined by 

something outside them. Then the individual depends on another thing for their existence. Attributing 

intrinsic value or inherent dignity to the individuals implies that the individual is pre-determined. 

However, the individuals are never determined inherently but they are determined by their relations 

with society, with nature, with the elements of society, with family, with each other etc.  

In my judgment, if it is really the case that Marx left the problem of the individual to the communist 

phase or to the specific future, it is time to reveal what the individual would be if Marx should like to 

say something regarding this problem. Nevertheless if it is not so, we must unfold this problem 

through his writings. It is my intention in this thesis to insist that Marx speaks of the individual both in 

his early and later writings. However, I do not intend to enter here into a detailed analysis of his later 

works. Our attention shall be given to his early writings.   

The common belief is that Marx does not speak of the individual in the ontological sense. If we take a 

glance at the literature on Marx, it is difficult to find a comprehensive research on the problem of the 

individual. For example one of the studies of Keith Graham, called Karl Marx: Our Contemporary: 

social theory for a post-Leninist world, devoted only two pages to an explanation of individuals in 

Marx. Here he argues, correctly, that the individual is considered in relation to the full scope of social 

relationships. Graham claims that “for Marx, individuals are relatively powerless: ‘the “power of the 
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individual” very much depends on whether others combine their power with his.’”
256

 Therefore, 

Graham asserts that Marx’s ontology is based on collectivities.
257

 

One of the fundamental reasons for the view that Marx did not concern himself with the problem of 

the individual is because his early writings were published after his later writings. Accordingly, the 

Marxists concentrated on the problem of society in terms of politics and economy through his later 

writings. Another reason, no less important, is that Marx criticized the fiction of the individual in civil 

society. Marx saw and was aware of the separation between society and the individual between civil 

and political life; he also realized that civil society was characterized by an emphasis on the individual. 

In other words, the individual was separated from society and its political life and then put into the 

center of society (which was an illusion). This is the reason why Marx particularly emphasizes the 

existence of society. Without emancipation of society, without eliminating this separation, the 

individuals cannot be emancipated. The emancipation of society and that of individual are interrelated. 

In this regard, it might be said that Marx did not forget the existence of the individual but aimed at 

revealing and exposing the illusion of the existence of the individual in civil society and the political 

state. It is the basic and fundamental purpose of the thesis to claim that it is misleading and a delusion 

to assume that Marx did not speak of the existence of the individual being.  

Until Marx, philosophers and thinkers have considered the individual as an abstract being or entity. 

Thus here the method will be to disclose this abstraction and to demonstrate the true individual being 

in the same way as Marx does in the Manuscripts of 1844—i.e., through a criticism of political 

economy. Under this chapter, the true individual being will be analyzed in terms of its true relationship 

to society, politics, other individuals and economy.  

In short, even if it is claimed that Marx did not directly address the problem of the individual in this 

research the target is to reveal how the individual proceeds on the path which labor takes. In other 

words, I see an ontological and procedural similarity between the individual and labor. Particularly in 

the Manuscripts of 1844, Marx clarifies estranged labor in this context. Just as an object is alien to its 

producers (workers) and thus becomes independent through the labor process, so the process that the 

individual undergoes is the same as that which the object undergoes. For this reason, the existence of 

the individual is strongly related to estranged labor or to the concept of alienation.  

4.2. A GLANCE AT THE YOUNG MARX 

To begin with, I would say that I do not accept the fashionable view that there is a clear difference 

between the early and later Marx: (1) Marx as philosopher in his early writings; (2) Marx as an 

                                                           
256

 Keith Graham, Karl Marx: Our Contemporary: social theory for a post-Leninist world, Harvester 

Wheatsheaf, New York, 1992, p.23 
257

 Ibid., Graham, Karl Marx: Our Contemporary: social theory for a post-Leninist world, p. 32 



86 

 

economist and a sociologist in his later works as well. One of the followers of this view is Iring 

Fetscher, who defines young Marx as a philosopher.
258

 I strongly believe that Marx himself would 

object to that kind of separation. Marx was as much a philosopher in his later works as he was in his 

early writings. Are we to believe that he left his philosophical standpoint in his later years? I do not 

think so! 

Admittedly, there are some fundamental differences between Marx’s early and later writings. 

Nevertheless, these differences are not so great as to yield the sharp division between two parts of 

Marx’s intellectual life. In this regard, I agree with the determination of Joseph O’Malley and 

Maximilien Rubel who claim that the whole of Marx’s writings and his development were “organic.” 

It means there are not any division periods but there is an organic development in his intellectual 

development. Marx’s early and mature works are thus unified his social and political theory. It is also 

important to note that Marx did not reject his early writings in his later writings.
259

 

The reason why there is that kind of belief is because Marx formulates his later works largely from an 

economic standpoint. However, this does not imply that Marx left his philosophical concern on these 

problems behind, even on economic issues. In this context, in the “Introduction” to Pre-Capitalist 

Economic Formations (1857-58), Hobsbawm criticizes those who refer to Marx as an economist or 

sociologist or historian; because for Hobsbawm this distinction is misleading and opposed to Marx’s 

method. According to Hobsbawm, this sort of differentiation is mechanical. In this regard Hobsbawm 

refuses this academic distinction of Marx because the bourgeois academic economists and sociologists 

“draw a sharp line between the static and dynamic analysis, hoping to transform the one into the other 

by injecting some ‘dynamising’ element into the static system…But this is not Marx’s way.”
260
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4.2.1. The atmosphere of the period
261

 

The period in which Marx and Engels lived witnessed two important events: the industrial revolution 

in England and the French Revolution. This period, that is, 19
th
 century led Marx and Engels to 

become conscious of the social problems of their times. The years 1830 and 1831 were revolution 

years. In 1830 in France occurred the July revolution. It spread from the east to the west of Europe. It 

was the reason of the Polish rebellion. At the end of the 18
th
 century, the industrial revolution arrived 

at its summit and in the 1830s it ended. The term ‘industrial revolution’ belonged to Engels. It was 

related to the period of transition.  

Marx’s father, Heinrich Marx read extensively the 18
th
 century French Enlightenment literature, so the 

ideas of French thinkers were discussed in their home. Therefore, Marx began to become interested 

not only in French writers such as Diderot and Voltaire, but also in English philosophers such as John 

Locke who claimed that philosophical ideas or thoughts were not innate but determined by experience 

derived from sense perception. Locke was against the Cartesian thought that we are born with innate 

ideas. In other words, the mind is a tabula rasa. The French materialists also adopted similar views. 

Marx was influenced by these philosophical views.  

Marx stayed in Bonn for just one year, and then went to the University of Berlin. In Berlin, he joined 

the Young Hegelians. Marx met with Engels for the first time in the Young Hegelian group. However, 

it was not through the Young Hegelians in Berlin that Marx became friends with Engels. In 1842, 

Engels had published a pamphlet, which criticized the philosophy of Friedrich Schelling with his 

shrewd ideas. About this time, Friedrich Schilling was invited by the Prussian government to Berlin in 

order to submit his philosophy against the Hegelian system, which sought to reconcile the Bible with 

science. In 1842, Marx and Engels came together at the same newspaper.  

Engels and Marx were raised in different families and were under different influences. While Marx 

was influenced by the French materialists, Engels was under the influence of the religious 

environment. For this reason, Marx did not touch upon problems of religion as much as Engels did. 

However, at the end both philosophers arrived at the same results.  

4.2.2. Marx’s early writings 

Between 1843 and 1844 Marx wrote: Zur Judenfrage (The Jewish Question), Kritik der Hegelschen 

Rechtsphilosophie: Einleitung (the Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right: 
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Introduction) (published in Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher
262

 in 1844), Zur Kritik der Hegelschen 

Rechtsphilosophie (Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right) (published 1927), and Die Ökonomisch-

philosophischen Manuskripte aus dem Jahre 1844 (Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts) 

(published 1932, were unpublished during his life time). When Marx wrote these works, he was little 

more than twenty-five years old. In addition to these works, Deutsche Ideologie (The German 

Ideology) as another early writing of Marx was written in 1845-46 but the complete text was not 

published until 1932 and Heilige Familie (The Holy Family) containing a critique of the Young 

Hegelians was first printed in 1845. Then in 1847, Marx wrote a critique of Proudhon (the Poverty of 

Philosophy). In 1848 appeared the Communist Manifesto. In 1902, Mehring published some of Marx’s 

early writings but the more important works of Marx remain unknown until 1927.  

 

After the publication of Proudhon’s Philosophy of Poverty, Marx began to work in order to criticize it 

and wrote his short book, the Poverty of Philosophy in 1847. In this short book, he not only criticized 

Proudhon’s work but also manifested his communist ideas. The Poverty of Philosophy was his first 

attempt to define the important phases of the development of the capitalist mode of production.  

The Economical and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 was all published from German text as a first 

edition in Berlin from Marx-Engels Gesamtausgabe, Part I, Volume 3, in 1932. It is a pity that his 

early writings were almost unknown until Karl Korsch’s and George Lukács’ publications in 1932. In 

fact, a close friend of Marx and Engels, Wilhelm Liebknecht, had suggested publishing some early 

works of them but they immediately refused this proposal, which they thought to be an unnecessary 

and useless attempt. Instead, Marx proposed republishing some quite lengthy portions from Das 

Kapital (Capital).  

4.2.2.1. The importance of early writings with regard to the whole 

development of Marx 

After the Second World War (and, in particular, after the 60’s) there was much discussion in the 

academic field regarding the ethical and the ontological existence of the individual. While these 

discussions are interpreted as the crisis of Marxism, basically it might be defined as a crisis that arose 

due to the fact that Marx’s early writings were not read sufficiently and correctly. Lucio Colletti gives 

this response to the so-called “crisis of Marxism.” One of the reasons for this, in turn, is the insistence 

of separating Marx’s works into different independent spheres. Separating his philosophy in two 

different fields is one thing; and saying that these different fields are independent and there is not any 

continuity among them is another. While early Marx structures his thoughts on the basis of political 
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and philosophical analyses—this does not mean that there is not any economic analysis in early 

Marx—; later works of Marx involve the economic critique of capitalism and the construction of a 

new society. 

“The importance, the validity, of the early writings can be judged only from the point of view of fully 

developed Marxism.”
263

 In this regard, Colletti emphasizes that the whole generation of Marxism did 

not know anything concerning the early writings of Marx. Therefore, it led them to understand later 

Marx incompletely. In this context, Colletti asserts that the first generation tried to comprehend Marx 

through Capital owing to unknown young Marx. According to Colletti, for this reason this first 

generation overlooked his philosophical perspectives.
264

 After the publication of Marx’s early 

writings, the interest on Marx developed due to the fact that these writings are based on his 

philosophical perspectives more than his economic approach. In particular, this interest resulted from 

Marx’s critique of Feuerbach, Young Hegelians and Hegel himself. However the publication of his 

early writings not only leads to an interest in his works but also it makes way for an interest in the —

forgotten—philosophy of Hegel and the Young Hegelians which Marx largely discussed in his early 

writings.
265

  

Similarly, Lucio Colletti draws attention to the point that early Marx was taken into account because 

of his consideration and critiques of Hegel’s philosophy in which existentialism found its origin. In 

this respect, Colletti explains that, particularly in France after the Second World War, Existentialist 

and Catholic thinkers were interested in Marx’s early writings more than Marxists themselves while 

Marxists had already abandoned these early writings. Shortly, according to Colletti, Marx did not 

receive a recompense for his early writings as philosophical works (apart from the interest of Italian 

Marxist Galvano della Volpe, (1895-1968)).
266

    

                                                           
263

 Dirk J. Struik, “Introduction”, in The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 by Karl Marx, trans., 

by Martin Milligan, International Publishers, New York, 1964, p.49 
264

 Lucio Colletti, “Introduction”, Early Writings of Marx, introduced by Lucio Colletti, translated by Rodney 

Livingstone and Gregory Benton, Penguin Books, 1975, p.8 
265

 Struik, “Introduction”, in The Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 by Karl Marx, trans., by 

Milligan, p.48 
266

 Lucio Colletti, “Introduction”, in Early Writings of Marx, introduced by Lucio Colletti, translated by Rodney 

Livingstone and Gregory Benton, Penguin Books, 1975 

In this introduction Colletti, especially, talks about the relationship between the writings of Engels and those of 

Marx. Colletti points at the influence and significance of Engel’s writings on Marx. Colletti emphasizes that due 

to these unknown Marx’s early writings, the first generation of Marxism (second international) could not know 

because of which philosophical and practical reasons that Marx disengaged with Hegel and Feuerbach and 

therefore he inclines to the analysis of modern capitalist society. In this point this Marxist generation grasps 

Marx through Engels’ writings such as Anti-Dühring (1878), The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the 

State (1884) and Ludwing Feuerbach (1888). All these works of Engels appeared after the death of Marx in 

1883. For example in many places Kautsky, from his generation (among Plekhanov, Bernstein, Heinrich Cunow 

and the others), mentions that they comprehended Capital through Anti-Dühring. Also Colletti indicates that 



90 

 

Dirk Struik states that after 1847 Marx was interested in economic and political subjects and thus he 

neglected the personal and ethical side of the individual. It is the crucial question to research whether 

Marx in his later works neglects one side of individual man as regards their personal and ethical life. 

On the other hand, it seems that Marx concentrated on the individual from other points of view such as 

economic and political emancipation. For example in Capital, instead of the concept of alienation, 

there occurs a new essential concept, namely, fetishism of commodities. Later Marx mostly 

concentrated on history, class struggle, and economy. In this sense, Dirk Struik rightly expresses that 

in his later works his early Hegelian-based terms such as “alienation” almost disappear; but “together 

with many other Hegelian words which had outlived their usefulness for Marx and Engels, such as 

exteriorization and objectivation, it [alienation] is still used very effectively as late as the third volume 

of Capital.”
267

 It is one of the proofs for the fact that Marx is still a philosopher in his later writings 

without forsaking his philosophical concepts and therefore philosophical perspectives.  

As a consequence, in post-World-War II period, as part of the early works of Marx, the existential 

problems of the individual or the subject were discussed, for example existentialists, or post-Marxists 

talking about multiple subjectivity. As a result, the individual was analyzed in the light of both Hegel 

and Marx’s philosophies.  Thus, neither the philosophy of Hegel nor that of Marx has been completely 

negated, and, as Colletti mentioned many times, it is important to criticize and re-read Marx’s early 

writings in light of his fully developed works to understand the political problems of today.  

In light of the foregoing findings, I would like to seek the response of some questions, which I 

intended to raise and which had been already posed by Dirk Struik: “Did Marx lose interest in the 

personal value of man? Did he lose sight of the individual in the masses?”
268

 It seems to me that these 

questions imply that Struik believes that through his early writings Marx argues and speaks of the 

individual and their relation to society and to the state, namely their relation to political life.  

It seems that just as Marx’s early writings are concentrated on the problem of the individual through 

philosophical perspectives as well as economic aspects, so are his later works. What make these early 
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works unclear as regards the problem of the individual is that these early writings were presumably 

firstly interested in the critique of Hegel’s philosophy, which reflected on the individual and secondly 

the philosophical treatment of the problem of the individual is not direct but formulated around the 

concept of alienation and estrangement. 

In his early works, Marx dealt very seriously with political problems through Hegel’s standpoint. 

Hegel tried to find the right path for the participation of the individual in the political sphere in 

modern society. In the Hegelian approach, family and civil society cannot realize a political 

constitution for their own interests because there is already a state from which the family and civil 

society are derived. In current states, the voice of the family and civil society do not exist because 

there is a state which makes all decisions including the determination of people’s desires and will.  

4.3. THE ONTOLOGICAL EXISTENCE OF THE INDIVIDUAL 

This second part of the chapter will concentrate on ontological problems in relation to the economic 

analysis of Marx in particular in the Manuscripts of 1844. After his research about the work of Hegel 

on the state and the system of society and law, Marx attains the conclusion that the basis of civil 

society must be sought in political economy because political economy is not just a study on economy 

but it is a study of economy in relation to law, custom, government; moreover it presents the relations 

of economic terms such as buying, selling, producing, and distribution of national income and wealth 

to government and to law. After the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, namely the critique of 

the state, Marx reaches the conclusion that the basic explanation of the state passes through civil 

society, which is the sphere of the individual’s economic activity. 

Marx explained the reason why he decided to engage with economy, particularly political economy, in 

his preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy. Before 1844 and particularly 

during 1843 Marx focused on politics as well as economics. Marx clearly understood that political 

relations and its forms could not be comprehended well without elaborating what its real elements are 

and what their functions are in civil society. Politics by itself does not provide an adequate explanation 

for political and economic questions. It is the economic relations, so to speak, material relations, that 

reveal true relations of man to not only politics but also other types of relationship in which he is 

included.   

Marx was an editor of the Reinische Zeitung in the years between 1842 and 1843. He wrote and 

published an introduction to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right in the Deutsch-Französische 

Jahrbücher in Paris in 1844. In 1842-43, he became interested in economic problems and in 1843, he 

started to criticize Hegel’s philosophy of law. In the preface to A Contribution to the Critique of 

Political Economy, Marx emphasized that his interest in economy was prompted by the themes that he 
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was occupied with in the Rheinische Zeitung.
269

 After his re-examination of Hegel’s study, Marx 

arrived at the conclusion that  

“neither legal relations nor political forms could be comprehended whether by 

themselves or on the basis of a so-called general development of the human 

mind, but that on the contrary they originate in the material conditions of life, 

the totality of which Hegel, following the example of English and French 

thinkers of the eighteenth century, embraces within the term ‘civil society’; 

that the anatomy of this civil society, however, has to be sought in political 

economy.”
270

  

Political economy is a basic element of civil society. Marx displays that “legal relations” and “forms 

of state” which structure society and the members of this society such as the individuals can be 

comprehended only through the critique of political economy. These legal relations are the relations of 

production, selling, buying, and distribution of national income and wealth; that is to say, these 

relations are the expression of the economic structure of society. In this context, political economy 

reveals these relations between economy and politics. 

To Marx economic formation through history took its shape as progressive development in “Asiatic, 

ancient, feudal,” and finally “modern bourgeois modes of production.”
271

 These modes of production 

are the economic formation of society. For Marx, economic relations, that is the relations of 

production are the basis of the legal and political superstructure. Therefore, they are real foundation of 

society.   

4.3.1. The structure and superstructure 

In the preface to A Contribution to the critique of Political Economy, Marx defines the structure and 

superstructure of society. The economic foundation or the economic conditions of production is 
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considered as the structure of society whereas “the legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philosophical 

forms,”
272

 namely ideological forms, are determined as the superstructure.  

Marx speaks of changes resulting from economic transformation leading to the entire transformation 

of the superstructure. In this regard, Marx made a distinction between the material transformation, 

namely, economic transformation, and the ideological forms, which embrace legal, political, religious, 

philosophical forms.  

After the development of social productive forces, the social order is destroyed: “new superior 

relations of production never replace older ones before the material conditions for their existence have 

matured within the framework of the old society.”
273

 The progress of society as economic 

development results in transformation by means of the transformation of the social forces of 

production. The transformation of society before anything else is possible with the development of 

productive forces, which has already existed in the society. With the improvement of the productive 

forces, social order will disappear. The old society contains new and higher relations of production 

and the material conditions of these relations within itself. The transformation of economic conditions 

of production is influenced by natural science, which transforms nature for production through 

discovering new technology and new forms of production. In addition to natural sciences, ideological 

forms influence this transformation. 

Marx never considers the separation between the ideological structure and economic structure of 

society. In fact, the ideological structure (involving legal, political, religious, aesthetic, or philosophic 

forms of society) is determined by the mode of production, that is, the economic condition of 

production. The contradictory and complicated structure of superstructure reflects the whole relations 

of social production. However, here Marx emphasizes that for the examination of this transformation, 

the transformation of economic conditions of production must be distinguished from the ideological 

transformation because Marx says, “this consciousness must rather be explained from the 

contradictions of material life, from the existing conflict between the social forces of production and 

the relations of production.”
274

 The understanding and analysis of this transformation is possible by 

means of considering the conflicts between the social forces of production and relation of production, 

that is, with the material contradiction of life. The conflict between the ideological structures is 

elaborated by the conflict between the social forces of production and the relation of production. 
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Marx demonstrates that human beings become conscious of this conflict through/within the 

ideological structures. However, it does not mean that men become always conscious of this conflict 

within the ideological forms. But it is possible to become conscious of this conflict and fight the 

conflict out through ideological structures such as the political, or aesthetic or philosophical forms. 

The new world order corresponds to/is required new formed ideology. This ideology is reformed in 

accordance with social relations of production. 

The structure and superstructure do not only determine society; the existence of the individuals is also 

affected by these structures of society. The material structure of society or the economic relations, the 

relations of production, determine the will and the force of the individuals. The relations of production 

determine the individual as a producer (producing being) while the political and legal superstructures 

determine the individual as a citizen or as a legal being. Marx summarizes his guiding principle for his 

studies and these material relationships as follows;  

“In the social production of their existence, men inevitably enter into definite 

relations, which are independent of their will, namely relations of production 

appropriate to a given stage in the development of their material forces of 

production. The totality of these relations of production constitutes the 

economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which arises a legal and 

political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social 

consciousness.”
275

  

In this passage, Marx defines the legal and political structure as the superstructure of society, which is 

determined by the relations of production. The economic structure is the fundamental or key provision 

for the superstructure of society. In other words, the material structure of society or the mode of 

production in material life generally determines the process of social, political and intellectual 

development of life. As a result, consciousness does not define the existence of individuals but 

adversely, it is their social conditions that determine their consciousness. Regarding this point, 

Althusser claims that the conditions and forms of this consciousness are examined through true 

historical study.
276

 

Althusser affirms that for Hegel material life, that is, the concrete history of people is determined by 

the dialectic of consciousness—so to speak, by consciousness of people and their ideology—whereas 

according to Marx, the material conditions of human beings express the history of people but the 
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consciousness of man is not the expression of history.
277

 Consciousness and ideology are no more than 

the appearance of material life.
278

 According to Althusser, what constitutes the consciousness of 

people is religion, philosophy, which is embodied in the state. As we already mentioned, there are two 

societies in Hegel’s philosophy: civil society (the society of needs) and political society (the state). For 

Marx, the state as political ideology is determined by civil society as the sphere of economy. In other 

words, in Hegel the essence of the economy is political ideology while in Marx the essence of the 

political ideology altogether is the economy.  

Althusser argues that the forms of superstructure (namely “the State, the dominant ideology, religion, 

politically organized movements, and so on”
279

) reflect the conflict between capital and labor. 

Althusser expresses that the relation and contradiction between capital and labor is not simple, as 

Marx and Engels also claim in many places of their works. Concrete historical conditions and forms in 

which this conflict exists always give it originality, that is to say, every concrete historical condition 

and form has its specificity. Althusser employs the conception of superstructure in order to explain 

and clarify this originality or specificity. To Althusser, these forms of superstructure are state, 

dominant ideology, religion, organized political movements, so on and so forth.
280

 

In For Marx, Althusser claims that Marx does not only turn the concepts and terms of Hegel upside 

down but also replaces old concepts with new ones. Moreover, Marx gives them new content. In this 

regard, Althusser points out that not only the terms but also the relations of these terms change.
281

 To 

Althusser, these new terms are gathered under two groups: on the one hand structure and on the other 

hand superstructure. In this respect, he speaks of the structure and superstructure as “the separation 

conditions.” Of course, Marx never makes such a definite distinction and categorization between the 

structure and superstructure. Rather Marx says that the relations of production constitute the economic 

structure of society, which determines a legal and political superstructure. “The mode of production of 

material life conditions the social, political and intellectual life process in general.”
282

 In Marx, the 

superstructure is embodied in the structure of society. On the other side, Althusser argues “the relative 

autonomy of the superstructure and their specific effectivity.”
283

 He uses this separation of autonomous 
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spheres to develop his conception of overdetermination. Althusser contrasts his conception of 

overdetermination with the idea of contradiction in Hegelian dialectic, which is inherited and adapted 

in Marx’s theory of the development of the productive forces through their inner contradiction. Both 

in Marx and in Hegel, “contradiction” does not only affect the structure of society but is also affected 

by it. In other words, “contradiction” is “determining, but also determined in one and the same 

movement, and determined by the various levels and instances of the social formation it animates.”
284

 

However, Althusser argues that his conception of overdetermination implies something more than this 

mutual determination. In the Hegelian dialectic, for instance, there is a core (Spirit) of the whole 

development. The term “overdetermination”, on the other hand, is used to elaborate multiple forces, 

multiple centers. This is what Althusser is trying to point out when he speaks of the autonomy of 

separate spheres. He thus attempts to rescue Marx’s philosophy from the reductionist understanding of 

economy.  

Althusser mentions the letter of Engels to Bloch—in which Engels talks about the materialistic 

conception of history—as a significant evidence in order to disprove economic reductionism. 

According to Althusser, in this letter, Engels does not just speak of the strong influence of the 

economy over the forms of superstructure but also of how these forms of superstructure have their 

proper effects as independent beings.
285

 

Engels emphasizes that the economic condition is the basic one but not the only determining one 

because to Engels, various elements of the superstructure determine the course of the historical 

struggles as well, and it is important to pay attention to Engels’ use of verb like ‘preponderate’ which 

is used in order to underline the domination of the superstructure in many cases. It means that the 

elements of superstructure have their proper influence in the course of historical struggles, but it does 

not mean that they are completely separate from the economic element as Althusser claims. Engels 

claims that  

“[t]here is an interaction of all these elements in which, amid all the endless 

host of accidents (that is, of things and events whose inner interconnection is 

so remote or so impossible of proof that we can regard it as non-existent, as 

negligible), the economic movement finally asserts itself as necessary.”
286

   

Then Engels explains strong influence of economy in determining the course of history:  
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“We make our history ourselves, but, in the first place, under very definite 

assumptions and conditions. Among these the economic ones are ultimately 

decisive. But the political ones, etc., and indeed even the traditions which 

haunt human minds also play a part, although not the decisive one.”
287

 

I do not agree with the claim, which states that the superstructures have their autonomy. According to 

Althusser, Marx resolves the identity of the political and the economic and, through the relative 

autonomy of the superstructure, he breaks “with the Hegelian principle of explanation by 

consciousness of self (ideology).”
288

 For example, according to overdetermination, religion as an 

autonomous sphere could determine a society and its political forms, which have a strong influence 

over society. That is, according to religious norms, the education, the institution of the state are 

organized and the new laws are enacted according to these religious norms. In my view, there is 

mutual relationship between the structure and superstructure. The new structure always re-forms the 

old one through the superstructure of new society and this structure for itself constitutes the new 

superstructure like a new ideology to maintain its possibility of survival as well. In short, Marx does 

not reject the influence of the superstructures on the development of history and historical struggle; 

however he does not assert these structures and superstructure as separate and autonomous conditions 

either.  

4.3.2. The analysis of the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 

In the Preface of the Manuscripts of 1844, Marx declares two reasons why he intends to write and 

concentrate on a new research with a different theme from the Critique.
289

 1) Firstly, in the Critique, 

he introduced a critique of political philosophy within the scope of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. He 

expresses that the argument of the Critique is merely based on speculative philosophy and therefore in 

this work the subjects were intermingled.
290

 Marx thought it was unsuitable to combine the critique of 

speculative philosophy with the critique of law and politics. He believed that “the intermingling of 

criticism…hampers the development of the argument and renders comprehension difficult.”
291

 2) 

Secondly, for Marx, “the wealth and diversity of the subjects to be treated, could have been 

compressed into one work only in a purely aphoristic style” which would be arbitrary systemization. 

Therefore, he decided to separate different subjects such as ethics, politics, law, and concentrate on 

them in “distinct, independent pamphlets” and then to show the interrelationship of these separate 
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parts. Accordingly, “for this reason it will be found that the interconnection between political economy 

and the state, law, ethics, civil life, etc., is touched on in the present work only to the extent to which 

political economy itself ex professo touches on these subjects.”
292

 

However, Marx could not completely realize his final goal, in the sense of the critique of ethics and 

politics. Therefore, the manuscripts generally focused on the critique of political economy and 

speculative Hegelian philosophy more than politics and ethics.
293

 Even though Marx did not explicitly 

claim that he criticized political economy through the critique of Hegelian philosophy, we could 

interpret that he was struggling to demonstrate that political economy, like Hegel’s system, remained 

in abstraction. Therefore, Marx’s critique of the classical political economists is similar to his critique 

of Hegel’s philosophy. In this context, Marx found a strong relationship between the standpoint of 

classical political economy and Hegel’s logic. Just as the Hegelian explanation is based on 

consciousness of the self, that is, abstract thought, so the classical political economy does not explain 

the concepts of political economy in relation to their material and historical conditions. 

The fundamental themes of these manuscripts are critique of political economy, the notion of the 

proletarian revolution, future of communism and some philosophical concepts derived from Feuerbach 

and Hegel such as “alienation,” “labour,” “alienated-labour,” the essence of man. Manuscripts 

substantially dealt with three main problems; “labor,” “alienation,” and “humanistic socialism.”
294

 In 

my judgment, the whole book (all three manuscripts), tries to reveal (deals with) the concealed 

relationship between private property and labor. 

After criticizing the relationship between society and the individual from an economic and 

philosophical perspective, Marx reaches the conclusion that the individuals are separated from the 

external world and their relationship with others (namely, with other individuals or society and with 

nature). What does this separation mean for Marx? It signifies that the individuals lose their proper 

existence as human beings (species being). Then this brings us to another question: what does “loss of 

the proper existence of the individual” mean? It corresponds to the individual existing as a simple 
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object
295

 (commodity) and furthermore, that this individual exists as a means or an instrument for the 

political and economic realization of the system.  

These manuscripts are written from a historical perspective. In this respect, the history of our species 

particularly under the modern economic system, can be seen as a process of alienation of the 

individuals from their products, from the process of their products and finally from their species being. 

In this historical process communism is the final stage which man can/must reach through 

overthrowing private property and wage-labor, by means of a proletarian revolution. 

Regarding the Manuscripts of 1844 the problem of the individual will be researched in terms of two 

aspects: 

1) The relation of the individual with the object—property, nature, labor. 

2) The relation of the individual with society and with other individuals. 

The manuscripts are composed of three manuscripts. In the first manuscript, the topics include wage, 

capital and ground rent. In this context, the first manuscript basically claims that classical political 

economists do not understand the nature of labor; because they consider labor as a “thing” which lacks 

material and historical relations. By doing so, they fail to notice the relationship of labor to man. 

Here I would like to elaborate what Marx understands with the concept “thing.” Marx particularly 

emphasizes that the concepts of political economy such as “money,” “capital,” “labor,” “production,” 

“distribution,” “consumption,” etc., cannot be evaluated like a simple thing. For a “thing” in itself does 

not explain anything. If you estimate anything to be a “thing,” it means that you treat it as if it always 

existed without its material and historical relations. For example, to introduce capital as if it had 

always existed means to concentrate only on the matter (content) and draw the attention away from the 

essential formal determination (form); because capital is not only determined by matter but it is 

determined also by some certain forms (i.e., mode of production), that is, the forces of production and 

the relations of production. It is the same for the individuals because the individual is not only a 

definite concept but it is the total social relations. In this sense, the individual exists in a certain 

historical context.   

In capitalist economy, the result of considering the individual to be a thing is to reduce the individual 

into an object of consumption; that is, to comprehend them within the form of needs. Indeed, this is 

true of any concept, object or subject in capitalist economy. 
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Rent of land and alienated-labor are other basic themes in the first manuscript. In the second 

manuscript, Marx explains the conflict between capital and labor, as well as the relationship between 

land property and capital. Finally, in the last manuscript Marx criticizes Hegel’s Phenomenology and 

division of labor.  More specifically, Marx criticizes the speculative nature of Hegel’s philosophy, and 

accuses Hegel of converting religion into thought. In addition, in the last manuscript Marx talks about 

communism and annulment of private property.  

Marx aims at starting with the critique of political economy through displaying its abstraction and 

exposing political economy as a discipline, which does not comprehend its true essence. For this 

reason, he criticizes political economy by touching on its relationship with law, ethics, civil life, etc. In 

addition to the points made on the shortcomings of political economy, Marx attacks the manner of 

present criticism about the critique of Hegelianism.
296

 In the Preface of Manuscripts of 1844, Marx 

refers to Feuerbach’s criticism, which according to him is the only positive and real achievement, in 

order to point out that all other criticisms such as those against theologians and political economists 

are not profound and true criticisms.  

Let us take a look at the manuscripts. The first manuscript begins with wages of labor. In this context, 

Marx focuses on political economy and its understanding of labor. Labor is important for and is the 

basis of the existence of the individual. However, while it is the basis of the liberty of the individuals 

and a condition of their existence, in its estranged form, labor turns into a destructive element.  

4.3.2.1. First Manuscript 

The workers cannot overcome their existing conditions because of two reasons: 1) the first reason is 

division of labour because if there is division of labor, the individuals as workers cannot direct their 

productivity to other channels. 2) The second reason is due to their state of being subordinate to 

capitalists. The reason for this subordination is the fact that the capitalists possess the means of 

production as their private property. Therefore, “the worker has to struggle not only for his physical 

means of subsistence; he has to struggle to get work, i.e., the possibility, the means, to perform his 

activity.”
297

 As a result, the workers are subjected to the capitalists not only in terms of private 

property (of which they are deprived), but also in terms of all the decisions concerning their wages, the 

price of the products that they produce, the time that they need to work, etc. 

Because of these two reasons, the individuals suffer two times. The relationship based on the 

subordination of the worker is laden with many contradictions. The results of the relation between the 
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capitalist and the worker sometimes make it appear to be mutual, while at other times, the relation is 

revealed to be completely asymmetrical. More clearly, as long as the capitalist gains, the relation is 

asymmetrical; the worker does not gain as the capitalist does. However, if the capitalist loses, 

correlatively the worker will necessarily also lose. Let me quote from Marx: “the worker need not 

necessarily gain when the capitalist does, but he necessarily loses when the latter loses.”
298

 Thus (1) 

when the wealth of society decreases, the working class suffers. (2) If the wealth of society increases, 

under this situation the demand for labor increases due to the competition between the capitalists. It 

seems to be a better situation for workers. However, the worker is still at a disadvantage because this 

situation leads the workers to overwork. They demand to earn more and therefore they have to 

sacrifice their time and lose their freedom.  

Within political economy, labor is considered a commodity. Thus, when there is an increase of 

commodity such as goods and services to the market, the wage begins to decline. If the wage of labor 

rises, it is because the demand for labor as a commodity increases, but if, on the contrary, the wage is 

decreased, it is because the supply of labor increases.  Thus not only is there an antagonism between 

the workers and the capitalist, there is also competition amongst the workers.  

Under the subtitle “profit of capital”, the first manuscript examines the nature of capital. Private 

property is the basis of capital. The law, that is positive law, is passed in order to maintain the 

existence of private property and capital. What does a person obtain with capital? The response of this 

question is the power but it is not a causal power, it is purchasing power. In other words, it is the 

power to purchase labor-power and other means of production. This power means the power to o 

dominate over labor and the products of this labor. The capitalist individuals possess this power 

because of capital but not because of their personal qualities.
299

 Thus, the capitalist individual is 

identified with capital whereas the working individual is identified with labor. Only the individuals’ 

labor power is visible for the profit and self-interest of the capitalist individual but not for the 

individuals themselves, not for their humanity. One might argue that these two distinct individuals are 

differently alienated from each other. Similarly, they do not see each other as human beings; because 

on the one hand there is capital on the other hand there is labor power. These particular individuals 

relate each other over their interests.  

In this context, with the reference of Adam Smith, Marx states that capital is labor in a certain 

quantity, which is stored up and stocked. Then Smith points out that “funds, or stock, is any 

accumulation of products of the soil or of manufacture. Stock is called capital only when it yields to its 
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owner a revenue or profit.”
300

 Accordingly, capital is directly related to profit. In capitalism, both 

production and consumption are engaged in to obtain profit. In this context, Ricardo defines a nation 

as a producing shop and man as a machine not only for producing but also for consuming. According 

to Ricardo, “human life is a kind of capital; economic laws blindly rule the world. For Ricardo, men 

are nothing, the product everything.”
301

 This situation is constitutive of what the individual has 

become at the current period. Later Marx makes a similar point on the consumer and production 

dialectic in his Grundrisse. Herein Marx clearly and obviously clarifies the situation of the individual 

within their economic position in the present system. The individual is not real, and not a true 

individual. In other words, they are nothing more than machine parts for the other capitalist individual.  

Marx evaluates land as private property to be a commodity but not to be a thing. I suppose that at this 

point it is necessary as well as useful to clarify the difference between a “commodity” and a “thing.” A 

commodity is not similar to a “thing.” It is not as simple as thing. A thing means can be understood in 

itself. You do not need to go deep to comprehend what it is. However, a commodity signifies a 

relationship with something or somebody, it is not defined as merely independent.  As a result, the 

commodity is comprehended in certain context and in a certain historical process. This brings us to the 

next point.   

4.3.2.1.1. Estranged Labor
302

 

Colletti, in this crucial work, observes that Marx had already understood estranged labor as wage-

labor in the Manuscripts of 1844.  As Marx mentions in Grundrisse, in the first glance the sale and 

purchase of labor power seem to be equivalent but it is indeed a separation of labor from property. For 

this reason, labor becomes alien to its subject.  

Colletti claims that when Marx talks about human nature in the Manuscripts of 1844 he does not 

mention human nature as “a ‘nature’ or ‘essence’ of the sort found in natural-right philosophy but as a 

series of relationships.”
303

 These relationships are the relations of production, the relations with labor, 

with other individuals, namely, all social relations.  

According to Marx, political economy failed to explain the premises —such as capital, labor, wages, 

their relationships to each other, and rent of land—of all those conditions that cause “alienation.”
304
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Under these circumstances, the term alienation does not have positive meaning for Marx as it did for 

Hegel. Without doubt, Marx admits the positive side of objectification.
305

 Objectification is more 

positive than alienation. Objectification is the realization of labor in the product. Labor is materialized 

in an object. “Labor’s realization is its objectification.”
306

 Individuals reach and carry out their 

existence by the process of objectification. In this context, under the capitalist economic 

circumstances, the loss of object is the loss of reality and the loss of the realization of the 

individuals.
307

 Hence, at this point objectification appears not as a realization of the existence of the 

individual but as loss of object, which denotes the loss of the individual.  

Accordingly, estrangement or alienation signifies the loss of object. Furthermore, the object or the 

product of labor becomes an alien thing to its producer, and becomes an independent external 

existence. As a result, the individual worker becomes also alien to their product. Consequently, we can 

basically claim that while alienation has a negative meaning, objectification has a more positive sense. 

However, under the capitalist form of production, objectification is bound to result in alienation.   

 In explaining the real and essential connection between capital and labor, land and labour, wages and 

capital, etc., Marx reaches the following results: 

1. It does not mean that the more the workers produce the better their situation becomes. On the 

contrary, they become poorer. 

2. Labor does not just produce only commodities but also creates itself as commodity for the capitalist. 

As the worker serves to create labor as a commodity, so the worker creates himself as a commodity as 

well.   

3. The worker as commodity becomes cheaper when they produce more commodities.   

4. The value of the worker as commodity decreases as the value of the world of objects as 

commodities increases.
308

  

Because of these reasons listed above under the four items, the worker is faced with alienation. 

However it is not a simple alienation of worker from the product; it is the separation of labor from its 

real relations to man. At the end there is just one form of alienation, which is related to and includes 
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other forms of alienation mentioned above; “alienation or estrangement of man,”
309

 that is, 

“estrangement of the individual.” The individuals can be alienated without becoming estranged from 

their labor, in the sense that the individual can be alienated from society or other individuals even 

within their direct relation to labor. It is possible that the individuals still become estranged from 

themselves and society due to the fact that the individuals cannot get involved in politics. Let me put it 

more clearly, if the participation of the individual in politics is somehow blocked, then the individuals 

are still alien to the society in which they live.  

Now we will move on to our next discussion: the forms of estrangement.    

4.3.2.1.1.1.  Alienation of labor from its product 

In alienation of labor from its product, the product no longer belongs to its producers. It becomes an 

independent being. Of course, in such a society (or in every kind of society) the product inevitably 

becomes independent or alien to its producer. Let me give an example. For instance, as a painter an 

individual can produce a painting, his/her art and then s/he has to sell it in order to meet his/her human 

needs, or maybe s/he exchanges with something that s/he needs. It is a necessary result for providing 

the essential needs. After selling their painting, they become alien to their product but this alienation is 

positive due to the fact that they have already materialized (actualized) their existence through their 

production process. The product that the individuals produce is not considered as a commodity 

because this product corresponds to its producer. The individual does not find anything alien to 

himself within his product. Initially the individuals create their object for themselves but then for 

another in order to support their life.  

In fact, the product produced by worker is the objectification of labor. Workers, indeed, actualize 

themselves in the object they produce. This object is the materialization of labor. In this context, labor 

is also re-creation of human being. However, under these economic conditions (capitalist mode of 

production), the objectification and realization of their labor in an object or in a product appear as a 

loss of their reality, that is, loss of their objects. For this reason, this creation or production is no 

longer the re-creation of workers and the way of finding themselves but it is the loss of object and thus 

the loss of the worker’s proper and essential existence.
310

 

Why does the product of labor become more powerful than the worker? What does it mean for the 

individual? Marx makes an analogy with religion in this context. He says that the more the individuals 

give to God, the more they lose themselves. It is the same for the loss of object of labor, which does 

not anymore belong to the worker. The workers or the individuals realize their labor in the object with 

                                                           
309

 In my view Marx uses term “man” in order to refer humankind or human being in general, that is, it means 

“species being.”  
310

 Marx, “Manuscripts of 1844,” in The Marx-Engels Reader, edited by Tucker, p.71 



105 

 

all their effort but in the end, it is a one-sided process. “For on this premise it is clear that the more the 

worker spends himself, the more powerful the alien objective world becomes which he creates over-

against himself, the poorer he himself—his inner world—becomes, the less belongs to him as his 

own.”
311

  

 

For the individuals, it means that they lose something from their inner world, which makes them 

poorer in front of the alien objective world. The more the individuals lose their inner world, the less 

they reveal and realize their true reality. The individuals put their life into the object but if the object 

does not belong to them, life is not anymore their life but on the contrary, this life belongs to the 

object, which is not owned by the same individuals. Therefore, the individuals are not the result of the 

product of their labor because the individuals remain without object, that is, without their realization. 

Therefore, possession (property) is important but it is the possession of labor and the possession of 

product or object of labor. Because this possession leads the individual to embody or objectify his/her 

labor in the object which is his/her reality. In this alienation, 1) the labor of the worker becomes object 

and 2) the labor becomes an independent, outside entity and something alien to the worker. What does 

it mean then? It means that 1) the individual also becomes an object, not a subject (agent); and 2) the 

individual becomes an independent entity in the negative sense in that becomes an isolated being. 

Labor becomes as “an object, an external existence” to the worker but it does not mean only the 

alienation of worker from his labor but it signifies also that labor becomes independent from the 

worker. Labor is not his labor anymore. It belongs to another individual who benefits from this labor 

whenever or however s/he wants. In addition to this alienation, labor becomes a commodity. Labor is 

evaluated according to some amount of money, that is, as a wage.   

Marx also pays attention to nature without which the individual cannot do anything and cannot live. 

Human being produces through nature and within nature. Nature provides humankind with two things: 

1) the external sensuous world in which the individuals fulfill their human activity or labor. And for 

this activity nature offers them (a) the matter or object over which they can work and (b) provide the 

means through which the individuals produce or give the form to the object. That is, nature provides 

the means of labor; it provides labor with the object on which labor operates, because without object, 

labor cannot exist. 2) Nature provides the individuals with the means of life, that is, the physical 

subsistence of the individuals.
312
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In short, the workers 1) lose their labor through loss of product that they produce; 2) they lose their 

object through which they realize themselves; 3) they are deprived of not only the objects, which are 

necessary for their life but also the object through which they produce.
313

 

Political economy does not disclose this alienation “inherent in the nature of labor” because political 

economy thinks labor just through its positive results. In other words, political economy takes labor 

into consideration only when it produces value. In addition, political economy pays attention to labor 

if it ceases to be the specific power of human being and turns into an activity yielding a profit. For 

Marx, on the other hand, the essence of the labour is to be a specific activity of mankind, the spark of 

personality, and the objectification of this personality.  

4.3.2.1.1.2. Alienation of labor from the activity of production 

The question of the relation of labor to its product is closely connected to the relationship of the 

worker to their activity of production. In Marx’s words, “the estrangement is manifested not only in 

the result but in the act of production—within the producing activity, itself.”
314

 Simply if the worker 

were not alienated from this process, s/he would not become alien to its result, that is, the product of 

his/her labor in the same way. In capitalism, this activity does not belong to the worker. Therefore, the 

worker never feels happy during production. This activity is “activity as suffering, strength as 

weakness, begetting as emasculating, the worker’s own physical and mental energy, his personal life 

or what is life other than activity—as an activity which is turned against him, neither depends on nor 

belongs to him.”
315

  

Since, as we will see in next section, Marx believes that labor is the nature of human beings, alienation 

of labor from the activity of production implies alienation of human beings from their own nature. 

Thus, from this second type of alienation, the third aspect of alienation appears. The individual as a 

species being becomes alienated from his/her species being.  

4.3.2.1.1.3.  Alienation of species being [Gattungswesen]  

Before touching on alienation of species being I would like to speak of the concept of the species 

being or Marx’s views on human nature and some interpretations regarding this subject.  

4.3.2.1.1.3.1. The individual as species being [the question of 

human nature in Marx’s early writings] 

It is necessary to discuss the concept of human nature, or species being in that the argument of this 

thesis is about the individual. In fact, in the Provisional Theses for the Reformation of Philosophy 

(1842), Feuerbach demonstrates that the problem of the essence lies behind the idea, which argues that 
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the essence of something lies outside of this thing. For example, Feuerbach observes that the Hegelian 

approach regards the essence of human beings as outside of human beings but not in human beings 

themselves. From my standpoint, Marx’s treatment of human essence or human nature proceeds with 

Feuerbach’s view. 

The question of human nature in Marx is one of the most debated topics among Marxists. Norman 

Geras argues that there are many claims about human nature among Marxists, “whose truth is not 

obvious, but controversial.”
316

 On the one hand, some claim that Marx rejects human nature because 

according to them this sort of acceptance is conservative and reactionary; on the other hand, some 

contend that there is an idea of human nature in Marx’s philosophy. “At least since Aristotle, 

philosophers have defined human beings as rational animals. By this, of course, they mean to say that 

the specific feature that differentiates humans from other animals is their rationality. In this sense, we 

can call the human essence our species-character or being.”
317

 In my view, Marx did not reject or 

hesitate to speak of human nature or human essence but when he talked about the concept of human 

nature, he did not make mention of a fixed, constant human essence. However, of course, Marx did not 

explicitly refer to human nature as Feuerbach did.  

In my view, the question of human nature in Marx, or generally in philosophy, might be related to the 

question of the relation between theory and practice, as well as the materialist and idealist approaches. 

Marx did not consider the concept outside of its material and historical development. In Marx, the 

concept of human nature is conceived in terms of its movement, i.e., its particular, historical, material 

movement. Hegel and later Feuerbach, for example, regard the concept of human essence as self-

conscious being whereas in the Manuscripts of 1844, Marx argues that human being is an acting 

being. Human nature is based on the concept of “relations.” These relations are social relations, the 

relations of production.  

Norman Geras presents a wide analysis of that concept in his work, Marx and Human Nature in which 

he argues that Marx somehow speaks of human nature. He particularly emphasizes the Theses on 

Feuerbach because, according to Geras, the sixth thesis shows that Marx did not reject the idea of a 

human nature. Another thinker who makes mention of Marx’s approach to human nature is Erich 

Fromm. While Geras put particular emphasis on Theses on Feuerbach, especially the sixth thesis; in 

his work Marx’s Concept of Man, Fromm focused on the Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 

1844.  
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“Marx—like everyone else—did reject certain ideas of human nature; but he also regarded as some 

being true. It is important to discriminate the sort that he rejected from the sort that he did not.”
318

 In 

this regard, it is necessary to reveal what Marx refused and what he acknowledged about the idea of 

human essence. According to Norman Geras, Marx’s early writings are separated from his later 

writings (his development after 1845) not because of his rejection of the idea of human nature.
319

 For 

Geras, in his later writings, Marx emphasizes on the idea of human nature. Geras begins his analysis 

with a classification of the customary understanding of human nature in two groups. The first 

understanding claims that human nature is a constant and universal entity. “This typically what is 

involved in claims that human nature rules out the possibility of socialism, lasting human harmony, 

direct democracy, and what have you.”
320

 The second understanding refers to the changes, which 

depend on different times and places. In other words, this understanding indicates, “human nature is 

different in different times or places or according to the influence of different circumstances. The idea 

here is of a historically changing, socio-culturally specific entity.”
321

  

Geras differentiates the expression of ‘human nature’ from ‘the nature of man.’ In this respect, ‘human 

nature’ is used to express a constant entity, that is, “the set of all (relatively) permanent and general 

human characteristics.”
322

 However, he uses ‘the nature of man’ in its broader sense, namely, it means 

“the all-round character of human beings in some given context.”
323

 As we see, the first usage (human 

nature) indicates an unchangeable entity, while in the second there is variability and instability in the 

nature of man.  

Regarding the sixth thesis
324

 on Feuerbach, in Geras’ view, Marx did not object to Feuerbach who 

conceives of human being as an internal, species, natural entity. However, what Marx thought about 

Feuerbach’s mistake is that Feuerbach considers human only in terms of those features. “Das Wesen 

kann daher nur
325

 als “Gattung”, als innere, stumme, die vielen Individuen natürlich verbindende 
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Allgemeinheit gefaßt werden.” In other words, Geras argues that Marx criticizes Feuerbach for 

conceiving of the human being through a one-sided perspective.
326

  

In From Hegel to Marx, under the subtitle ‘Marx and Feuerbach,’ Sidney Hook examines the theses on 

Feuerbach, and states that Feuerbach defines human essence through “the biological facts of 

interdependence and reproduction.”
327

 However, Marx explains this reality through social relations. 

Feuerbach considers human essence only as “genus” but Marx refuses to reduce human essence only 

to biology. “If one must speak of the ‘essence of man,’ one must find it in man’s civilisation, material 

and ideal, and not in biology.”
328

 

Like Geras, Emile Bottigelli believes that there is the idea of human nature in Marx. According to 

Bottigelli, Marx confines himself to the approach of Feuerbach concerning human nature.
329

 For 

Bottigelli, in the Manuscripts of 1844, Marx tries to determine this human essence. But nevertheless, 

Bottigelli states that Marx did not give any clear or obvious definition referring to human essence. It 

means that in Marx’s writings, the idea of a human nature is not as obvious as it is in Feuerbach. 

Although Marx did not define human essence, according to Bottigelli, one might derive this definition 

from the entire work, that is, the Manuscripts of 1844. Bottigelli states that in Marx, there is not any a 

priori defined human nature or human essence.
330

 In this respect, Bottigelli argues that Marx admitted 

the idea of Hegel: human beings create or produce themselves; and it is the originality of Marx 

because human beings who create themselves only produce their own truth. Like Bottigelli, Althusser, 

asserts that human nature does not exist as something that is determined for once and never changes 

throughout history. And like Bottigelli, Althusser defines human nature through its historical and 

dialectical process in Marx. In other words, according to these thinkers, human nature is a product of 

history. 

In the Manuscripts of 1844, Marx considers human nature or what he calls, ‘species being’ in terms of 

labor, that is, human activity. As Erich Fromm put it, “what Marx means by ‘species-character’ is the 

essence of man; it is that which is universally human, and which is realized in the process of history by 

man through his productive activity.”
331

 Marx did not differentiate the existence of the individuals’ life 

from their species-life. The character of the individuals’ species being is to be social being. “Man’s 

individual and species-life are not different, however much – and this is inevitable – the mode of  
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existence of the individual is  a more particular or more general mode of the life of the species, or the 

life of the species is  amore particular or more general individual life.”
332

  

In the Manuscripts of 1844, Marx speaks of the alienation of the individual from their species being, 

that is, from their essence. The fundamental question is here what this essence is. To respond to this 

main question we should consider the following quotation.  

 “… [I]n the first place labor, life-activity, productive life itself, appears to 

man merely as a means of satisfying a need—the need to maintain the 

physical existence. Yet the productive life is the life of the species. It is life-

engendering life. The whole character of a species—its species character—is 

contained in the character of its life-activity; and free, conscious activity is 

man’s species character. Life itself appears only as a means to life.”
333

 

In other words, all of this alienation or estrangement of man and his production and the process of this 

alienation would not be possible if the labor of the worker, his activity, and thus his production did not 

belong to others. 

Estranged labor leads the worker to become an alien to his/her species being. What does “species 

being” mean? To be a species being means that man “can apprehend in thought not only his own 

individual self, but also his own species-character, his own essential nature.”
334

 Productive activity as 

a character of human species being differentiates humankind from the animals because the feature of 

this species being is its “free, conscious activity” which the animal does not possess. The animal just 

has its life activity, which is identical with itself. The animal cannot distinguish itself from its life 

activity because it has not any free conscious activity. However, human individuals can distinguish 

themselves from their life activity because they do not possess only life activity but consciousness. 

Because of this consciousness, the individual makes life its object. In Marx’s words; “man makes his 

life-activity itself the object of his will and of his consciousness. He has conscious life-activity.”
335

 

And he continues; “man is species being, not only because in practice and in theory he adopts the 

species as his object (his own as well as those of other things), but also because he treats himself as the 
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actual, living species; because he treats himself as a universal and therefore a free being.”
336

 The 

character of man’s species being is its universal feature. Man considers himself to be a free and 

universal being. The individuals make life the object of their consciousness and for this reason, their 

activity is free activity.  

Shortly, what makes man different from animal is related to the difference between immediacy and 

mediation. The animal has an immediate relation with nature but on the other hand, human beings can 

separate themselves from their object and their relation with nature; therefore the relation of the 

individual becomes a mediate form. For instance, this relation appears as mediate form because of the 

means of production. When the individual has a mediate connection with nature through their own 

labor (not estranged), this individual is free to conduct their own life activity. This individual is free to 

relate to nature. However due to estranged labor, the human being in capitalism is not free at all, and 

thus reduced into mere life-activity. Their life-activity is a simple means for their existence. Here the 

term “freedom” does not mean being able to do whatever one wants and desires to do. Rather to be 

free indicates that the individuals have a direct relation to their object and their labor. Accordingly, to 

be free is to possess the object that the individuals produce and to relate with their object and labor 

regarding production and consumption.  

To sum up, the differences between the animal and human being are as follows; 

1) While the animal has an immediate relationship with nature over its immediate needs, the 

individuals form both immediate and mediate relation with nature. 

2)  The individuals’ life-activity is free and conscious activity.  

3) The animal “produces one-sidedly, whilst man produces universally.”
337

 

4) While the man produces the whole nature, the animal produces just itself, that is, for surviving.  

5) The man produces and forms something in accord with “the laws of beauty.”  

The essence of man (human being) is to be a species being.
338

 Species of human being is a social being 

and to be a social being is to be in relations with the world outside (nature), with the production 
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process, and with other individuals. What makes human individual a species being is that they 

transform the objective world, namely they produce universally. In this context, Marx says that the 

aim of working or producing is the actualization, objectification, and materialization of the species life 

of human beings. Humans as species being not only create themselves intellectually, that is, in 

consciousness; but they create actively in reality. However with estranged labor not only nature, the 

life activity, the individual, and the product (object) are alienated but also the individuals are estranged 

from their species being. Therefore, “estranged labor estranges the species from man.”
339

 For the 

individual loses their human character, and loses the relation of belonging to their species. In other 

words, as Marx argues, the object of labor is to objectify the species life of human being; if the 

individuals are estranged from their labor, they cannot objectify their species being. The life of the 

species is the productive life but if labor, life activity, and productive life appear only as an instrument 

to satisfy the needs, the life of species is no longer a productive life. Therefore, with estranged labor, 

the individual as a species being becomes a means to mere continuance of existence and becomes 

alien to themselves.  

Because the worker is alien to their species being, in the same way they are alien to the other 

individuals. “In fact, the proposition that man’s species-nature is estranged from him means that one 

man is estranged from the other, as each of them is from man’s essential nature.”
340

 It is clear that each 

activity of the individuals, as well as each relation of the individuals to themselves is realized through 

the relationship with others.  

Thus, alienation means that the individual lacks knowledge of others and themselves. The reason is 

that the individual never meets with other individuals through their labor or their product of labor; 

because the relation of the individuals is mediated through their estranged product and labor. The 

recognition of their labor and the product of their labor by other individuals is a sort of the 

confirmation of the individuals’ existence. Thus, alienation is closely connected with the term 

recognition. 

Marx expresses over and over again that the relationship of the individuals to themselves become a 

real and objective relation only with other individuals. Therefore, the individuals are the total 

relationship. Just as the worker realizes his labor within the relationship to nature and other man, so he 

practically estranges from his labor, its process, its production and his real essence within the same 

relationship.   

                                                                                                                                                                                     
Hegelian. To say that the individual is species being means that the individual recognizes the universal in 

themselves and rises above their subjectivity.  
339

 Karl Marx, “Manuscripts of 1844,” in The Marx-Engels Reader, edit. by Tucker, p.75 
340

 Ibid., Marx, “Manuscripts of 1844,” in The Marx-Engels Reader, edit. by Tucker, p.77  



113 

 

Respectively we get the following results, which arise from estranged labor;  

1) The workers are estranged from nature and themselves within their relationships. These relations 

are not simple and ordinary relations. It is the relationship of the worker to the other individual. In 

his/her relationship to other individuals, the individual places him/herself and his/her relation to nature 

as well.  

2) Without this relationship, neither realization nor fulfillment of the individual (the worker) nor 

estrangement of the worker is possible.  

3) Through this relationship with others, the self-estrangement of the worker is manifested in the 

practical world. The whole phenomenon concerning estrangement of the worker is practical. Praxis 

contains negative and positive activity of man. On the one side the individuals can actualize 

themselves through their practical activity, that is, through their creation; on the other side, their 

practical activity leads them to become alien in their proper relationship, so to speak, in the relation of 

their production. Just as a priest is a mediator of religious estrangement of the individuals, so money in 

the same way is another practical mediator of the alienation of human beings.  

4) Due to estranged labor, the individuals create a relationship of the production of their labor and of 

their labor activity as a power over themselves. They thus create a hostile relationship with the other 

individual.  

5) Simply it can be said that the individuals who produce in estrangement lose their proper 

relationships! In other words, the loss of his relationship is the loss of his own essence.
341

 

The loss of relationship is the loss of recognition, which makes the individual a real and true 

individual. The true individual is a species being. In other words, the individuals are the 

representations of species of human being in their own particular existence. The individuals 

sometimes are recognized through their immediate existence or immediate relation; sometimes 

through a mediator, for instance, through object, labor, or product, or through their relationship of 

production. In this context, recognition is in some way the evidence and confirmation of the existence 

of the individuals. Under alienation, the objects produced by the individuals are considered only for 

consumption but these objects are not conceived as a means for the recognition of the existence of the 

individuals. This un-recognized situation is the result of alienated labor.  

In this regard, the emancipation of human beings and the overcoming of alienation will be possible 

through the abolishment of private property, when human beings possess their own labor activity and 

manage their own labor force.  Human beings will thus retake their productive life, which is for Marx 

the life of the species.   
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The estranged labor results in the capitalist and private property. “Private property is thus the product, 

the result, the necessary consequence, of alienated labor, of the external relation of the worker to 

nature and to himself.”
342

 In fact, estranged labor is first drawn from private property as a result. In 

other words, estranged labor is obtained through “the movement of private property.” However, at the 

end of the analysis of estranged labor, Marx explains that “though private property appears to be the 

reason, the cause of alienated labor, it is rather its consequence, just as the gods are originally not the 

cause but the effect of man’s intellectual confusion.”
343

 The man possessing private property as a 

result of estranged labor dominates over the whole relationship of producer—worker. It is the point, 

the essence of private property that classical political economy is not able to disclose.  

In addition to private property, the wage form is the result of estranged labor as well. “Wages are a 

direct consequence of estranged labor, and estranged labor is the direct cause of private property.”
344

 

In other words, my estranged labor creates wages. And private property dispossesses me of my labor 

which becomes estranged labor. That is, private property takes my livelihood away. From this point of 

view, private property is not considered as a separate thing from the individuals, or outside of them. 

Labor is identical with the individuals and private property is a result of their activity, their 

estrangement of labor. 

In short, Marx began with a fact of political economy, which is the alienation of the workers and their 

production. From this departure point, he arrived at the concept “estranged labor.” By means of the 

analysis of this concept, Marx revealed the deprivation and weakness of political economy, which did 

not consider labor and its production as estranged fact. Marx draws attention to alienation as an 

activity and alienation as a fact (case). On the one hand, for the individual alienation is an activity; that 

is, everything appears as activity of alienation but on the other hand, for non-producing person 

everything appears as a state of alienation. 

4.3.2.2. Second Manuscript 

In the second manuscript, Marx concentrates on capital and labor, in particular, the relationship of 

capital to the workers. It is clear that the individual exists only as capital and only when s/he serves for 

capital. In other words, the individuals do not exist if they suffer from poverty, if they steal, or if they 

commit an illegal act. In these cases, the worker exists only due to stealing, breaking the law, etc., in 

front of judge or laws. Just as Marx says for workers, so the individual is considered as a specter 

(invisible) in politics. Within this relationship of capital to the individual, the individual is reduced to a 

commodity, and s/he appears and exists just insofar as s/he is considered as capital. “Splitting of labor 
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into labor itself and the wages of labor. The worker himself a capital, a commodity.”
345

 From this 

point of view, Marx continues to discuss the essence of the relationship between private property and 

labor in his third manuscript. 

4.3.2.3. Third Manuscript: The essence of private property and labor 

In the third manuscript, Marx focuses on private property and labor concerning their relationship 

through the critiques of political economists such as Ricardo and Smith. Marx begins his manuscript 

by demonstrating that the essence of private property is labor. He acknowledges that the principle of 

political economy is labor as Adam Smith and  other economists recognized; but this new political 

economy, to which Marx re-defines and gives  the right form,  no longer considers  private property as 

“a mere condition external to man.”
346

 Marx indicates that political economy is on the one hand a 

product of the movement of private property, that is, the product of the modern industry; on the other 

hand, it has to be regarded “as a force which has quickened and glorified the energy and development 

of modern industry and made it a power in the realm of consciousness.”
347

  

What is the reason of the antithesis between the individual, society, and politics? The answer is very 

obvious for Marx: the antithesis of labor and capital. The conflict between the individual, society, and 

politics remains in contradiction as long as “it is not comprehended as the antithesis of labor and 

capital
348

.”
349

 This antithesis must be grasped “in its active connection, its internal relation.”
350

  

In order to comprehend the antithesis of the individual and society it is required to take the individual 

into account not as a single being and as an abstract existence but it is necessary to grasp this 

contradiction with the relation of the individual to capital and labor. To be sure, the antithesis of the 

individual and society is associated with the conflict between capital and labor. Capital is to possess 

power over labor and the products of that labor; the power of capitalists is the purchasing power of 

their capital. The capitalists with this power purchase labor. Accordingly, “capital is store-up labor.”
351

 

Labor belongs to the individuals; for this reason if there is a conflict between capital and labor, there is 
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also contradiction between the individuals and capital. Capital purchases labor of the individuals in 

order to make profit. The individuals sell their labor to the capitalist in order to maintain their life. 

Then how is it possible to annihilate this contradiction between the individual and society? As 

mentioned above, Marx claims that the emancipation from the conflict between capital and labor is 

possible through a revolutionary movement, which leads private property to be abolished. 

Annihilation of private property is the key point to end up the antithesis of capital and labor. Well, 

what happens when it is abolished? 

Firstly, Marx states that with the negation of private property, the individuals not just properly produce 

themselves but also they produce their object and the other individual.
352

 Secondly, the abolition of 

private property is basically emancipation from the results of alienation. In turn, the individuals can 

objectify themselves in their product without being alien to their object. Accordingly, the point of 

departure and the result of the movement are the material of labor and the individual as a subject. The 

whole movement has a social character.     

“Likewise, however, both the material of labor and man as the subject, are the 

point of departure as well as the result of the movement (and precisely in this 

fact, that they must constitute the point of departure, lies the historical 

necessity of private property). Thus the social character is the general 

character of the whole movement: just as society itself produces man as man, 

so is society produced by him. Activity and consumption, both in their content 

and in their mode of existence, are social: social activity and social 

consumption; the human essence of nature first exists only for social man; for 

only then does nature exist for him as a bond with man—as his existence for 

the other and the other’s existence for him—as the life-element of human 

world; only here does nature exist as the foundation of his own human 

existence. Only here has what is to him his natural existence become his 

human existence, and nature become man for him. Thus society is the 

consummated oneness in substance of man and nature—the true resurrection 

of nature—the consistent naturalism of man and the humanism of nature both 

brought to fulfilment.”
353

 

Basically, if the individuals lose this social character, they lose all the features which make them 

human beings. Accordingly, it is necessary to give back the social character of the individuals through 

annihilation of the claim that they could create alone and consume alone. The individual is a 
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complement of social relations. As a result, the individual is the relation in itself. In this regard, the 

individual is the relation for itself as well as in itself. These social relations therefore reveal the extent 

to which society creates the individual and the extent to which the individual creates society. In other 

words, production does not belong only to society because the individuals also produce society. 

Therefore, it goes without saying that from the paragraph above, Marx refutes the argument which 

claims that Marx’s philosophy is society-centered.   

Thereupon, it goes without saying that the relationship between the individual and society is not one-

sided but mutual. It is very important to draw attention to this point because here Marx demonstrates 

that society and the individual are not two separate and independent beings. Instead, they are 

interlocked. From this point, we can draw the conclusion that Marx explicitly argues that there is a 

human world, which is neither society-centered nor individual-centered. Because there is such a strong 

relationship between society and the individual, there is mutual alienation in the human (external) 

world in terms of both the individual and society.
354

   

In society the individuals’ natural existence becomes their human existence because only in society do 

they meet with their species being and gain the character of human existence. Even if social activity 

and social consumption in their proper features are based on communal activity and consumption, 

social activity and social consumption are definitely not only “in the form of some directly communal 

activity and directly consumption.” When the scientist engages in scientific activity seldom in 

communal interaction with others, it could be seen as direct activity. However, even so, the individual 

as a scientist is social not only because s/he gets the material of her/his activity such as language as a 

social product from society but also because her/his own existence is social activity. Therefore the 

consciousness of the individual as social being, her/his general consciousness, is not “an abreaction 

from real life” but it is “only the theoretical shape of that of which the living shape is the real 

community, the social fabric.”
355

 As a consequence, Marx expresses that man’s activity of his general 

consciousness is his theoretical existence as social being which is shaped through his relation with 

society. From this point of view, Marx puts the emphasis on the relation between society and the 

individual. In other words, he abstains from establishing society as an abstract form opposite to the 

individual.  
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Life in its general sense is a creation of the individual’s activity with other individuals. For this reason, 

even if their particular life is sometimes not direct communal life, it is always a manifestation of social 

life; and their social life is at the same time their species-life. Thus, the individual life and species-life 

are identical. Man from her/his consciousness of species affirms that s/he is a social being. Due to this 

generality or universality in the sense of species-life, in her/his thought man confirms her/his real 

existence. In this context, Marx confirms the existence of the individual with his/her particularity. 

What makes man the individual being is his particularity, his particular being. However, just as s/he is 

particular being so s/he is totality. S/he is the totality of her/his social activity and s/he is totality of 

her/his subjective existence of thought. In this respect, Marx highlights that thinking and being are 

different but “at the same time they are in unity with each other”
356

 

In the objective world, the individuals do not confirm themselves only in thought; they affirm 

themselves through all their physical essential powers. With their essential powers (Wesenkrafte) they 

orient themselves to the objective world. Their orientation to the object and their appropriation of that 

object refer to their whole human relation to the world. It is seen that it is not simple appropriation of 

the object; it is manifestation of their humanity or their social and human activity. Hence, just as their 

human relations to the world (that is, their way of acting through their essential powers) are not just, 

one-dimensional so their relation to the object does not mean merely possessing or appropriation of 

that object.
357

  

Concerning the concept of possession of an object and manifestation of the human world through this 

possession of the object, private property emerges as a main gospel in this regard. Accordingly the 

question is: what does private property do to man? Due to the private property, all the powers of the 

individual being in their direct social form are replaced by or reduced to only the relation of 

possessing or having. It signifies that man is reduced to this abstract property in an effort to “yield his 

inner wealth to outer world.”
358

  

Positive transcendence of private property leads man to orient and relate to the object or thing just as 

an object or thing. This relation of thing to itself and to man is an objective human relation because of 

man as a social being. For this reason, the object is not more than the object with its relation to man. It 

denotes that the object does not have any power over its producers. Let me quote one more sentence 

from Marx; “in practice I can relate myself to a thing humanly only if the thing relates itself to the 

human being humanly.”
359

 In capitalist mode of production, this relation is not human due to the fact 

that the object relates to man as a powerful thing over him/her; because human character as a subject 
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is given to the object. The relation is significant not because of man as species being (human being) 

but because the object has taken upon itself human characteristic. In respect thereof, there is an 

inverted relationship; this inverted relation is between the subject and the predicate. This inversion 

expresses also the main problem of the individual; that is, the inversion between the individual and 

politics and economy. It is necessary to reverse this inverted relationship between aim and means.  

At this point, we have to mention another side of the object, namely, in terms of the subject and his 

capacity. It seems all things depend on object or are considered through objective perspective. At this 

very point, Marx focuses on the subjective capacity. He emphasizes that an object is related to the 

essential power of man. If this essential power is not confirmed by or corresponded with the object, 

this subjective capacity has no sense for that object. It goes without saying that Marx defines this 

subjective capacity or the essential power of man in social or humanized senses. An object takes its 

form by way of the subjective capacity or the essential power of the individuals. The manifestation of 

this essential power is the humanization of the object. As long as the subjective capacity of the 

individuals does not actualize itself in an object, this capacity or essential power remains abstract; or 

under this condition, this essential power of the individuals would be only potential power. Marx 

argues that all the human senses or faculties develop and take shape through “a labor of the entire 

history of the world down to the present.”
360

 As a result, Marx relates these senses to the social 

conditions of man. For example a person who is about to die because of famine definitely does not 

consider the food in its human form, but the food for this starving man exists just in its abstract form; 

that is, the food serves merely to get him out that hell hole. In this sense, there is not any difference 

between man and animal, which tries to survive.   

4.3.2.3.1. The reality of division of labor and its estranged form 

Having discussed varies types of alienation, under this subtitle; we will examine its root cause: 

division of labor in its negative form. Marx points out Say’s remark that “division of labor is a 

convenient, useful means—a skillful deployment of human powers for social wealth; but it reduces the 

ability of each person taken individually.”
361

 Thusly we see another reason creating alienation of the 

individuals concerning their labor activity: division of labor.  

In the German Ideology, Marx and Engels claim, “division of labor and property are identical 

expressions.”
362

 In other words, while in division of labor the same thing is expressed according to 

activity, in property this same thing is affirmed according to product of the activity. And property is 
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“the power of disposing of the labor-power of others.”
363

 That is, property is enjoyment of the labor-

power of others. 

Concerning division of labor, Adam Smith begins with a simple abstraction. He claims that division of 

labor emerges due to the activity of exchange and trade.  Firstly, Smith differentiates the animal from 

man; the animal can survive independently whereas man has to live with others in order to meet their 

human requirements. Therefore, man needs to interact with others. However, man interacts with others 

not only for their needs but also for others’ requirements. Adam Smith, basically, claims that man 

turns towards the personal interests of others. If man can convince others of the usefulness of the 

products that he produces for their requirements, it would be the best condition for that man. Thus, 

man starts to make productive activity his main purpose due to his interests and their propensity to 

trade and exchange. From this point of view, Adam Smith indicates that man tends towards others’ 

advantages or interests rather than their humanity. 

As a result, the exchange or trucking leads to division of labor. Furthermore, division of labor is not a 

result but it is a reason. More clearly, the different natural talents among man are not the reason 

leading to division of labor but it is because of division of labor that there are many different natural 

talents existing among men. This claim of Smith is obviously not more than reducing man to an 

abstract position. It reduces man and his natural human talent to the market, exchange and trucking 

activity by division labor. As is seen, man, basically, is equal with commodity because division of 

labor, as Adam Smith argues, is not for the realization of humanity as a whole but for the advantages 

or interests of men. The reason for exchange is based on egoism, not humanity. Eventually, division of 

labor exists not for man but for capital.  

In my view while Adam Smith considers division of labor, which “bestows on labor infinite 

productive capacity,”
364

 he excludes the manifestation of the individuals as species being or the 

humanization of their labor; he considers only the productive capacity of labor. The exclusion of the 

individuals’ realization in the process of production is the result of alienated individuals in existing 

capitalist society.  

What causes division of labor to expand is the extent of the market or the extent of the power of 

exchanging. It depends on the size of the market because if the market is small, nobody wants to 

dedicate himself to just one employment because man cannot find sufficient demand for his product 
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and exchange of his product with another similar product. Adam Smith adds, “the accumulation of 

capital mounts with division of labor, and vice versa.”
365

  

In the Grundrisse, Marx argues that understanding division of labor is essential to understanding 

capitalism. When he speaks of the method of political economy, he points out how it is false to begin 

with the population which for him is abstraction; because the population is composed of classes; but in 

the same way these classes are also empty as long as they are not understood through their elements 

such as wage labor, capital, etc. Capital and wage labor, in turn, cannot be grasped without exchange, 

division of labor, prices, etc. which are the presuppositions of the wage labor and capital.
366

  

As Marx asserts, without presuppositions of capital such as division of labor, price, wage, labor, 

money, etc., it is difficult to comprehend what capital is as well as  what society is; in the same way, 

without dealing with these concepts of political economy it is difficult to grasp what the individual is 

in present society. For this reason, let us take a look at the money-man relationship as another cause 

for alienation of the individual.  

4.3.2.3.2. The Money relation: imaginary-individual 

What is the influence of money on the existence of the individual? 

“The difference between effective demand based on money and ineffective 

demand based on my need, my passion, my wish, etc., is the difference 

between being and thinking, between the imagined which exists merely within 

me and the imagined as it is for me outside me as a real object.”
367

 

Money transforms the individual into an image and imagination. As long as money is the primary tool 

for meeting one’s needs, the majority of individuals can only imagine satisfying their real demands 

and requirements. Their talent or capacity relies on money to be realized. That’s why the imaginary 

individual replaces the real and social individual. Everything, which is supposed to be actualized, 

remains unreal, in thinking and imaginary. Therefore, without money, demand or desire remains 

always without object, as just a simple image. In relation to money, we encounter a new definition of 

the individual; this individual is “the individual who possesses only fantasies”; that is, the individual is 

the imaginary-individual as well as the isolated individual. As Marx says capitalist has power over 
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labor because of capital; in the same way, the capitalists possess power over the individuals due to 

money.  

It is the power of money that helps man to be recognized as an individual. Moreover, money gives 

occasion to the individuals to realize themselves in the object, or in their production. It is money that 

enables the individuals to transform their real demand, requirements, image, and wish into reality. 

Money exists as such a power to materialize an image into reality. In addition to that, however, money 

also transforms reality into image. Furthermore, it is money that leads the real object, real 

requirements, needs etc., to be only image and thinking. All these effects of money transform the real 

individual into an abstract being, so that the “real essential power of man and nature” become an 

abstraction.
368

 Shortly, money separates the individuals from species being and from others. If you 

have money, you are in a relation to other individuals. If you do not have money, you are isolated 

from others. Therefore, money, which was only a mediator, becomes a power over the individuals. As 

Marx says in the Manuscripts of 1844, money is “the general distorting of individualities.”
369

 It 

“transforms fidelity into infidelity, love into hate, hate into love, virtue into vice, vice into virtue, 

servant into master, master into servant, idiocy into intelligence, and intelligence into idiocy.”
370

  

4.3.2.3.3. The critique of Hegel’s dialectic and a general critique of his 

philosophy 

Until now, we have been dealing with the problem of the individual in terms of the individual’s 

relationship with the external, sensuous world (particularly through the relationship of their labor to 

the external world). Under this subtitle, the purpose is to reveal the problem within their inner 

property, which is their self-consciousness. To this end, the concept of the individual in relation to 

self-consciousness will be examined through Marx’s critique of Hegel.  

Marx attempts to criticize partly the Hegelian dialectic, especially in the context of Phenomenology 

and Logic, and partly his philosophy as a whole, in an attempt to understand and justify the points 

mentioned above. What differentiates Marx’s materialism from Hegelian idealism or the idealist 

aspect of dialectic is the way to relate the idea to reality. Hegel presents reality, the material world as a 

manifestation of the Idea, which is described as the primary reality. Reality corresponds to the idea 

exhibiting itself and we get this idea from the outside, that is, from the external world, from outside of 

us. It means that the world exists for the sake of knowledge. Therefore, Marx responds to Hegel’s 

idealism with Shakespeare’s question: 

“Who can hold a fire in his hand 
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By thinking of the frosty Caucasus? 

Or cloy the hungry pangs of appetite 

By bare imagination of a feast?”
371

 

Furthermore, in this part of the manuscript, Marx aims at presenting the relation of the Hegelian 

dialectic to “the modern critical movement”
372

 or the modern critics (of that period) such as Strauss 

and Bruno Bauer. Marx criticizes the modern German critical movement for overlooking the vital 

question regarding their relation to Hegelian dialectic. The modern Germans criticism is powerfully 

concerned with the past and its subject-matter. In this respect, the modern critics such as Strauss and 

Bruno Bauer still remain within Hegelian dialectic even though they criticize this dialectic. According 

to Marx, it is only Feuerbach who discovers the truth of Hegel’s philosophy and hence demonstrates a 

serious and critical approach to Hegelian dialectic.  

What does Feuerbach achieve with the true critique of the Hegelian dialectic? 

1) Feuerbach argues that philosophy is no more than religion which is expressed by thinking and 

which has taken the form of thought. In addition, he indicates that religion is another form of 

estrangement of man.  

2) Feuerbach establishes “true materialism” and “real science” by way of making “the social 

relationship of man to man the basic principle of the theory.”
373

   

3) Lastly, Feuerbach opposes the negation of the negation; because negation of negation according to 

Feuerbach is the affirmation of theology or the transcendent because theology, the transcendent, etc., 

is first denied and then affirmed through the method of negation of negation.  

Feuerbach summarizes Hegelian dialectic as follows; 

Feuerbach explains that Hegel’s departure point (1) is the absolute, so the abstraction. In Hegelian 

terminology, Hegel sets out from the Infinite, the universal, that is, from the “estrangement of 

Substance.” Hegelian philosophy begins from religion and theology. (2) Then Hegel abolishes the 

infinite in order to set up “the actual, sensuous, real, finite, particular.”
374

 It means that Hegel annuls 

philosophy, religion and theology. (3) In the third stage, Hegel again establishes the infinite, that is, 

annulling the positive signifies the re-establishment of religion and theology.  

Marx states that from the point of view of negation of negation Hegel could not find the real 

movement of history but what he found is “the abstract, logical, speculative expression.”
375

 Moreover, 
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he could not illustrate the real origin of man’s history. For this reason, this process of history is the 

process of the abstract movement of religion and theology, more clearly, the historical process of 

thought but not the real history of man. 

4.3.2.3.3.1. Marx emphasizes two errors of Hegel  

 (1) The first error takes place in the Phänomenologie, in which Hegel treats entities such as wealth, 

state-power, etc., in their abstract form, as a thought. However, he does not consider these entities as 

facts that have to be in a relationship with man. In this regard, the whole history of the process of 

alienation and then the whole process of annihilation of this alienation is the process of production and 

re-production of abstract—logical, speculative—thought. In this context, the whole process of 

alienation and the negation of this alienation could be defined as the process of opposition; that is, “the 

opposition of in itself and for itself, of consciousness and self-consciousness, of subject and object—

that is to say, it is the opposition, within thought itself,  between abstract thinking and sensuous reality 

or real sensuousness.”
376

 Marx argues that in Hegel’s philosophy the appropriation of the powers of 

man firstly takes place in pure thought, in consciousness, which is abstraction. Man appropriates these 

objects as thoughts.  

(2) Secondly, Hegel vindicates all expressions of man in the external, objective, sensuous human 

world (such as wealth, religion, etc.) through thoughts. All these things such as wealth, state-power, 

religion, sense of man, etc., become spiritual entities because it is mind which is “the true essence of 

man, and the true form of mind is thinking mind, the logical, speculative mind.”
377

  

4.3.2.3.3.2. The achievement of Hegel’s dialectic 

It goes without saying that Marx appreciates Hegel’s dialectic and he mentions the positive aspects of 

his dialectic concerning the realm of alienation as follows: In the first place, annulling is one of these 

positive aspects of Hegelian dialectic. The annulment of estrangement equals the appropriation of the 

objective essence. Man gains his real essence through the annulment of estrangement within the 

estranged objective world. On the other hand, Marx finds this annulment of alienation abstract and 

formal because Hegel posits man as mere consciousness or self-consciousness. The annulment of 

estrangement therefore is an empty abstraction of negation of negation.  

Secondly, Hegel shows in his speculative logic that “the definite concepts, the universal fixed thought-

forms in their independence vis-à-vis nature and mind are a necessary result of the general 

estrangement of the human being and therefore also of a human thought”
378

 In Hegel’s speculative 

logic there are definite concepts, universal thought-forms as opposed to nature and minds. These fixed 
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universal thought-forms are independent from nature and mind. However, Hegel demonstrates them as 

moments of the process of abstraction and thus brings these thought-forms and determinate concepts 

close together. Marx claims that in this way abstraction in fact abandons itself since this abstraction 

has already grasped itself as abstraction. As a consequence, it arrives at its contrary entity, at nature. 

From this framework, Marx concludes that “the entire logic is the demonstration that abstract thought 

is nothing in itself; that the Absolute Idea is nothing in itself; that only Nature is something.”
379

  

Marx highlights that Hegel places man and nature in fixed mental shapes, that is, in abstract thoughts. 

All these fixed mental forms are subjects of the first negation—the estrangement of human thought—

and after that they are exposed to negation of this negation which means the annulment or 

transcendence of alienation of human thought. However, still, according to Marx, this negation of 

negation remains to be a restoration of these fixed mental forms, namely, the abstract thoughts “in 

their estrangement.” “To him, therefore, the whole of nature merely repeats the logical abstractions in 

a sensuous, external form.”
380

 In so doing, he reduces nature to “the form of Idea’s other-being.”
381

  

 

4.3.2.3.3.3. The approach of Engels to Hegel 

In his review of “A Contribution to the Critique of Political economy,” Engels explains that, in some 

fields of sciences, Germany proved itself to be better than others, but just in one science it was 

difficult to find the name of a German, that is, in political economy because in Germany the 

theoretical conditions of political economy had not fully developed. Political economy is the 

theoretical analysis of bourgeois society and in this regard political economy presupposes the 

conditions of developed bourgeois society but these conditions did not exist in Germany. In this 

context, Engels in his review for Marx’s work, “A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy” 

emphasizes the material conditions of life through which all social and political relations can be 

understood.
382

   

Engels asserts that the work of Marx aims at a consistent survey of the bourgeois mode of production 

and its laws. But it is not just an investigation of this mode of production; it also is a critique of all 

economy of which bourgeois political economists are only defenders and commentators. According to 

Engels, after the death of Hegel, nobody undertakes to examine and develop a science with its internal 

links like him. Engels claims that in this period there were two predominant philosophies; on one side 
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there was completely abstract, speculative Hegelian dialectic and on the other side Wolff’s 

metaphysical philosophy, to which the bourgeois economists held on. However, “the second method 

has been theoretically demolished by Kant and particularly Hegel.”
383

 Hegelian method in its essence 

was idealist and it was certainly not to be applied in this form. Engels says, “the main point in this 

case was the elaboration of a world outlook that was more materialist than any previous one.”
384

  

Hegelian method began with pure thought but “the starting point was to be inexorable facts.”
385

 Engels 

found this method applicable but according to him, it was to be criticized, not to be overthrown. 

Because the Hegelian school did not apply this dialectical method rightly, it began to be forgotten. 

“Hence, it was first of all essential to carry through a thorough critique of the Hegelian method.”
386

 

Engels thinks that the importance and uniqueness of Hegelian philosophy comes from his historical 

perspective. To Engels, “he was the first to try to demonstrate that there is an evolution, an intrinsic 

coherence in history.”
387

 This view of history provides a serious contribution to the philosophy of 

Marx. 

Marx drew the Hegelian dialectic out of its idealist framework. Therefore, with the right 

understanding of this dialectic method, it is time to criticize political economy in two different 

manners: in terms of history or in terms of logic. On the other hand, according to Engels, the most 

suitable way was the logical method.
388

 

4.3.2.3.3.4. Self-consciousness: an alien form of (to) the 

individual 

Just as Hegel treats entities and objects as thought-entities, so the subject is considered as an abstract 

form. The subject is conceived as consciousness or self-consciousness, abstracted from the conditions, 

which form this self-consciousness. It seems that, so long as man appears as a totality of thought, 

consciousness and self-consciousness are independent entities. This abstract character given to the 

individual leads man to be abstracted and thus estranged from the real sensuous world. In this regards 

Marx defines Hegel’s standpoint as one-sidedness.  
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According to Marx, the significant things in Hegel’s Phenomenology, are as follows; (1) he defines 

“the self-genesis of man as a process;” (2) he grasps “objectification as loss of the object, as alienation 

and as transcendence of this alienation;” (3) also he comprehends the essence of labor and objective 

man; (4) Hegel conceives the objective man as a result of this process of labor as objectification and 

alienation.   

 

However although Hegel comprehends the essence of man as labor, as objectification and 

transcendence of alienation, Marx sees his position as similar to that of the political economists’ 

because, like the approach of political economy, Hegel also comprehends the essence of man as labor, 

but as political economy he grasps it in its abstraction. In this context, “labor is man’s coming-to-be 

for himself within alienation, or as alienated man.”
389

 Hegel recognizes objectification and 

transcendence of alienation through labor as a process of self-realization of man. On the other hand, 

although Hegel grasps labor as essential to man, labor is only a process in order to arrive at self-

consciousness as the essence of man. Self-consciousness is the essence of man. In this respect, Marx 

emphasizes that Hegel conceives labor as abstractly mental labor. 

 

Marx speaks of the real, corporeal individual as a directly natural being in two respects: 1) on the one 

hand, the individual is equipped and endowed with objective essential powers, natural, material 

powers. In this sense, this individual acts naturally for his/her needs. 2) On the other hand, s/he is, like 

other beings such as animal and plants, a limited being and for this reason, s/he suffers. It means that 

the object that s/he needs remains outside her/him. It is therefore a dependent object.
390

  

 

The relation of the individuals to objects is clearly essential and necessary. For this reason, the 

individuals cannot be conceived outside objects. The individuals always need the nature or object 

outside them. We are natural beings because we have a nature outside us. To be an objective being is 

to have an object outside oneself. “An unobjective being is nullity—an un-being.”
391

 On this matter 

Marx has the same standpoint with Feuerbach who in the Philosophy of the Future claims that only the 

sensuous beings require objects outside themselves in order to exist; for example to breathe they need 

air, to drink they need water, etc., but they do not need anything, at least directly, for the act of 

thinking. A breathing-being needs air, something outside itself but thinking-beings are related to 

themselves, to self-being. In other words, they are an object of their own-self.  
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4.3.2.3.3.5. The individual as a suffering-being 

With the reduction of the individual into merely self-consciousness and thinking-being, it is forgotten 

that the individual is a suffering-being. Suffering-being implies that the individual is not alone. In 

other words, the individual is a totality of human relations, relations to other individual, to nature, to 

objects, to society, etc. We can say that one of the problems of the individual is the fact that the 

individual is not seen as suffering-being. However “to be sensuous is to suffer.”
392

 Because the 

individuals possess an object and besides they become an object of others, the individual is a suffering 

being. The individual is sensuous being which makes them a suffering being. To have relation with 

object is an indication of the existence of the individual; for first to have an object implies that the 

individual has a relationship. Secondly, to have relation with an object is the only concrete form in 

which I can experience and actualize myself. Without relationship, the individual could not have any 

object and could not be an object for others.  

 

From this perspective, we arrive at two defining elements of a relationship: 1) there must be at least 

two subjects (or individuals) or one subject and one object; 2) feeling. What I try to indicate is that 

even if relationship is based either on hatred or on love; either bestial feeling or sensuous, in all cases 

the relation is dependent on feeling; for man is a sensuous being. In addition to man’s suffering 

character, he is a passionate being in relation with his object. Here Marx is all of one mind about 

passion with Hegel who considers passion as man’s essential force towards and over the object. 

 

The individual means simply and directly, self-conscious being but this statement is nothing more than 

words. With this remark, I am trying to indicate that although the essence of the individual is defined 

as self-consciousness, it is an illusion because of the fact that it is not desired that the individual is 

self-consciousness or awareness of what’s happening.  

 

4.3.2.3.3.6. The individual as knowing being 

In addition to having a natural existence, man “is natural human being” which signifies that “he is a 

being for himself. Therefore he is a species being, and has to confirm and manifest himself as such 

both in his being and in his knowing.”
393

  

Marx argues that in Hegelian dialectic the relation of the individual to the object is based on the act of 

knowing. Therefore, the object has not any objectivity outside knowing. Similarly, knowing is the sole 

objective relation of consciousness. But then in this process there is another moment. Consciousness 

objectifies itself in other-being and then annuls and supersedes this objectification; lastly resumes 
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itself in its other-being. Hegel believes that, in this way, consciousness is “at home in its other-being 

as such.”
394

 Here Marx finds two illusions of speculation. In the first place, “consciousness (knowing 

as knowing, thinking as thinking) pretends to be directly the other of itself—to be the world of sense, 

the real world, life—thought over-reaching itself in thought (Feuerbach).”
395

 Secondly, the process of 

the supersession of the spiritual world and then resuming it in self-consciousness, like the negation of 

religion and then affirmation and re-recognition of religion, implies that self-conscious man confirms 

and re-establishes it. 

At the end of this moment, self-consciousness pretends that it is in the other of itself (in its other-

being) at home. It means that it is again at home in religion after the process of negation and 

supersession of religion. Even though consciousness annihilated and superseded the “spiritual world,” 

self-consciousness still is a sort of confirmation of this alienated world through the re-establishment of 

it. One might say that Hegel’s philosophy is pure thinking through experiences. The same abstraction 

appears in a being-thinking inversion as in the subject-predicate inversion. The subject-predicate 

inversion is a great indication of the problem of the individual. In Hegel, the subject appears as a result 

at the end of the process during which the spirit realizes itself through world history. In the modern 

state, the individual is considered as a subject but through the dialectical process, it is realized that the 

individual is just a means or an instrument. On the other hand, the state, private property,
396

 or simply 

capital, in this regard, profit is the end and appears as a subject.   

In short, alienation appears;  

Firstly (1) in the fact that (a) man’s means of life belongs to an other, and (b) therefore it is impossible 

for him to fulfill his desires; and secondly (2) in the fact that (a) man’s activity becomes something 

other than itself under these circumstances (capitalist conditions), and (b) “all is under the sway of 

inhuman power.”
397

 In which kind of society does the individual live? With reference to political 

economists, this society is civil society.
398

 What kind of society is this civil society? In this civil 

society, every individual exists as a means for others. Moreover, the individual in this civil society is 

either a worker or a capitalist. 
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4.4. THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE INDIVIUDAL TO THE POLITICAL STATE 

    4.4.1. Introduction  

The fourth part of this chapter will deal with the problem of the individual through their relationship to 

politics. In this respect, the main and fundamental writings of Marx, which are going to be analyzed 

are Zur Judenfrage (On the Jewish Question) (1844) and Zur Kritik der Hegelschen Rechtsphilosophie 

(Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right). While the former was published in 

1844, the latter written in 1843, remained unpublished during Marx’s lifetime.  

In the third part of this chapter, we tried to analyze the problem of the individual in terms of the 

ontological existence of the individual in relation with the economic aspect. In this context, we see that 

the individual, as regards their existence in society, is unreal and an illusion because the individual is 

deprived of their real relationship to the real external sensuous world. Because the individual is alien 

to their existence, in the sense of their relationship to themselves (here to their product of labor, its 

process, and labor itself), to other individual, generally to their species being, and finally to society, 

the individual is also alien to politics. In short, it can be said that as the individual’s existence does not 

belong to the individual, they are alien to all their relationships.  

On the one hand, the individual in its lexical definition means, “single, independent being.” On the 

other hand, as we see through the third part, this is not the case because the individual, even in itself, is 

not independent. It is merely said that the individual must be or should be independent. But the reality 

is that the individual completely and inevitably depends on their relationships with the external 

sensuous world, that is, the world outside the individual.  

With respect to politics, the individual has not any right to guide their political existence. However, 

the modern state claims that the individual governs themselves through their political decisions. But it 

is just appearance. It is just what we see but what is the reality behind this appearance? The abstract 

form in which the relationship of the individual to the political state exists separates the individual 

from their reality. Just as there is a subject-predicate inversion concerning the thought-subject relation, 

so here there is the subject-predicate reversion regarding the relationship between the individual and 

the state. What does this reversion mean for the individual’s existence? The answer to this question is 

strongly related to the means-end inversion, which is similar to the subject-predication inversion. It 

means that the individual in reality is not an independent being but it is an instrument for the existence 

of the political state. Whereas the political state is the end, the individual is just a means in order to 

realize the existence of the political state. It signifies that the state is considered as a creature of the 

individual but it is not the individual who creates the political state for the organization of society as a 

means. It should be reminded that the state should be just an instrument for the interests of human 

beings. Once we recognize the state as a means, then we realize that the political state is not an 
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absolute being. For Hegel as well as for capitalism, on the other hand, the political state appears as 

absolute being.  

I realize that my claim that the state appears as an absolute being may sound controversial since 

capitalist ideology itself would never acknowledge that it grants the state such a status. But I argue that 

the political state appears as absolute being in capitalism in that it has absolute power, both in its use 

of force and its alliance with capital. It does not recognize any power that can overtake it. 

In The Philosophy of Right, Hegel had already argued that not all individuals could participate in 

decision-making processes and deliberations concerning the common affairs of the state; for this 

would be an atomistic attitude, which automatically collapses in the sphere of the state. The state is not 

an atomistic state but an organism. However, Hegel demonstrates the normal as abnormal. What I am 

trying to say is that, to Hegel, the representation of all individuals on the universal interests of the state 

by virtue of their own decisions is irrational. In this regard, for Hegel, what is true and rational is 

irrational and absolutely false. Let me quote from Hegel: “It is held that all should share individually 

in the counsels and decisions regarding the general affairs of state. The reason assigned is that all are 

members of the state, its affairs are the affairs of all, and for the transaction of these affairs all with 

their knowledge and will have a right to be present.”
399

 However, it goes without saying that, to Hegel, 

this common belief is an empty and abstract claim whereas it is the true political form of every 

individual. Moreover, for Hegel, to be a member of the state is nothing more than an abstraction.  

In this point, we should ask; what is abstraction and what is it to be a member of the state? Or more 

generally, what is Hegel’s determination and ideal form of the state? Indeed the answer of these 

questions will be given more clearly in section 4.4.3 of this chapter which is concentrated on the 

Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right but shortly one might say that, theoretically for Hegel, to be 

member of the state signifies simply to have rights and in the same manner to have duties. It may seem 

that, in Hegel’s mind, there is an ancient Greek form of government, which was not representative. 

However when we examine his masterpiece Philosophy of Right, more closely, we will discover that 

Hegel’s political form is quite opposed to that of ancient Greek. In Hegel’s political sphere, the 

individuals are deliberately excluded from politics. For this reason, in Hegel, to be a member of the 

state is an illusion.  

I would like to re-emphasize that the ‘individual,’ which was created by modernism, that is to say, 

which was the symbol of the so-called modern period, was just an illusion. In this sense, the Ego as a 

concept is a creation of the modern times. By underscoring the existence of the individual, the aim is 

to isolate the subject into its lonely life. Furthermore, in so doing, the individual is separated from its 
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relations to others, its relation to social life, to politics, etc. It creates a great problem not only for the 

individual itself but also for the others, for society because the ‘individual’ thus loses their respect for 

others. They forget how to live with others as being aware of or being conscious of the existence of 

others. This is related with the greatest illusion the ‘individual’ lives in that enables them to recognize 

only themselves. The concept of the ‘individual’ was defined as a bourgeois conception by Marx.
400

 

Like other concepts of modern society and classical political economy, the emphasis on the individual 

overlooks their relations, namely social relations. It is necessary to find the concrete reality of the 

individual, which is their social existence. 

As John Macmurray claimed in his book Marxism, “to be rid of our illusions is surely the first 

condition of discovering the truth.”
401

 What is the truth
402

? It is the aim of realism, which aims to fight 
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against illusions. The political illusion in society is the belief that the individual has free choice not 

only in the political area but also in the economic base and in order to get rid of this illusion we are 

forced to find or seek the truth. It is the contention of this thesis that the truth in question must be 

manifested and analyzed through the concepts of Marx. Thus, to begin with, it must be found in the 

capitalist mode of production. The problem of the individual is based on the question whether we are 

aware of the relation between what we think and what we do. The traditional form of consciousness 

ignores this sort of relation. This relation is the relation of theory to praxis. If theory disengages with 

praxis, or praxis breaks with theory, in the former theory becomes mere thought and abstract; in the 

latter praxis exists without logic, or consciousness.
403

  

 

The main research will be to explore the nature of political power. For this reason, we should pay 

attention to the difference between political consciousness and the nature of political power or the 

political state. Marx clearly explains his approach to this question, especially in an article, which was 

written against Ruge (who wrote an article in July in Vorwärts
404

). Ruge in his article after the Silesian 

revolt
405

 in the summer of 1844 claims that without political consciousness in Germany and a social 

reform that would originate from political revolution, “no social revolt could succeed in Germany.”
406

 

Marx pointed out particularly the nature of political power, namely, the nature of the political state. To 

Marx, the problem did not spring from the form of the political state or political programme but from 

its origin, or its essence.  

For Marx, the state and the political organization of the state are not different things; they are the 

same. In accordance with this view, Marx refers to the Prussian government and says that 

“the state will never discover the source of social evils in the ‘state and the organization of society,’ as 

the Prussian expects of his King.”
407

 “Even the radical and revolutionary politicians look for the causes 
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of evil not in the nature of the state but in a specific form of the state which they would like to replace 

with another form of the state.”
408

 Marx finds a great fault in this sort of understanding. He indicates 

that the organisation of society is the state itself. The state finds the social evils in the administration 

and “hence the cure is sought in administrative measures. Why? Because the administration is the 

organizing agency of the state.”
409

 The form is changed but the content remains always the same. The 

main problem is to be able to seek what its essence is. 

Within the frame of those questions given above we seek the reality and appearance of the state 

throughout the works mentioned above. The fundamental reason why these particular writings are 

chosen to discuss the problem of the individual is because Marx manifests his attitude towards the 

state and the relationship of the individual to the political state, and generally to politics, in these 

works. Another reason, not less important, is that particularly in On the Jewish Question, Marx speaks 

of the individual being as an “illusory phenomenon”
410

 in the political state. In other words, the 

argument of the thesis is as follows; nowadays the individual as a single being in society is an 

imaginary being and his relation with the political state is illusory and thus the individual in this sense 

is an illusory being. Within the framework of this argument, Marx’s determination in this writing is as 

follows: Due to the dualism of the individual’s life, namely the dualism of life of civil society and life 

of politics, and more importantly the dualism of private individual life and species-life, the individual 

is not able to realize what the truth is, the individual is not able to realize himself either in his 

individual life or in his species-life. The reason is that both the life of civil society and political life are 

unreal, illusory and therefore the individual is an imaginary and illusory being as well. This point will 

be investigated in detail throughout this part. 

Now let us take a look at the text of On the Jewish Question. 

4.4.2. The Analysis of the “On the Jewish Question” (1844) 

Marx wrote this work at end of 1843 and published this article first in the Deutsch-Französische 

Jahrbücher. He divided it into two parts; (1) the first part contained the criticism of politics which 

concluded that the emancipation of the individual would come to an end by means of abolishing the 

division between “man as egoistic being in ‘civil society’ and man as abstract citizen in the state.”
411

 

Therefore, in this first part, he comments not only on the ‘Christian state’ but also on the ‘state as 

such’ which most emphatically must be underscored. (2) In the second part, Marx expounded the 

problem in terms of economy, that is, the criticism of economy or commerce which, to Marx, was 

linked to ‘Judism.’   
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Within the scope of these two determinations in this writing, Marx criticizes Bruno Bauer concerning 

his work called, Die Judenfrage [1843], in which Bauer speaks of his sympathy for the political 

emancipation in Germany. Marx argues against Bauer’s idea that found the emancipation of the 

Jewish people through a critique of the Christian state instead of the ‘state as such.’ Bauer suggests, 

“the Jew should renounce Judaism, and in general that man should renounce religion, in order to be 

emancipated as a citizen.”
412

 In this respect, Bauer believes that political emancipation of religion 

within the state is annihilation of all religion. Therefore, through the abolition of religion in the state 

the individual would be emancipated as a citizen. In other words, to be a true citizen is possible 

through the “political abolition of religion.” Thus according to Bauer, a state with religion is not a true 

or even an actual state.   

In this sense, in this critique of Bauer’s ideas, Marx also propounds his theory of the state. He grounds 

his analysis of the Jewish problem on two basic problems: 1) political emancipation; 2) human 

emancipation. To Bauer the emancipation of the Jewish people is possible by virtue of the 

secularization of the state. Accordingly, for Bauer man liberates himself from the restriction of 

religion in a political way, that is, with the medium of the state. Marx comments that Bauer considers 

only one aspect of the state. This aspect, which Bauer could not fully formulate, is the nature of the 

state and “the nature of political emancipation.”
413

  

Here, Marx discusses this problem by giving the example of North America, since North America is 

supposedly secular. Thus in these free states, the question of religion becomes a secular question by 

losing its theological dimension and becomes linked to the form of the state. To Marx, if the state has 

a political attitude to religion or religious man in general, and ceases to hold a theological attitude 

towards religion, the criticism of the relation of religion to the political state becomes the criticism of 

the political state.
414

  

As soon as the state loses its theological form, it becomes possible to discuss the question politically. 

Even though it is claimed that the state is indifferent toward any kind of religion and achieves a fully 

political emancipation, there is still a defect due to the existence of religion in civil society. For this 

reason, this defect must be seen to be a deficiency of the state itself. The question is thus transposed to 

the relation of political emancipation to human emancipation. “The question of the relation between 

political emancipation and religion becomes for us a question of the relation between political 

emancipation and human emancipation.”
415

 In this point, Marx expresses two things: 1) the criticism 

of the secular state. The criticism is the criticism of “religious failings of the political state by 
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criticizing the political state in its secular form;”
416

 2) the contradictions in human terms; such as 

between the state and a particular religion or religion in general, between the state and “particular 

secular elements”, and finally between “the state and its general presuppositions.”
417

 In a word, it is 

the criticism of the nature of the state. 

What are the particular elements of the state? Marx explains them, in the following paragraphs, as we 

will see. For example, one of these elements is private property. 

In this context, Marx expresses that political emancipation does not provide complete emancipation 

from religion and it is not the right form of human emancipation. The state might be emancipated from 

religions such as Judaism or Christianity and religion in general. In so doing, the state becomes 

indifferent to any kind of religion. However, “to be politically emancipated from religion is not to be 

finally and completely emancipated from religion, because political emancipation is not the final and 

absolute form of human emancipation.”
418

 Therefore, it should be said that political emancipation is 

basically the emancipation of the state. The state liberates itself from religion but this does not signify 

that the individual liberates themselves from religion. Let me express it clearly in Marx’s own words; 

“a state may be a free state without man himself being a free man.”
419

 Obviously, it is also the political 

problem of nowadays. The state exists liberally and over and above the individuals; it is indifferent to 

the liberation of man.   

Political emancipation does not lead to human emancipation. For example, the state emancipates itself 

from religion although the immense majority is still religious in their private lives. On many other 

similar points, the individuals liberate themselves only through the state or through a political way. 

According to this determination, the state provides the freedom of the individual which has no sense in 

nowadays’ political state. The state is for the individual the political way of liberation. It goes without 

saying that for Marx this is a “devious way.” To Marx, “the state is the intermediary between man and 

human liberty.”
420

  

Let us turn our attention the elements of political state Marx mentioned above. 

4.4.2.1. The existence of the individual as illusory phenomenon and the 

imaginary being  

It is claimed that the political state and civil society are interrelated, but the relation between the 

political state and civil society is illusory because the state governs civil society without really 
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touching the problem of civil society. Moreover, the state leaves the solution of some problems to civil 

organizations without any support. Actually, it is the task of the state to solve such problems. The state 

stays on top of civil society; it is not embedded into civil society. In the same way, the member of civil 

society, that is, the individual is not embedded into the political state. The problem of the individual is 

situated in this type of relationship (or lack thereof) of the individual and civil society to the political 

state or generally to politics. 

 “The relationship of the political state to civil society is just as spiritual as the relationship of heaven 

to earth.”
421

 The relationship between the political state and civil society remains spiritual because the 

state puts itself in opposition to civil society like the opposition of heaven to earth. We are never sure 

about the existence of heaven but we continue to believe in heaven as a perfect place for human 

beings. Moreover, we always image heaven as opposed to the earth, just as we image the state as 

opposed to civil society. The state appears as if it is unattainable, disconnected to civil society, and 

unknown like heaven. The state stands always over civil society as superior to all members of society. 

In the state, the individual is considered as ‘a species being’; but Marx criticizes the concept of the 

individual at this point “as the imaginary member of an imaginary sovereignty.” “In the state, where 

the individual is considered to be a species-being,
422

 they are divested of their real individual life and 

filled with an unreal universality.”
423

 In the state, where according to Hegel the individual arrives at 

the universal level, the individual actually does not exist as a political being. The individual exists 

only physically. The individual is separated from their real human being so that they cannot realize 

their immediate reality; thus the individual is put into the state where they basically lose their real 

being and become a universal being (species being). However, this universal being as citizen remains 

all too abstract.  

4.4.2.2. The elements of the political state 

In the modern political state, the individual finds themselves in contradiction with the political state 

and with other individuals as members of civil society. This conflict relates to the division between 

civil society and the political state. This division, in turn, is about the relation between the political 

state and its presuppositions. As Marx remarks, these presuppositions of the political state are 1) 

material elements such as private property—the means of production—and 2) spiritual elements such 

as culture and religion. The elements of the political state as Marx argued are in the first place private 
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property as a material element, then education and occupation; in addition to these, culture and 

religion are spiritual elements. One might methodologically separate and call them as structure and 

superstructure as post-Marxists already did.  

In the secular state, the conflict resolves into the division between civil society and the secular 

political state. Through the spiritual elements such as culture, tradition or religion the state 

manipulates the individuals in order to avoid the contradictions or conflicts with society. The state 

applies religious principles or cultural sentiment (i.e., national feelings) in an effort to manage the 

individuals and to sustain social order. Religion commends the individual to obey authority, 

proclaiming that all authority comes from God. Therefore, the state’s authority in the same way is 

related to God. In democracy as a political system or in a secular state, although there is not any 

privileged religion in the state, the political emancipation from religion as Marx showed still does not 

abolish or destroy religion. In other words, religion continues to exist in civil society as private creed.  

Private property is another element of the political state. Marx relates the reason why the political state 

and civil society are separated to the emergence of private property. In the German Ideology, Marx 

clarifies the reason. To Marx, the state has become an independent and separate entity from civil 

society when property cast off all communal institution and became private property. The separation is 

the result of the emancipation of private property from community.
424

 Therefore, Marx defines this 

state as a form of organization, which the owners of private property necessarily adopt to mutually 

assure their interests and their ownership of private property.  

Marx explains the relationship of the political state to property in the German Ideology (1845-46) 

under the subtitle called “the relation of the state and law to property.” Here Marx gives a short 

historical background of this relation of the state to property. “The first form of property is tribal 

property [Stammeigentum].”
425

 Tribal property was not the developed stage of production. Here the 

hunting, fishing, cattle-raising or agriculture is for tribal people the main means to live. Many tribes 

come together in a city and thus the second form of property, which is the communal and state 

property, appears. Then feudal or estate property is defined as the third form of property. In short, 

tribal property passed through various stages such as “feudal landed property, corporative movable 

property, capital invested in manufacture”
426

 and arrived at modern capital. Modern capital is 

“determined by big industry and universal competition, i.e. pure private property, which has cast off 

all semblance of a communal institution and has shut out the State from any influence on the 
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development of property.”
427

 How did owners of private property purchase the state? Marx explains as 

follows; 

“To this modern private property corresponds the modern State, which, 

purchased gradually by the owners of property by means of taxation, has 

fallen entirely into their hands through the national debt, and its existence has 

become wholly dependent on the commercial credit which the owners of 

property, the bourgeois, extend to it, as reflected in the rise and fall of State 

funds on the stock exchange.”
428

 

Therefore, the distinct character of private property is that; 1) this property does not any more belong 

to the communal institution (Gemeinwesen); 2) correspondingly, the state has no influence on the 

development of the property. These two features are the character of modern private property. Just as 

tribal property had corresponded to the ancient state so this modern private property corresponds to the 

modern state.  

Material elements such as private property are preconditions of the modern state because the state is 

nothing more than a form of organization ensuring the private property of the bourgeois for internal 

and external purposes. The owner of private property through taxation gradually seizes the modern 

state. In this respect, Marx argues, “the state is the form in which the individuals of a ruling class 

assert their common interests.”
429

 Here one might ask, regarding political emancipation, what happens 

when the individuals strive to liberate themselves from religion and even from private property. Of 

course political conflict would occur. The state pretends to liberate itself from private property only in 

the same way as it destroys religion, namely, by trying to repress “its own prerequisites—civil society 

and its elements—and to establish itself as the genuine and harmonious species-life of man.”
430

 For 

example, it tries to repress private property “by confiscation or by progressive taxation.” However, 

Marx asserts that the way the state seeks to stifle its preconditions is force or violence. “Thus the 

political drama ends necessarily with the restoration of religion, of private property, of all the elements 

of civil society, just as war ends with the conclusion of peace.”
431

 

The state proclaims that people without distinctions based on birth, social rank, education or 

occupation are equal. Distinctions based on birth, social rank, education or occupation are not 

supposed to be distinctions that count before the law. They are not distinctions that are politically 

recognized. However, the state does not abolish private property; because it legally recognizes the 
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existence of private property. The state annihilates these distinctions in its own way just as it permits 

private property to exist in its own way.
432

  

Accordingly, at this point Bauer did not pay attention to the relationship of the political state to its 

presuppositions. Furthermore, because of not being based on the relation between the political state 

and its presupposition, Bauer did not touch on the contradiction between “general interest and private 

interest”, the secular “schism between political state and civil society” which leads Bauer to remain 

deeply Hegelian. What Bauer intends to do is to displace religion from the state to civil society 

through political emancipation which is indeed the separation of the individual into public person and 

private person.
433

 However, this division does not mean that political emancipation abolishes “man’s 

real religiosity.”
434

 Accordingly, political emancipation demonstrates that religion changes its place in 

the state with civil society. Thereby the individual in their private life is religious and in their public 

life is a secular citizen.   

What Marx tries to say is that the fundamental and essential reason of the religious problem could not 

be found within religious or theological criticism. However, the problem must be researched into the 

relationship itself, that is, the relationship of the political state to the presuppositions of its existence. It 

is a crucial observation that religion is one of presuppositions of the political state as a spiritual 

element. Inevitably, this observation leads one to question how these elements affect the relationship 

of the individual not just with politics and religion but also with other individuals. The material and 

spiritual preconditions—namely, private property, culture, tradition, religion, etc.—determine the 

whole of the relationships of the individual. These elements, whether they are material or spiritual, are 

apparatus for the state to exist and maintain its existence.  In this writing, Marx did not use the word 

‘apparatus’ to define these elements as means or instruments of the political state for its own 

existence; the expression is Althusser’s. However, although Marx did not say explicitly that these 

elements are apparatus, it seems to me that when speaking of “the elements of the state” Marx 

implicitly refers to the instruments of the political state. 

Marx finds that political emancipation is a great development but on the other hand, the final form of 

human emancipation is not political emancipation. With political emancipation, the state can 

emancipate itself from restrictions, such as religion, without emancipating the individuals; the state 

can be a free state without freedom of the individuals. By political emancipation, religion is expelled 

from political life into private life. It is not anymore in public law but in private law. “It [Religion] is 
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no longer the essence of community, but the essence of differentiation.”
435

 What does Marx mean by 

“essence of differentiation”? He wants to point out that by expelling religion from “the sphere of 

public law,” the differentiation between the public and private life, between political community and 

civil society become sharper and more obvious. It is obvious because religion is not completely 

abolished by the political emancipation. However, if religion was the essence or spirit of the state 

before, now it is the spirit of civil society, the essence of private life. Basically, the division which 

from the very beginning has already existed became more obvious and sharper by political 

emancipation because now the political sphere and private sphere are separated. Accordingly, religion 

is an “expression of the fact that man is separated from the community, from himself and from other 

men.”
436

  

In short, political emancipation is not final human emancipation. Marx defines it as an illusionary 

form of emancipation. Owing to this illusory form, the individual becomes an illusory phenomenon. 

This illusion is based on the form of the political state.  

Nowadays in society, there is only one existence of the individual, that is, the private individual; for 

the community is not a political community; for this reason, the individual is not a communal being. If 

there is not any political activity in species-life, there is not any political being or the individual or 

political species in this society.  

4.4.2.3. The loss of the political relationship  

4.4.2.3.1. The reality of the political state and its relationship with the 

individual 

What is the reality of the political state? Strictly speaking, we have already above in some degree 

questioned the truth of the political state. Marx reminds us that the political state is an egoistic body, 

which appears as a subject. It seems that the state has a body and character because it is only worried 

about its own existence. It can do anything in order to sustain its proper existence. Therefore, the state 

is not interested in the general interest, which in fact should be its proper concern. The political state 

is interested in particular or private interest. From this point, it might be said that the political state 

has a particular or individual character as a subject. On the other hand, the political state acts as if its 

existence was for the general interests.  

Marx talks about the members of the state as religious persons. Why are members of the political state 

defined as religious? For a religious individual always remains between two different spheres such as 

between heaven and earth, the real sensuous external world. For this reason, the individual as a 
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member of the political state falls into “the dualism between individual life and species-life, between 

the life of civil society and political life.”
437

 Just as the religious individual treats heavenly life as if it 

were its true life, so the individual treats political life “as if it were his true life.” The religious 

individual relates themselves to the religious order (or God) by isolating and alienating themselves 

from the real world and other individuals. Religion is the separation of “man from man” because every 

individual is considered (particularly in Christianity) “a sovereign being, a supreme being.”
438

 

Similarly, the individuals take the character of a supreme being by way of law, that is, their supreme 

condition is their legal status. Thus, Marx draws an analogy between being political (in and through 

the modern state) and being religious. “They are religious…in the sense that religion is here the spirit 

of civil society, and expresses the separation and withdrawal of man from man.”
439

 

In this point, it is important to pay attention to the relationship between the state and the individual. In 

other words, such a question immediately appears; what does the individual mean in the eye of the 

political state? This individual is considered as 

“a sovereign being, a supreme being; but it is uneducated unsocial man, man 

just as he is in his fortuitous existence, man as he has been corrupted, lost to 

himself, alienated, subjected to the rule of inhuman conditions and elements, 

by the whole organization of our society—in short man who is not yet a real 

species-being.”
440

   

It is also the reality of democracy. In other words, in democracy man is characterized as sovereign 

man, independent and supreme man within his alienated, unreal and unsocial existence. Is it 

democracy? Or is it simply an illusory form of democracy? Obviously, it is illusory. It is the claim of 

Christianity saying that every individual supreme
441

 which thus leads the individual to become a 

sovereign being in his political life. Just as the individual does not guide himself in religion, so the 

sovereignty of the individual is nothing more than an appearance.  
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4.4.2.3.2.  The reality of the rights of human beings and the relation of    

rights to the individual 

Bauer expresses that man has to sacrifice his privileged interest, for example in the sense of “privilege 

of faith,” for the general interest. In this respect, Marx begins to question what kind of rights Bauer 

talks about. Bauer speaks of the rights of man; to a certain degree, these rights of man include political 

rights. 

It goes without saying that the individual can acquire these political rights only in and through the 

community. To have these rights means the individual can participate in political life, namely, in the 

state, and life of the community. “They fall in the category of political liberty, of civil rights.”
442

 In 

this respect, Marx demonstrates that there are two rights in question: 1) the rights of man; 2) the rights 

of the citizen. The rights of the citizen are those rights one has by virtue of belonging to a certain 

political state. The rights of man are human rights that every person supposedly has simply by virtue 

of being human regardless of which political community they belong to. Marx argues that the North 

Americans and the French discover these rights of man; for example, Declaration of the Rights of Man 

and of the Citizen talks about liberty.  

Marx criticizes the constitution law
443

 (such as Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen) as 

regards the rights of man. He defines these rights as the rights of egoistic man. In this sense, these 

constitutions did not create the rights of man beyond the private interests and private desires of man. 

This means that man is still separated from community as a member of society, as an individual being.  

Marx asks what the difference between the rights of man and the rights of the citizen is. Furthermore 

he asks who the man different from the citizen is. Then he responds that this man is the member of 

civil society. Another question Marx asks is why they called these rights “the rights of man.” Marx 

explains this fact by the relationship of the political state to civil society and “by the nature of political 

emancipation.”
444

 In the first place, Marx says that these rights of man are simply the rights of the 

members of civil society. As a result, these rights are rights of unreal man, which is completely alien 

to both the life of the community and political life. As a result the difference between the rights of 

man and the rights of the citizen is related to the nature of political emancipation which separates the 

individuals as public (or citizen) and private person.  

According to constitution, in 1793 (Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen), the rights of 

man include equality, security and property. Moreover, in this context, it defines liberty as a power to 
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do everything without damaging other man’s rights. However the question is how this liberty is 

realized, where this liberty exists. Due to the separation of man from his political life and thus from 

other men, this liberty as a right of man is found in the separation of man from man, not the 

relationship of man to man. Then how does liberty as a right of man realize itself? It goes without 

saying that it is private property. Private property is the practical form of liberty. It is through and with 

private property that the individual enjoys life and realizes his will and inclinations. These 

achievements and enjoyment take place independently from society and without relation to others. It 

takes place in the egoistic interests of the individual. “It is the right of self-interest.”
445

 The liberty of 

the individual as a right of man to do everything without destroying other’s rights and the private 

property as the practical application of these rights are the basis of civil society. In this society under 

these rights of man, every individual considers other individual as a person that limits his right. In 

other words, the individual does not see in the other individual his realization. Other man is just a 

limitation of his rights. Herewith equality, liberty, security and property are the basis and character of 

civil society, which were founded by the constitutions. If one mentions equality, liberty and security, it 

is because of private property but not because of the existence of the individual. It is liberty of free 

marketing; it is equality of selling and buying commodity; it is security of private property. Here 

security is about the concept of the police in civil society. Indeed security is a sort of guarantee for 

egoism of civil society. In this regard the existence of civil society is based on preserving each 

member regarding their rights and property, and in addition to this, civil society meets their demands 

and expectations. For this reason, “the only bond which holds them together is natural necessity, need 

and private interest, the conservation of their property and their egoistic persons.”
446

 

4.4.2.3.3. The existence of the individual in the old and new form of 

society   

Marx discusses political emancipation as the dissolution of old society into a political system 

(Saatswesen) but this political system, which rests on the sovereignty of man, is estranged from 

people.  

The old society was feudalism. In this form of society, political life had a directly political character. 

The elements of civil life such as family, property, and occupation took the form of elements of 

political life such as lordships, caste, and guilds. The relation of the individual to the state was 

determined as a whole through these forms. In this respect, there was an organic link between that 

realm of life where production took place and political life.  
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In this society (feudalism), property and labor were separated from the body of the state and were 

made “distinct societies within society.”
447

 Moreover, the individual was separated from the body of 

the state because the individuals existed in the political elements, which we have already mentioned in 

the previous paragraph. Labor and property were related to different societies such as corporations, 

guilds, etc. With the existence of new civil society, labor and property become dependent on the 

political state itself. In feudalism,  

“they [the vital functions and conditions of civil society] excluded the 

individual from the body of the state, and transformed the particular relation 

which existed between his corporation and the state into a general relation 

between the individual and social life, just as they transformed his specific 

civil activity and situation into a general activity and situation.”
448

 

In the old form of the state, even though the individuals were excluded from the political state, they 

were still related to politics through their particular relations with corporation or guilds. Of course, in 

this organization, the state existed for “the private affair of a ruler and his servants.”
449

 In other words, 

the state was necessarily the state of private affair of a ruler and his servants. Therefore, the revolution 

that established a new society overthrew the estates, corporations, guilds and privileges. According to 

Marx, it signifies that this “political revolution abolished the political character of civil society.”
450

 

For civil society was reduced to single individuals. According Marx, with this political revolution, 1) 

state affairs became the affairs of the people; 2) the political state became “a matter of general 

concern.” For this reason, this revolution destroyed estates, corporations, guilds, and privileges 

through which the individuals related to the state. These organizations indeed related the people to 

community life; but when they were shattered by this political revolution, the people were separated 

from community life.  

Marx particularly speaks of the period following the political revolution from feudalism into 

revolution of civil society in which the individuals are separated from community life, from his 

relationship with the state as a whole. Thereby this new society relies merely on the individual being. 

The relationship of the individual to the state as a whole is not in question. Marx repeats the basic 

elements of civil society: 1) on the one hand, individuals; 2) on the other hand, material (such as 

property) and cultural elements (such as religion) (Marx also calls it spiritual elements). For instance, 

the individuals are formed and determined in society through property and religion in that private 

property determines your status or the class to which you belong, and in the same way, religion 
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presents your culture as well as your life style. In this society, man is free to do anything. The contents 

of both societies, feudal society and civil society, are the same but the forms of these societies are 

changed. “Hence man was not freed from religion—he received freedom of religion. He was not freed 

from property—he received freedom of property. He was nor freed from the egoism of trade—he 

received the freedom to engage in trade.”
451

  

In civil society, man as an individual being is the foundation of this society and the presupposition of 

political life, which is a dilemma. It is a dilemma because on the one hand the individual is a 

presupposition and foundation of this new society and political state; on the other hand, the individuals 

exist without their self-activity or without acting both in civil society and in the political state. The 

relation of “means and end” is inverted. In this political life, the recognition of the individual is 

possible within the rights of man; this law regulates the relations of the individual. In this type of 

society and political community, man is no longer political-man. The individual dissolved into 

“independent” individuals but the adjective “independent” in front of the “individuals” is indeed 

nonsense and meaningless because in fact, there is no individual who is independent. Every individual 

depends on something; firstly, they depend on nature in an effort to survive in the world; for their 

basic needs and for producing and re-producing these needs and transforming nature they depend on 

tools. They depend on other individuals at least to meet other basic needs. They depend on their 

mothers in order to exist. Therefore, we are socially dependent on something. In my view, the word 

“independent” does not signify that the individuals are able to do everything by themselves, which is 

the assumption of modern society, but rather “independent” must be comprehended by the word 

“separated”, “isolated,” or “single” individual.  

The relationship of the individuals to the state is realized through the law. In this respect, the 

individuals are legal individuals because the law regulates the relations of “independent” individuals.  

This is why Marx remarks that political emancipation is not the full emancipation of man. This 

emancipation splits man into two parts; one is the reduction of man to the member of civil society as 

egoistic individual, independent individual; second is the reduction of man to a citizen and to a moral 

person in the political sense. Marx states that the political revolution transforms civil society into its 

elements without criticizing or without changing the elements of civil society; namely without 

revolutionizing the elements of civil society; such as private property and religion as we already 

explained.
452

 

Let us take a look the paragraph given below in which Marx explains the completion of human 

emancipation;  
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“Only when real, individual man resumes the abstract citizen into himself and 

as an individual man has become a species-being in his empirical life, his 

individual work and his individual relationships, only when man has 

recognized and organized his forces propres (own forces) as social forces so 

that social force is no longer separated from him in the form of political force, 

only then will human emancipation be completed.”
453

 

From this quotation, the Hegelian influence can be observed which distinguished the moral person as a 

political person, namely, in terms of citizenship, and the individual as the egoistic one. Then how is 

human emancipation achieved? When is man emancipated completely? Firstly 1) man has to abolish 

their character as abstract citizen. It means that man must be a citizen by their direct relationship with 

politics and society. 2) Secondly, man has to become a species being in their life as a whole, in their 

works, in their relationship with others, with society, with politics and with nature. To become a 

species being points out that man is a real human within their humanistic activity in empirical life. 

Thirdly 3) man has to recognize their powers not as an egoistic one but as a social force and thus man 

can organize their force not just for themselves but also for others as social powers. Therefore, this 

social power cannot be separated from man in the form of political power. In other words, when the 

individual recognizes their power not as an egoistic power but as a social power, this social power in 

the form of political power could not be separated from themselves. 

The reason why political emancipation fails to achieve real emancipation is because civil society 

which political emancipation seeks to overcome is a society of egoism and of practical need. In this 

context we can say that the principle of civil society; in the first place 1) is based on the existence 

individual (the character of this individual is to be egoistic, isolated, separated, imaginary and to have 

illusory relationship to the political state. Besides, a supreme character is given to the individual); 2) 

the law is the principle for the existence of the individual in the form of citizenship. Marx maintains 

that this “supreme condition of man is his legal status, his relationship to laws which are valid for him, 

not because they are the laws of his own will and nature, but because they are dominant and any 

infraction of them will be avenged.”
454

 Although the principle of civil society is the laws which 

organize the relations between each individual, these laws do not result from the own will and nature 

of the individual; they are enforced on the individuals by a certain class. Whenever the individual 

endangers these laws and thus the political state, the individual will be punished.  

Accordingly, it seems to me the world which is based on the separation (division between civil society 

and political state) is more theoretical than before. The foundation of new society brought with itself 
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not only the separation of political life and private life but also a sharp distinction between theory and 

practice. One of the examples for this theorization is the organization, determination, and restriction of 

the individual’s activity through laws, which are not the result of the will of the individual. Due to the 

theorization, the individual is separated from the political state and is reduced to the theorized and 

institutionalized individual, which is no longer a practical phenomenon. It is said that the individual is 

politicized in our present century but indeed, they are not. For these above-mentioned reasons, the 

individual is an imaginary and illusory phenomenon.     

Summarizing this part of our investigation, we can say that Marx never reduces the existence of the 

individual just into self-conscious being. Of course, Marx accepts that man is differentiated from 

animal according to their consciousness. However, Marx especially underlines the importance of 

activity. In this sense, the individual is consciousness of their activity. Man is a being dependent on 

their activity. Being active refers to being in relationship with something or somebody outside oneself. 

For this reason, man is a social being, through which he realizes their true and human activity. With all 

this in mind, we can daringly say that the gap between the political state and the individual lies behind 

the separation between the individual as self-conscious being and the individual as active being. Less 

praxis more theorization! It is the principle and slogan of the current capitalist system (neo-

liberalism
455

 

4.4.3. The Analysis of the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right 

4.4.3.1. A brief historical background of the Critique 

It is said that Zur Kritik der Hegelschen Rechtsphilosophie (the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of 

Right) is the most difficult among Marx’s early writings. The difficulty results from both the works of 

Marx and Hegel together. If you target to penetrate fully into Marx’s Critique in order to achieve a 

comprehensive and analytical reading, you must penetrate into Hegel’s Philosophy of Right as well.  
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Marx left this work without date as well as title, and the Critique was not published during Marx’s 

lifetime. This manuscript was published in 1927. After this incomplete manuscript, at the same year, 

Marx wrote the contribution to the Critique and it was published in the Deutsch-Französische 

Jahrbücher in 1844.  

The writings of the Young Marx are generally considered to be criticism. In one of his letters to Ruge 

(September 1843) Marx claims that criticism has to concern itself with “the theoretical existence of 

man, in other words to make religion, science, etc.”
456

 He emphasizes that, in Germany, religion and 

politics became the predominant concern so that he wanted to deal with these questions through the 

method of criticism. Marx’s main criticism concerns the gap between the ideal mission of the state and 

the way it actually functions alongside civil society. In this respect, Marx argues, “it [state] 

everywhere comes into contradiction between its ideal mission and its real preconditions.”
457

 

Immediately after this determination he says that merely “out of this conflict of the political state with 

itself, therefore, one can develop social truth.”
458

 Thus, Marx sets out by the critique of Hegel’s 

Philosophy of Right, (Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts oder Naturrecht und Staatwissenschaft 

im Grundrisse). It is Hegel’s major writing on political theory, which was published in 1821. Hegel 

used this work for his lectures in political philosophy.
459

   

In his work, Marx criticizes Hegel’s Philosophy of Right paragraph by paragraph, that is, from 261 to 

313. However, the first four pages of the manuscript are missing. Marx deals with the internal 

constitution, including the crown, the executive and legislature. Marx projected to write a critique of 

Hegel’s political philosophy for over a year. He spoke of his project with his friend, Arnold Ruge 

through a letter (written in 5 March 1842). Marx found Hegel’s political system or his constitutional 

monarchy contradictory. And he aimed at writing the critique of Hegel’s natural law and his political 

system and accordingly he mentioned that he would discuss and be against Hegel’s constitutional 

monarchy.
460
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In the Introduction of the English translation to the Critique, O’Malley writes that Marx never 

submitted his article on Hegel’s political philosophy because of the fact that at that period he had not 

enough time to concentrate himself on his projected essay. He lacked time due to his journalism. For 

example, at that period, there was Prussian censorship and in the February of 1842 Marx was busy 

writing a criticism about it. 

To O’Malley, another reason for Marx’s failure to write the Critique “may have been due to his lack 

of a methodology suitable for a systematic criticism of Hegel’s political philosophy.” Consequently, 

Marx began to criticize Hegel’s Philosophy of Right paragraph by paragraph but he could not create an 

essay. He planned to revise his manuscripts in order to publish after finishing them. For this reason at 

the same time he also wrote an essay as an introduction to the Critique, “Zur Kritik der Hegelschen 

Rechtsphilosophie: Einleitung” which he submitted (February 1844) to the Deutsch-Französische 

Jahrbücher.  

O’Malley claims, “as it turned out, a key element in the methodology employed by Marx in the 

Critique was provided by an essay by Feuerbach which first appeared, of all places, in Ruge’s 

Anekdota.”
461

 For this reason, this second short essay (“Zur Kritik der Hegelschen Rechtsphilosophie: 

Einleitung”) focused on the significance and importance of the criticism of Ludwig Feuerbach on 

speculative philosophy and theology. 

At that period, Marx was exiled from Germany and he went to Paris with his wife where he published 

the “introduction” to the Critique. However he did not revise his manuscripts because of the fact that 

he found the work to be too complex and hybrid. However, Marx lays stress on the importance and 

significance of this work for “the development of his thought.”
462

 As Colletti contended, the Critique 

was not only a starting point as a critique of philosophy of law and did not just transform this critique 

into the critique of the state but it is much more complicated and sophisticated than Philosophy of 

Right itself.
463

  

                                                           
461

 Joseph O’Malley, “Introduction,” in Critique., by Karl Marx, translated by Annette Jolin and Joseph 

O’Malley, edited with an Introduction and Notes by Joseph O’Malley, Cambridge at the University Press, 1970, 

p. x 
462

 O’Malley, “Introduction,” in Critique., by Karl Marx, p.xi “After his death in March 1883 the manuscript 

remained undiscovered among his papers until 1922, when David Rjazanov, who was then attempting to 

establish the contents of the full Marx-Engels Nachlass, found it in the Berlin archives of the German Socail-

Democratic Party. It was then published for the first time, edited by Rjazanov, in the first volume of MEGA 

(1927).” p. xi 
463

 Lucio Colletti, “Marx e Hegel”, in Il Marxismo e Hegel, Editori Laterza: Roma, Bari, 1973, p. 112 

[According to Colletti, Marx began the Critique like the critique of philosophy and then he penetrates the object 

of that philosophy. In other words, it is no longer the issue of Hegel talking about society but it directly speaks of 

society itself. It means Marx left behind Hegel’s approach to society and thus started to approach to the condition 



151 

 

4.4.3.2. The purpose of the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right and his 

criticism  

Actually, Marx speaks of the true essence of the Critique more clearly in his essay, which was written 

after the Critique, namely, A Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. Here, he 

argues that the task of history is to reestablish the truth of this real world “once the other-world of 

truth has vanished.” Especially, it is the task of philosophy that has to unmask the self-alienation of 

human being once it relieved itself of its sacred, mystical form. In so doing, “the critique of heaven is 

transformed into the critique of the earth, the critique of religion into the critique of law, the critique of 

theology into the critique of politics.”
464

 At the beginning of the article, Marx expresses that the 

critique of religion, by which every critique is firstly started, is completed.  

It should be reminded that Marx does not directly focus on the Philosophy of Right in terms of its 

content but he attacks the content of Hegel’s political state through its form. It is also worth noting that 

Marx interprets the Philosophy of Right as a manifestation of the modern states. The first aim we have 

already mentioned above is the criticism of Hegel’s constitutional monarchy. In this regard, Marx 

proposed to make an evaluation of Hegel’s political philosophy and to arrive at the critique of existing 

political institutions. In the “Preface” to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy published 

in 1859, Marx explained that the conclusion he arrived at after his critique of Hegel’s political system 

was that legal relations and the political forms of the states could not be sought and comprehended by 

themselves or by “the so-called general development of the human mind.”
465

 Instead of these, they 

could be comprehended by investigating their material conditions. As Marx alluded, Hegel defined the 

material conditions of life in “civil society.” Hegel took the concept of “civil society” from the 

Englishmen and Frenchmen of the eighteenth century. However, it is important to note that Hegel’s 

concept of civil society is an important advancement on the concept as it has been handled in the 

social contract tradition. According to contract theorists, the purpose of the state is to secure and to 

regulate social relations among citizens. Hegel like Aristotle argues that the state is not a sphere of 

regulations to facilitate social and economic or commercial relations in an attempt to prevent injustice 

among the citizens. Civil society is the sphere of needs including this sort of regulations.
466

 Allen 
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Wood states that Hegel is the first philosopher who separates ‘civil society,’ which is considered as the 

realm of economy, from family and the state. Hegel’s ‘civil society’ is a type of social organization.
467

 

Richard Winfield claims that many interpreters assert that Hegel follows classical political economists 

such as Steuart, Smith and Ricardo who considered economy within civil society. However, Winfield 

argues that these interpreters ignored that the classical political economists did not distinguish civil 

society from an independent political sphere, “but from a ‘civil government’ devoted to the same civil 

rights, deriving from liberty, which are supposedly operative in the market place.”
468

 For this reason, 

the economy of such civil society of the political economist “can be called a ‘political’ economy 

insofar as the ends ascribed to politics are ultimately indistinguishable from those of society.”
469

 And 

the essence of civil society could be comprehended through political economy.   

Hegel differed from Marx in that he attributed a more significant role to the state as the realm where 

the individual can exist in synthesis with the universal. In this regard, the individual being was reduced 

to an institutional being, which means that the individuals can exist and realize themselves only 

through their institutional (legal) relationships. By the 17
th
 century the individual was considered as a 

political being, however, this is only the appearance on the surface. While the basic characteristic of 

the modern period is allegedly the politicization of the individual, the reality is quite the opposite.    

As a result, Marx’s interest in political issues during the period when he was editor of the Reinische 

Zeitung indicated that the aim of Marx in criticizing Hegel’s Philosophy of Right was to reveal the 

relationship of the existing political system to the economy of society. In this regard, it could be said 

that, during 1842 and the early period of 1843, the first form of his social criticism appeared through 

his journalism. In this period, he wrote about the censorship in the Anekdota. Moreover, he wrote 

many articles on social and political questions in the Rheinische Zeitung. In this daily newspaper, the 

approach of Marx to social and political questions is determined by his convictions about social 

reform. Marx approaches social reform as a way, which could be achieved through the education of 

the public. Marx particularly believed in the necessary education of regime, “about the shortcoming of 

the existing socio-political order by appealing to a philosophical understanding of the nature and 

purpose of political society.”
470

 In this respect, there are two determinations of Marx’s criticism: 1) 
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social philosophy appealing to the regime was the theoretical aspect of criticism; and 2) public 

education was the practical aspect “through the medium of the popular press.”
471

  

However, Marx left this conviction or this program of social reform due to two reasons: 1) because of 

“the official reaction in the form of censorship.”
472

 Because of this effective censorship, he saw that 

public education alone could not result in social reform. Therefore, he arrived at the necessity of social 

and political organization. 2) Marx realized the power of economic interests. In this regard, he saw that 

an understanding of economic factors in political society was essential to succeed in attaining the 

common good and the aim of criticism. As a result, Marx realized that two things—the philosophical 

understanding of society and economic factors of political society— could achieve the true 

understanding of society and give an adequate theoretical basis of criticism.
473

  

O’Malley reveals that the discovery of Marx regarding his theoretical shortcomings in regard to the 

economic aspect of political society was the end of the first phase of his intellectual development. To 

O’Malley, these determinations regarding the shortcomings of his theoretical basis for social criticism 

led Marx to establish the second phase of his intellectual development, which for O’Malley was the 

decisive phase. He identifies this decisive phase with the period between 1843 and 1846. 

Let me summarize how O’Malley characterizes  the early writings of Marx in three  periods; 1) the 

first effort at political organization; 2) Marx aims at achieving the knowledge firstly in political theory, 

secondly in history, and then lastly in political economy. This knowledge in different fields is 

necessary for his effective social criticism and its theoretical basis; 3) during the third period Marx for 

the first time met with the industrial proletariat. He saw the industrial proletariat as the material force 

in society, which could bring about a social revolution. As a result, his views on social transformation 

become more radical. Education, rather than being a goal in its own sake, became an instrument that 

served to demonstrate to the people who are economically, socially and politically dispossessed their 

real interests in society and the significant role they will assume for the transformation of and 

revolution in society. In other words, Marx considers education as part of his criticism for “the 

economically, socially and politically dispossessed.”
474

  

Consequently, in early 1843, by means of his experiences in political journalism, Marx reached two 

results: 1) “the existing socio-political order was far short of—indeed, in some respect it was the 
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antithesis of—a rational state”
475

; 2) the reform concerning the existing social-political order could not 

be completed “without a clearer understanding of the operation of economic forces within it.”
476

 

In relation to these two results, O’Malley emphasizes the influences of Eduard Gans and Karl von 

Savigny on Marx’s intellectual development. Marx attended the lectures of law from both thinkers. 

The lectures of Gans provided him the rational critical analysis of legislative institutions and 

producers. On the other hand, the lectures from Savigny provided him with a historical method of the 

analysis of social and political institutions. Although Marx criticizes the ‘Historical School of Law’ in 

which Savigny is involved, he adopted his method, which explained the existing institution by taking 

account of their historical genesis. According to O’Malley, Marx firstly applied this “historic-genetic 

technique” to his writing, the Critique.  

4.4.3.2.1. The method used in the Critique 

O’Malley states that Marx fundamentally puts to use three critical techniques in the Critique.  

1) The critical approach of Feuerbach to speculative philosophy, particularly, Hegel’s 

philosophy. In other words, Marx takes this method from Feuerbach
477

 as a “transformative 

method of criticizing”
478

 the speculative aspect of Hegel’s philosophy. The Feuerbachian 

method helps Marx reveal the nature of Hegel’s speculative philosophy, which according to 

Marx is “a mystical and pantheistic view of reality.” Therefore, through this method, the 

mystical form of Hegel’s philosophy and his approach to the existing political state (order) 

would be uncovered. In this regard, Marx uses Feuerbach’s method of subject-predicate 

inversion to uncover the true relationship between the individual man and society, between 

society and the political state.
479

  

In 1865, in one of his letters to his friend Schweitzer, Marx expresses what he sees to be the negative 

and positive aspects of Feuerbach’s thought: 
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“Compared with Hegel, Feuerbach is certainly poor. Nevertheless he was 

epoch-making after Hegel because he laid stress on certain points which were 

disagreeable to the Christian consciousness but important for the progress of 

criticism, points which Hegel had left in mystic clair-obscur [semi-

obscurity].”
480

 

2) The analysis and exposition of Hegel’s text paragraph by paragraph. Through the analysis and 

explication of the text, Marx exposes the internal contradictions in Hegel’s account of the 

existing political society and order.  

3) The historic-genetic technique by von Savigny as a systematic method of criticism. By the 

historical genesis, through a historical research about the genesis of the modern political state, 

Marx tried to point out certain contradictions. In this context, Marx focuses on three historical 

developments: 1) “the evolution of political institutions”; 2) the separation between civil 

society and the political state (civil and political life) which is the characteristic of modern 

society;
481

 3) “the relationship between private property and the political state.”
482

 

4) A fourth critical technique, in addition to O’Malley’s categorization of the method that Marx 

employed might be, as mentioned in Althusser’s work, Pour Marx, a polemical approach to 

the questions. In this regard, in the Critique, Marx approaches Hegel’s political philosophy 
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through a polemic against him.    

Now let us take a glance at Feuerbach’s philosophy in order to grasp and see better, what Marx takes 

from him and what he refuses or criticizes. Without considering some basic works of Feuerbach, it 

might be difficult to comprehend Marx’s writings such as On the Jewish Question or the Critique of 

Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. Moreover as Althusser claimed, the early writings of Marx with 

Feuerbach’s philosophy allow “historical reading” of the whole Marx’s writings. 

According to Althusser, until 1845 Marx did not abandon Feuerbach’s approach to philosophical 

problems. In this sense, The German Ideology was Marx’s first work in which he criticizes and begins 

to break off his relation with Feuerbach’s philosophy.
483

  

However, in my conviction, Marx, before The German Ideology, had already begun to criticize 

Feuerbach’s philosophy by taking the shortcomings of his criticism of speculative philosophy into 

consideration. In one of his letters to Ruge,
484

 Marx says, “Feuerbach’s aphorisms seem to me 

incorrect only in one respect, that he refers too much to nature and too little to politics. That, however, 

is the only alliance by which present-day philosophy can become truth.” In this letter, Marx discusses 

the significance and importance of emphasis on the sphere of politics. For his conviction, philosophy 

becomes true through alliance with the sphere of politics. 

4.4.3.2.1.1. The influence of Feuerbach  

Feuerbach studied under Hegel in 1804 in Berlin. Marx characterizes Feuerbach “as a frivolous 

mocker, and Bauer as a man of wholly uncritical mind.”
485

 Some of Feuerbach’s texts and articles are 

A Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy (1839); The Essence of Christianity (1841); The 

Provisional Theses for the Reform of Philosophy (1842); The Principle of the Philosophy of Future 

(1843); the preface to the second edition of the Essence of Christianity (1843); and the Essence of 

Religion in 1851. All these texts and articles could not be examined under this subtitle but regarding 

the argument, The Essence of Christianity, The Provisional Theses for the Reform of Philosophy and 

The Principle of the Philosophy of Future will be taken into account.  
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The comprehension of Feuerbach’s man as social being is not richer than Hegel’s, as Marx and Engels 

affirmed. The difference between Hegel and Feuerbach is that Hegel’s explanation of his philosophy is 

not as simple and clear as Feuerbach’s. Even though Marx thought that Feuerbach’s philosophy was 

extremely poor when compared with Hegel’s, he still found Feuerbach very important due to leading 

the progress of criticism.
486

     

The problem of the individual’s freedom, put differently, the problem of the existence of the 

individual as free man, is the problem of essence of the man. In this point, the problem of the 

individual must be examined by underlining the essence of the human being in terms of Feuerbach’s 

philosophy. Feuerbach’s works on the essence of man are based on a critique of the religious 

perspective.   

4.4.3.2.1.1.1. “The Provisional Theses for the Reform of Philosophy” 

This article was the continuation of the Essence of Christianity, which will be discussed below. In the 

Provisional Theses, we see Feuerbach’s critique of speculative philosophy by establishing the 

relationship between religion or theology and Hegel’s philosophy. In other words, Feuerbach applied 

his critical method to speculative philosophy in relation to religion. In this point both Feuerbach and 

Marx believed that Hegel’s concept of the Absolute was essentially theological and referred to the 

religious concept of God as ordinarily called by human beings. It might be said that the principle of 

Feuerbach’s method concerning the critique of Hegel’s speculative philosophy is based on a 

comparison of theological approaches to human being and to nature with Hegel’s approach. In this 

respect, Hegelian speculative philosophy is identified with theology.  

Feuerbach began criticizing and attacking speculative philosophy as theology in the Provisional 

Theses for the Reform of Philosophy. According to Feuerbach, speculative philosophy transfers divine 

being into the external sensuous world. Feuerbach considers Spinoza “the originator of speculative 

philosophy, Schelling its restorer, Hegel its perfecter.”
487

  

According to Feuerbach, the similarity between theology and Hegel’s speculative philosophy is as 

follows: 
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1) Just as theology transfers the essence of human being into something outside human being, so 

Hegel’s Logic transfers the thought, the thinking of human being as if it was outside human 

being. 

2)  Just as theology represents everything in accordance with the divine essence in heaven and in 

earth, that is, in abstract form and in concrete form (in nature), so Hegel’s philosophy 

demonstrates everything twice just as theology. In other words, Hegelian philosophy indicates 

everything firstly in logical form, that is, “as an object of the logic and then again as an object 

of the philosophy of nature and the philosophy of spirit.”
488

 In this context, what must be done 

is to make the predicate into the subject and the subject into predicate. 

3) Theology separates and alienates human beings from their essence and then re-identifies “the 

alienated essence with the human being, so Hegel multiplies and splits up the simple, self-

identical essence of nature and the human-being in order, then, to mediate forcibly what was 

forcibly separated.”
489

 The reason why Hegel’s philosophy is based on a mediate process and 

lacks immediate unity is because of his method, his Logic, which contains negation and 

negation of negation (Aufheben).  

Feuerbach finds Hegel’s philosophy abstract. He emphasizes the revelation or realization of the 

absolute spirit in art, in religion and in philosophy according to Hegel. However, he underlines the 

importance and function of human feelings and intuition, which could not be separated from art, 

religion, and philosophy. By speculative philosophy, the absolute spirit was differentiated from human 

essence and demonstrated to be of another sort. The entire system of Hegel’s philosophy depends on 

the abstraction; owing to this abstraction, his philosophy is an expression of human-being estranged 

from its essence. It is important to define what the term “abstract” means. “‘To abstract’ means to 

suppose the essence of nature outside nature, the essence of the human being outside the human being, 

the essence of thinking outside the act of thinking.” And he continues “Hegelian philosophy lacks 

immediate unity, immediate certainty, immediate truth.”
490

 

Like Hegel, according to Feuerbach, the essence of human beings, or what differentiates them from 

animals, is their consciousness (“in the sense of the feeling of self, in the sense of the ability to 

distinguish one sensuous object from another, to perceive—even judge—external things according to 

definite sensuous characteristics emanating from them, consciousness in this sense cannot be denied of 
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the animal”
491

) like thought or speech as species features. This consciousness is their species (in the 

Essence of Christianity, species is defined by Feuerbach as the mode of being) character. Feuerbach 

relates consciousness to knowledge of which animals are deprived. Through consciousness, human 

beings are able to produce science.  According to Feuerbach, science is the consciousness of species 

because the object of science is species, the natural needs of human beings. The important thing 

concerning consciousness of human beings or the character of species (humanity proper) is to be 

aware of the infinity of consciousness. However, in this point what differentiates Feuerbach from 

Hegel is that Feuerbach does not consider only consciousness as the distinctive feature of the species 

but he regards human beings as reason, will, and heart. Their human essence is not separated from 

matter, from their sensation, feeling which make human beings concrete entities. For this reason, 

Feuerbach speaks of alienation of human beings from their truly human essence. The act of abstraction 

leads human beings to be separated from their true essence.
492

   

Feuerbach discusses that Hegel’s speculative philosophy begins with absolute spirit, with God. 

However, Feuerbach thinks that there is a subject-predicate inversion involved in this starting point. It 

means that Hegel considers God as a subject and, nature and human beings are regarded as its 

predicates. In this respect, God has a personality and individuality that creates and exists 

independently while nature and human beings are dependent entities and thus subordinate to God. 

In this sense, Feuerbach states that philosophy begins with the actual, real world, from the finite and 

the determined things. It is the infinite or absolute spirit that is derived from the finite and therefore 

absolute spirit is the predicate, not the subject. In other words, just as there is no quality in thought 

without determinate qualities, there is no infinite being without the determined, finite, actual world.
493

 

To Feuerbach, there is a dialectical and mutual relationship between the subject and the predicate. 

Feuerbach relates the predicates as the principal existence for the subject because the subject relates 

with reality and certainty only by way of its predicates. In the Provisional Theses for the Reformation 

of Philosophy, Feuerbach argues that all predicates such as wisdom, love, power, even infinity etc. 

exist first with human beings. The existence of human beings, their reality and certainty depends on 

the reality and certainty of man’s human predicates. Similarly, the reality of the individual depends on 
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the reality of the human being as a species. For example, thought and speech as the properties of 

human species belongs to the essential character of the human individual. 

After the publication of this article, Marx wrote Ruge a letter in which he expressed his enthusiasm for 

Feuerbach. The only thing, with which Marx was not satisfied, was that Feuerbach put too much 

emphasis on nature and too little on politics. According to Marx, contemporary philosophy became a 

truth by means of politics. It goes without saying that Marx was indebted to Feuerbach for his reversal 

of Hegel’s dialectic. In the Critique, the strong influence of Feuerbach’s method can be observed. 

Besides the reversal method of Feuerbach, Marx had Feuerbach to thank for some of the terms he used 

in the Critique such as ‘mystification’; for Marx, the philosophy of Hegel contains “a systematic 

‘mystification’.”
494

 The term ‘mystification’ signified that something was deprived of its own 

independent nature because this independent nature was transformed into an imaginary entity. 

However, Feuerbach is deprived of a social and historical perspective, which could be found in Marx. 

In other words, Marx transformed Feuerbach’s criticism into a social and historical criticism. In sum, 

Feuerbach and Marx both thought that Hegel inverted the correct relationship between subjects and 

predicates.  

4.4.3.2.1.1.2. The Essence of Christianity 

Although Feuerbach’s masterpiece, the Essence of Christianity, did not make a great impression on 

Marx as it did on Ruge, it is still important to read it because it discusses emancipation from 

Christianity or religion.   

In this basic work, through a research on the essence of religion or theology in general and the essence 

of Christianity in particular, Feuerbach concentrates on the essence of man. In the preface of the 

Essence of Christianity, Feuerbach firstly distinguished his philosophy from the philosophies of his 

time as well as philosophies prior to his time. In this regard, he aims at presenting the principle of a 

new philosophy in this work. This new philosophy clarifies what philosophy was and what philosophy 

must be. Simply he says that this research for uncovering philosophy is based not on the 

Understanding itself as Kant’s philosophy is, or on the Absolute as Hegel’s is, but on an understanding 

of man himself. To Feuerbach, hitherto philosophy lacks “the real, complete nature of man.”
495

 In 

other words, it remains always in abstract form and therefore in this philosophy the essence of man is 

conceptual being.  
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In this respect, the principle of Feuerbach’s philosophy is reality, so to speak, real being, not thought, 

but the external sensuous world, not directly and immediately thought, but matter and senses. This 

means that thought is created “from the opposite of thought, from Matter, from existence, from the 

senses; it has relation to its object first through the senses, i.e., passively, before being defined in 

thought.”
496

 This is also one of the basic assertions of Marx who points out in Introduction to A 

Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right that it is man who creates thought but it is 

not thought which creates man. In this respect, Feuerbach targets “to discover” and “unveil 

existence”
497

 rather than “invent” it. He aims at seeing this existence correctly.   

4.4.3.2.1.1.2.1. The essence of human beings   

Feuerbach tries to analyze the distinction between animals and human beings in terms of 

consciousness. As we shall see, it is this demarcation, which differentiates Marx from Feuerbach. For 

Marx, man is not just a conscious being but particularly a social being. It might be said that Feuerbach 

is more Hegelian concerning the approach to the essence of man insofar as he remains more abstract. 

As Marx emphasized in his letter to Ruge, Feuerbach laid stress on nature, i.e, the nature of mankind, 

or the species. However, Feuerbach’s approach to consciousness, nature and species-being involves a 

certain understanding of science which Marx later criticized. According to Feuerbach, “Science is the 

cognizance of species. In practical life we have to do with individuals; in science, with species.”
498

 In 

other words, practical life deals with the individual while science copes with the universal.  

Feuerbach distinguishes human beings from animals in terms of inner and outer life. What Feuerbach 

says here is that while man has two lives, animal has just one simple life. It means that man has an 

inner and an outer life while the animal has only one life of inner within outer. “The inner life of man 

is the life which has relation to his species, to his general, as distinguished from his individual, 

nature.”
499

 Thus, it might be said that Feuerbach, like Hegel, refers to the differences between the 

individual and the universal as well as the intrinsic connection of the individual to the universal. The 

universal corresponds to the species being. In the end, it can be said that Feuerbach remains Hegelian 

in certain important respects although he aimed to criticize Hegel’s speculative philosophy.   

It is by way of this consciousness that the individual being’s awareness of his limits makes itself 

manifest. Therefore, with his consciousness he feels and recognizes himself as a limited being. The 

individual human being exists within the consciousness of the limitation or awareness of finitude. It is 

the characteristic of the individual being. However, this consciousness of finitude is not only based on 
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the awareness of natural limitation but it also relies on social life, in other words, being a social 

animal.  

Feuerbach took the concept of consciousness from Hegel. He constitutes consciousness as the essential 

difference between man and animal. Man is distinguished from animal in terms of consciousness in so 

far as man makes his species or “his mode of being” the object of his thought. Feuerbach, as Hegel 

already did, related consciousness to knowledge.  

In addition to consciousness as a feature of the human being, feeling is another important term in 

Feuerbach’s philosophy; because feeling is an inward power inside us and by means of feeling, you 

arrive at God. In this respect, there is a strict relationship between love and God. Feuerbach was aware 

of the loss of feelings like Love because of the fact that modern philosophy very much emphasizes 

reason. Feuerbach mentions the combination of the individual and the universal through love, which, 

according to him, holds the opposite sides together, that is, reconciles the perfect and imperfect. Let 

me quote from Feuerbach himself; 

 “The law condemns; the heart has compassion even on the sinner. The law 

affirms me only as an abstract being,—love, as a real being. Love gives me the 

consciousness that I am a man; the law only the consciousness that I am a 

sinner, that I am worthless. The law holds man in bondage; love makes him 

free. Love is the middle term, the substantial bond, the principle of 

reconciliation between the perfect and the imperfect, the sinless and sinful 

being, the universal and the individual, the divine and the human. Love is God 

himself, and apart from it there is no God. Love makes man God and God 

man...Love is materialism; immaterial love is a chimaera.”
500

 

Most importantly, Feuerbach lays stress on love as something material. It means that love is not 

abstract. I found the emphasis on love important and significant for some reasons. Firstly, when 

separated from his feelings, the individual is reduced to the rational being. Therefore, secondly, the 

individual is separated from his nature, which is based on being sensuous as well as rational. This 

separation results in a miscomprehension of human nature; strictly speaking man exists both with 

reason and feeling.   

Feuerbach turned Hegel’s speculative philosophy upside down. Feuerbach, by explaining the essence 

of Christianity, explains also the essence of Hegel’s philosophy: it is a sort of description of Hegel’s 

philosophy. What I am trying to say is that while Feuerbach represents the essence of Christianity, he 

therefore demonstrates its similarity with and its relation to Hegel’s philosophy. In one of his 
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arguments, Feuerbach states, “in religion man separates himself from himself, but only to return 

always to the same point from which he set out. Man negates himself, but only posits himself again, 

and that in a glorified form: he negates this life, but only, in the end, to posit it again in the future 

life.”
501

 The similarity between the way Feuerbach describes Christianity and Hegel’s philosophy is 

obvious. As a matter of fact, Hegel himself said that his philosophy was a representation of 

Christianity in thought. Feuerbach notes that both are forms of alienation in the sense that the 

individual separates himself from himself and from the world in order to return to himself as self-

consciousness of himself and to the present world in which he exists. As a result, according to 

Feuerbach, it goes without saying that the whole of Hegel’s philosophy is based on the essence of the 

Christianity.  

All belief in God or in the absolute refers to human beings themselves, the essential needs of human 

beings. Human beings create this belief for their own sake.
 502

 Feuerbach characterizes the essence of 

Christians as being opposite to Nature, but at the same time, Christianity sanctifies the essence of man. 

In other words, the world is temporary according to this belief “but man, nay, the individual, personal 

man, is eternal.”
503

 The ancient world was fascinated with the cosmos, but the modern world (or 

Christian world) discovered man and the individual (personal man); according to Feuerbach, the result 

is “the Christians despised the world.”
504

 While the ancients ignored the existence of the individual, 

the Christians were indifferent towards the world and species.
505

 

The Christians have immediate unity and relation with the species. They defined the individual 

immediately with the universal being. However, the ancients differentiated the individual from Nature. 

It means that the intermediate process was left out by the Christians. Instead of the intermediate 

process, they found themselves in immediate relation with universal Being. “They immediately 

identified the individual with the universal being.”
506

 It goes without saying that what takes place here 

is merely a blessing of the essence of man, but it is at the same time a destruction of the relationship of 

man to Nature, to society, and to other individuals. It is the point where this significant connection 

with nature, society, and most importantly with the other individual being begins to get lost. Feuerbach 

underlines the difference between the Christians and heathens, in the sense that while “the heathens 

believed in a providence for the individual only through his relation to the race, through law, through 

the order of the world, and thus only in a mediate, natural, and not miraculous providence,”
507

 the 
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Christians omitted this sort of relation and rejected the intermediate process. Therefore, they gave too 

much importance to the single individual.
508

  

For the Christian, the individual and universality united in the existence of God, for God is 

individuality and universality. There is not any difference between the species and the individual 

because in Christian religion the species is conceived as an individual. There is an immediate unity 

between the universal and individual.
509

 

For Christianity, reason is just a part of man but for the ancient Greeks reason was immortal and the 

essence of man. The Christians think that the individual is immortal and divine. The individual was 

immortal for the Christians because of Christ through and in whose body God demonstrates itself. 

Christ is immediate identity of God and the species. That’s why the individual was significant and 

immortal. Reason was immortal for the ancients as well, and they also concerned themselves with the 

relation of the individual to reason (but not as only a part of man like the Christians did). Christ is the 

ideal expression of humanity. Put differently, God is not only for us but he is in itself. 

It is important to put particular emphasis on the Christian perspective on the individual in an attempt 

to comprehend the modern consideration of the individual. Feuerbach states, “separation from the 

world, from matter, from the life of the species, is therefore the essential aim of Christianity.”
510

 It is 

similar to what Marx called “alienation.” However, the difference between Feuerbach and Marx 

concerning the approach to the problem of the individual is based on their attitude towards nature. 

Feuerbach puts particular emphasis just on nature and in this regard on the essence of man or religion 

and theology whereas Marx argues the historical, political, and economic situation of mankind. 

However, it should be underscored that Marx owed to Feuerbach “the idea of separation of 

relationship of man to nature,” etc.  

In short, to Feuerbach the essence of the individual rests on the concept of self-consciousness 

alongside feeling. In my view, Feuerbach considers self-consciousness as the essence of human being 

because it leads to awareness of God and it is feeling because feeling provides immediate relationship 
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between the individual and God or the spiritual. The materialistic view point of Feuerbach says that 

without my existence God does not exist, that is, if I do not believe in God, it does not exist in my 

consciousness and in my belief. It signifies that “thus he exists only in so far as he is felt, thought, 

believed in.”
511

 However, does Feuerbach’s materialistic viewpoint sever the dialectic relation 

between the individual and universal that is found in Hegel?  In what follows, it will be shown that this 

relation between the universal and the individual is still maintained not only in Feuerbach’s but also in 

Marx’s thought. 

4.4.3.2.1.1.2.2. The individual, reason, and feeling 

According to Feuerbach, “the individuality is the self-conditioning, the self-limitation of the 

species.”
512

 The individual is a limited and temporal being whereas the species is eternal. In other 

words, individuality is the limitation of universality. In this context, feeling refers to the individual 

while reason is identical with idea of the universal; because feeling is more particular than reason. In 

the same way, feeling is more concrete than reason, which is more suited to abstraction. However, 

according to Feuerbach, there should not be a rigid separation between feeling and reason.  

Additionally “feeling makes God a man, but for the same reason it makes man a God.”
513

 Feuerbach 

did not transform the individual into reason only. To put it more clearly, the individual is not the self-

conscious being or rational being but they are a being who possesses feeling. In this regard, Feuerbach 

claims that feeling puts you in touch with material things. Therefore, you can feel your existence. 

That’s why he states that thinking is the negation of my existence and thus my individuality; because 

by thinking you leave out the external sensuous world and you remain in yourself. For this reason, it is 

not Descartes’ cogito that leads you to exist but it is feeling giving you a proper existence. “Reason is 

the self-consciousness of the species, as such; feeling is the self-consciousness of individuality… 

Cogito, ergo sum? No! Sentio, ergo sum…reason is the annihilation of personality.”
514

  

Feeling and reason are two different features of man with their different functions. To put too much 

emphasis on one of these entities results in the rejection or negation of the other. It is a failure of the 

modern world to lay more stress on reason than on feeling. As a result, feeling is despised by reason. 

Feuerbach says, “the man without feeling has no home, no private hearth. Feeling, the heart, is the 

domestic life; the reason is the res publica of man. Reason is the truth of Nature, the hearth is the truth 

of man. To speak popularly, reason is the God of Nature, the heart the God of man.”
515

 By losing 

feeling, man loses his proper home. Therefore, man remains without home and without heart.   

                                                           
511

 Ibid., Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, trans. by George Eliot, 1957, p. 200 
512

 Ibid., Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, trans. by George Eliot, 1957, p.281 
513

 Ibid., Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, trans. by George Eliot, 1957, p. 281 
514

 Ibid., Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, trans. by George Eliot, 1957, p. 285 
515

 Ibid., Feuerbach, The Essence of Christianity, trans. by George Eliot, 1957, p.285 



166 

 

From the whole of his views that are mentioned above, it can be concluded that Feuerbach’s 

philosophy is based on feeling and sense perception, which are more particular, concrete and belong to 

the individual being. This is what makes his philosophy materialistic. Manfred H. Vogel, in his 

introduction to Feuerbach’s Principles of the Philosophy of the Future
516

, indicates his formulation of 

philosophy based on “sense perception as the primary source of cognition. Feuerbach turns to sense 

perception because of his conviction that true reality resides in the concrete, particular, individual 

being.”
517

 Therefore, Feuerbach is against the idea that the universal is the central point of reality. 

According to him, the universal is not as concrete as the individual, but rather the universal is just a 

concept, not reality itself. In this sense, Feuerbach claims, “the particular belongs to being, and the 

general belongs to thought.”
518

  

It seems to me that one of the best ways to understand Hegel’s speculative philosophy is to 

comprehend Feuerbach’s philosophy because of his differentiation between feeling and reason. To 

Feuerbach feeling is the basic character of religion and faith. However, as Feuerbach also argued, 

Hegel considered feeling as the lowest form of human beings. For this reason, says Feuerbach, feeling 

for Hegel is not good enough and satisfactory for religion. “Of course, religion as a spiritual content, 

as a content of consciousness, may find expression in feeling, but it is poor expression. In feeling, man 

is not distinguished from the animal. Expression in feeling leads to subjectivity and hence to complete 

arbitrariness.”
519

 That’s why Hegel concentrates on reason as the truth and reality of theology as well 

as philosophy, politics, society, etc. In contrast to Hegel, Feuerbach puts particular emphasis on 

feeling, which is more concrete and represents genuine truth.  

Regarding this point, it seems to me that it is difficult to find a special emphasis or statement on reason 

and feeling separately or together with the consideration of their relation to each other in Marx’s 

proper works. However, Marx indicates the difference between theory and praxis, which seems to me 

in some way similar to the separation of or relation between reason and feeling.     

Shortly, Marx dealt with Hegel’s Philosophy of Right through Feuerbach’s criticism (to which Marx 

adds a social and historical dimension), in particular by means of his method of subject-predicate 
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inversion, and with his terms such as “mystification.” In addition, through the analysis of Feuerbach’s 

basic works we realize that Marx’s materialistic approach comes from Feuerbach’s. His approach to 

the existence and essence of the individual enlightens us that it is possible to analyze the individual in 

relation with reason and feeling, maybe in Marxian in relation with theory and praxis. After this stage 

what Marx would do is to analyze and criticize the individual in terms of theory and praxis through the 

historical, materialistic (for example, economical) and social relations. With consciousness of this 

knowledge let me continue to the Critique. 

4.4.3.2.2. Back to the Critique: the content and form of the Critique  

O’Malley states that Marx’s main objection to Hegel’s Philosophy of Right is grounded on the 

distinction between form and content. In this context, according to him, Marx criticized the manner of 

Hegel’s speculative philosophy or the way of Hegel’s consideration of political questions or political 

society. Therefore, O’Malley says, “it is the philosophical form, not the empirical content of The 

Philosophy of Right, which is under attack.”
520

 In this context, it means that Marx is mainly concerned 

with Hegel’s logic. Hegel’s way of considering things in The Logic presents the particular empirical 

existent as established by the Idea or Absolute. While O’Malley is right to emphasize Marx’s critique 

of the philosophical form of the Logic, it should be noted that Marx charges Hegel not only with the 

philosophical form but also with empirical content. In my estimation, Marx deeply criticizes Hegel’s 

political system by taking consideration of both the form and the content of The Philosophy of Right.  

The Philosophy of Right is divided into three parts: 1) Abstract Right (§§34-104); 2) Morality (§§105-

141); 3) Ethical Observance (§§142-360) which is separated in three sections, namely, the family, the 

civic community (civil society), and lastly, the state. The third section of the State is divided into three 

sub-sections; constitutional law, international law and world history. Constitutional law is separated 

into two parts: the state constitution including three sub-titles (the prince, the executive and the 

legislature), and foreign polity. Marx contextualizes and elaborates the section on the State containing 

the sub-section called the state constitution (the prince, the executive and the legislature). It seems that 

Marx aimed at addressing the political problem around the political state of Hegel through the third 

section of the Philosophy of Right, namely, the State which begins with paragraph §257. However, the 

Critique begins with paragraph § 261 and ends with paragraph §313. Some pages are missing.  

As we already argued, Marx began to be interested in politics in that period (1843-44) through his 

journalism. Here in the Critique Marx intended to approach the existing political state and political 

problems and thus elaborate his thoughts by examining Hegel’s theory of the state.  
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4.4.3.3. Departure from Hegel 

Let me shortly handle the third section of the State in the Philosophy of Right, the paragraphs that 

Marx intended to treat in the Critique but which are missing. The third section of Philosophy of Right 

begins with paragraph §257.  

Paragraph §257:  

The state is the actualization of the ethical idea or ethical spirit, which refers to the reconciliation of 

the particular and the universal, or of the individual and the universal. The ethical idea is the reality of 

reason, which means that the realization and actualization of family and civil society are completed in 

the state. Here Hegel considers the state as a subject, which knows itself, manifests itself, thinks itself 

and implements what it knows. It is pure will. Ethical custom is the manifestation of “the direct and 

unreflected” (or immediate) existence of the state while the state finds its mediate existence (“indirect 

and reflected existence”) “in the self-consciousness of the individual and in his knowledge and 

actuality.”
521

 Hegel in the ‘Note’ discusses the rational character of the state while emphasizing that 

ethical life is governed by feeling. As a result, the main claim in this paragraph is based on the 

differences between reason and feeling. While reason is the feature of the state, feeling is the character 

of ethical life, namely, family (love is the point in question among the members of family) and civil 

society.  

Paragraph §258:   

Under this paragraph, Hegel especially characterizes the possible realization of the state through the 

existence of the individual, through his self-consciousness; it means that the state which is defined as 

absolutely rational and therefore universal embodies and materializes itself in the particular. The end 

of the state is to unite the particular with itself. With and through this unity the highest form of 

freedom is actualized and as a result of this ultimate end, namely unity, the highest duty of the 

individuals is “to be a member of the state.” 

Hegel especially differentiated the state from civil society by objecting to the misleading view that the 

duty or specific end of the state is to assure and protect property and personal freedom. This approach 

leads to the misunderstanding that the ultimate end of the unity of the state is the interests of private 

individuals. However, the relation of the individual to the state is not based on the interests of the 

individuals or security and protection of their personal interests or personal freedom. Then what is the 

relationship based on? According to Hegel, the individual attains their truth, objectivity and ethical life 

by way of being a member of the state, which is the objective spirit. Basically, in the Philosophy of 

Right, Hegel claims that the fundamental feature of the individual is to will to be in union. This union 

carries the individual into universal, collective life. In other words in the state objective freedom 
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(freedom of the general substantive will or freedom of universal) and subjective freedom (“the 

freedom of the individual knowledge and will”, that is, freedom of every individual seeking their 

particular ends) are united (PR, §258).  

It goes without saying that Hegel left unanswered the questions about the origin of the state and its 

institutions which according to him are the subject matter of history whereas the subject matter of the 

Philosophy of Right is the Idea of the state.  

Even though Hegel does not see the state as an other-worldly entity and describes its self-actualization 

in the concrete world, he also sees the state as a kind of manifestation of God. Let me cite directly 

from Hegel; “The state is the march of God in the world, and its ground or cause is the power of 

reason realizing itself as will.”
522

 On the other hand, Hegel says, “the state is not a work of art. It is in 

the world, in the sphere of caprice, accident and error. Evil behavior can doubtless disfigure it in many 

respects.”
523

 There seems to be a contradiction on the part of Hegel in that he describes the state both 

as “disfigure[d…] many respects” and  “the march of God,” which corresponds to reason and the 

absolute. However, it is the mutual and dialectical relationship of the universal to the individual and 

that of abstract to concrete.  

Paragraph §260: constitutional law 

Hegel states that the modern state gives freedom to the individual. This freedom is what Hegel calls 

“concrete freedom.” Its realization in and by the state takes place as follows: 1) on the one hand the 

individual materializes his personal individuality and his personal interest through the development 

and recognition of their rights within family and civil society (the sphere of the needs) and 2) on the 

other hand, the individual passes over these interests and rights in accord with the interest of the 

universal. Moreover, the individual recognizes and knows the universal as his own substantive spirit 

by his own knowledge and will, that is, by his self-consciousness.
524

 

The modern state is actualization of subjective and objective freedom. Without particularity and 

individuality there is not any universality and vice versa. Besides, it is the union of the individual and 

universal interest and will. The state needs to be very aware of the knowledge and will of the 

particularity and individuality in order to develop itself, and without the universal and particular 

elements, the state could not truly exist and organize itself. In other words, true organization of the 

state is possible through the unity of the particular with the universal. As we see, all these explanations 

remain abstract and continue to exist in their abstract forms. In fact, Hegel foretells that “the 
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philosophical investigation deals with only the inner side of all this, the thought of conception.”
525

 It is 

the aim of Hegel to investigate the essence of the state philosophically. Or it ought to (should) be said 

that it is a vindication of the essence of theology in a philosophical manner; and it is verification of 

this theology through an introduction of the essence of the state.    

4.4.3.4. Comeback to Marx 

4.4.3.4.1. The nature of human society and its relationship to the individual man 

From paragraph §261to paragraph § 263 Hegel speaks of the relationship of the state to family and 

civil society. Along with paragraph § 263 Hegel begins to transfer this relationship into the institutions 

(or the state) which “comprise in detail the constitution, that is, the developed and actualized 

rationality.”
526

  

The Critique begins with paragraph §261 of Philosophy of Right. In this paragraph, Hegel talks about 

the relationship of the spheres of private interests, family and civic community to the state. In that 

relationship, the state is defined as an independent entity, external necessity, and the highest authority, 

which the spheres of private interests, family, and civic community are dependent. The power of the 

state is predicated on the unity of its own universal end and aim “with the particular interests of 

individuals.”
527

 The question is here as follows; how does this relationship between the state and the 

individuals materialize? The answer lies in the dialectical relation between duty and right.
528

 The 

problem and conflict between the state and individuals lie in that relationship of right to duty or verse 

versa.  

Hegel explicates the dependence and subordination of the sphere of interests, of family and of civic 

community to the state by emphasizing Montesquieu’s famous work called L’Esprit des Lois. 

Montesquieu expounds the specific character of the law, in particular, the law regarding the right of 

person, the character to be dependent on the state itself. In addition to that, Montesquieu grasps that 

the parts could be comprehended only within a relationship to the whole.  
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Marx lays stress on the character of the state as “external necessity” and speaks of the dependence and 

subordination of family and civic community to the state. In this regard, Marx reminds us to ask; 

“what does ‘to be external necessity’ imply?” Here Marx finds contradiction because on the one hand, 

Hegel claims that family and civil society could find their immanent end in the state, that is, within 

their relation to the state but on the other hand, their dependence is defined under the relationship of 

“external necessity.” Another reason for this contradiction is that “to be external necessity” refers to 

the separation between the state and the sphere of private rights and private welfare (the sphere of 

family and civil society). For the state is not considered as an entity integrated with these spheres. In 

this context Marx says that ‘external necessity’ implies that in case of the fact that the laws and 

interests of the state is in conflict with these of family and civil society, in front of the state, family and 

civil society have to obey the will and interest of the state. Let me summarize this relationship of the 

state to family and civil society, which constitutes the conflict in question; 

1) The state is conceived of as an external necessity and higher authority, 

2) In relation to the state, family and civil society are subordinate and dependent, 

3) However, Hegel characterizes the state as the immanent end of family and civil society while 

the state is external necessity, 

4) The laws regarding the rights of person depend on the state and they can be modified by the 

state, 

5) In reality, the existence of family and civil society is the presupposition of the state.  

Paragraph §262 

Hegel speaks of the actual Idea and explicates the actualization of this actual Idea. The actual Idea is 

“mind as infinite and actual.”
529

 First actual Idea divides itself into ideal spheres such as family and 

civil society as its finite and material existence. The reason for this separation is to return to its ideality 

and therefore to become infinite and actual mind for itself. The actual Idea allocates its material and 

finite actuality to these two spheres. It does this in such a way that this allocation or the function 

allocated to each individual appears as though it was occasioned by “circumstances, caprice, and 

private choice”
530

 of the individual. It goes without saying that family and civil society are components 

of the state and therefore the material (actuality) of the state.  

Marx picks up on two peculiar aspects of the material actualization of Idea (mind as infinite and 

actual). Here Feuerbach’s criticism may be observed, namely, subject-predicate inversion.  

1) The spheres of family and civil society are grasped as spheres of the concept of the state, but 

they are considered especially as finite phases of the state. In this regard, the state divides 
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itself into two spheres: family and civil society. On the one hand family and civil society as 

“ordinary empirical existences” do not have their “own mind [Geist]” but “rather an alien 

mind” as their law, “while on the other hand the actual Idea does not have an actuality which 

is developed out of itself, but rather has ordinary empirical existence as its existence 

[Dasein].”
531

 Here according to Marx, the inversion of subject and predicate appears. The 

actual Idea is presented as a subject. Speculative philosophy reverses the status of family and 

civil society which are in reality the more active entities. But a passive character is given to 

them and thus speculative philosophy reduces family and civil society into the predicate while 

the status of the subject is given to the actual Idea. As a result, the real subjects are made 

unreal and “take on the different meaning of objective moments of the Idea.”
532

 

2) The material of the state is allocated to the individuals through “circumstance, caprice, and 

personal choice of station in life” but Hegel does not claim that they are real and necessary 

things. On the contrary, circumstance, caprice, and personal choice are found irrational. They 

are presented as “a result and product of the Idea.”
533

  

As a result, Marx finds particularly the mystery of the Philosophy of Right and generally the mystery 

of Hegelian philosophy in this paragraph (§262). Along with paragraph §263, Hegel focuses on the 

passage from family and civil society into the state through institutions. According to Hegel, the 

transition of the spheres of family and of civil society into the state is a result of necessity because 

these two spheres (of family and civil society) have the character of spirit or universality in 

themselves. Because of this reason, he argues that the transition of these spheres into the state is 

considered as a rational power in the form of necessity. In this point, the power of the rational 

demonstrates itself within institutions. However, Marx observes that this transition of family and civil 

society into the state is not because of the natural result of these spheres or the essence of the state and 

specific essence of family or civil society but the reason is more abstract. For Marx, this transition is 

derived from the “universal relation of necessity and freedom.”
534

 In this context, Marx indicates that 

this sort of transition exists also in the Logic, when Hegel talks about the transition from the sphere of 

Essence to the sphere of Concept, and in other sections of Logic as well.
535

  From this point of view, it 

might be said that the transition is derived from abstraction rather than empirical existences. For this 

reason, Marx properly emphasizes that Hegel always inverses the subject and predicate relationship. 

Let me put it in Marx’s own sentences; “the important thing is that Hegel at all times makes the Idea 
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the subject and makes the proper and actual subject, like ‘political sentiment,’ the predicate. But the 

development proceeds at all times on the side of the predicate.”
536

 

It seems to me that in addition to the subject-predicate inversion, there is another important problem 

which arises out of paragraph §268. The problem is based on the relationship of reason to feeling. The 

paragraph says that feelings such as political dispositions like patriotism results from the state’s 

institutions, which are the actuality of reason. In this regard, this political sentiment must be nothing 

more than a product of institutions of the state. Feeling is merely defined in accordance with reason. In 

other words, feeling is reduced to reason. The aim is to save all personal opinion, feeling, sentiment 

etc., by transferring them into reason. However, reason always lies in the state, in its institution, and in 

its constitution. Accordingly it signifies that feeling is reduced to and defined by the state and its 

institutions. 

4.4.3.4.2. The state as organism 

Marx finds the analogy between the state and an organism to be a great discovery. However, he sees a 

problem in the way of manifesting this discovery. For this reason, Marx regards this analogy as “pure 

tautology.”
537

 The organism metaphor suggests that the state has various powers with their 

corresponding different functions and tasks. Besides, the state or the Idea develops into its differences, 

which correspond to the organism. Different organs with their corresponding functions and affairs 

constitute various powers of the state. The Idea or the state as universal consistently produces or 

creates itself through these various powers. The organism in this sense is the development of the state 

or the idea to its differences. Hegel states that, at the end, the universal maintains its proper identity 

throughout the process because the universal produces itself in a necessary way. This necessity is 

because of the fact that these various powers are characterized by the “nature of the concept.”
538

 

However, according to Marx, it is very strange to find that the universal still keeps its identity at the 

end of the whole process because its self-creation is its own presupposition. In this point, it might be 

said that to say that it is itself the presupposition of its own creation is both a tautology and a 

contradiction. For at the beginning Hegel claims that the universal continually produces and therefore 

completes itself through these various powers of the state or organism but then at the end he states that 

the universal maintains its proper identity during the process. Then we should ask; why is then there a 

process if nothing changes? The beginning of the process and the end of the process are the same. It 

makes it both tautological and contradictory.  
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Shortly, the various powers of the state or Idea have specific characteristics due to the external reason 

or an alien reason but not “by reason of their own nature.”
539

 They realize themselves “by the nature of 

the concept,”
540

 which is merely abstract.  

Paragraph § 270: 

In paragraph § 270, Hegel speaks of the character of the state in three forms: 1) the state aims at 

universal interest by including and therefore preserving particular interests within universal interest; 2) 

the substantiality of the state or its abstract reality (actuality of the state) is the necessity of the state 

because this substantiality is divided into various spheres of the state’s activity and these distinctions 

of state-activity correspond to different moments of the conception of the state; 3) as a result the 

substantial existence of the state, “when thoroughly permeated by education, is the spirit which knows 

and wills itself.”
541

 Mind or spirit is the substantiality of the state, which knows and wills itself.  

In this context, Marx notes and reveals some findings concerning this paragraph: 1) Marx puts forth 

these concepts (defining the specific character of the state such as abstract actuality, necessity, 

substantiality) as “the categories of abstract logic.”
542

 These categories are presented as subjects. It 

goes without saying that Marx very much concentrates on the form or the way of Hegel’s presentation. 

For this reason, Marx especially argues that Hegel’s way of explanation stands on logic or abstract 

form. 2) The substantiality becomes spirit or mind by the way of passing through the form of 

education. Here on the one hand the educated spirit or mind is said to be substantiality, on the other 

hand substantiality is the educated spirit or mind. It signifies that “mind becomes the predicate of its 

predicate.”
543

 3) Marx stresses that because Hegel’s departure point is the Idea as subject and real 

being, the actual subject and very real being continue to exist as “the final predicate of the abstract 

predicate.”
544

 Because of this abstraction, the state is mystified.
545

  

The end of the state and its various powers are determined by and depend not on their own existence 

but on another alien reason or substance. 4) Because of all these abstract configuration and logical 

determinations, Marx rightly claims that Hegel is not interested in the philosophy of right but what he 

presents us is merely logic. For this reason, Marx especially indicates that the content-form 

relationship in Hegel is confused. For the concrete content or determination and explanation of the 

Philosophy of Right are manifested as formal. Therefore, its formal explanation or determination takes 

place of concrete content or actual determination. Here again Marx indicates the sort of inversion 
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between the content and form. In other words, Hegel dissolves all political realities into abstract 

thought. In this point, the logic is not used as a means in order to reveal the nature of the state but 

rather the nature of the state becomes an instrument to prove the logic.  

The differentiation of the organism of the state into various powers is embodied by the nature of the 

concept. Hegel speaks of three functions of the state; legislative, executive, and lastly, the function of 

the prince instead of the generally accepted judicial function (PR, § 272 Addition). Here Hegel depicts 

that the judicial function of the state is “not the third element of the conception (PR, § 272 Addition).” 

In logical sense, “the legislative corresponds to universality and the executive to particularity…The 

individuality uniting the other two lies beyond these spheres.”
546

  

This sort of political state is the production of the modern world. The main character of the modern 

world is to be based on freedom of subjectivity as Hegel discussed in the ‘Addition’ to the same 

paragraph. In respect to this, the constitution of a political state keeps itself from being one-sided by 

way of including the principle of free subjectivity and by corresponding to reason. What keeps the 

state together is not a sentiment like honor as Montesquieu
547

 claimed; it is duty that keeps the state 

together. For this reason, according to Hegel, the old forms of political state, which are classified into 

monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy, are not yet completely mature. However, Marx does not focus 

on this determination of Hegel. As O’Malley mentioned in his introduction of the Critique, here it 

could be said again that Marx concentrates on the critique of the form rather than on the content. In 

this respect, he criticizes much more the form of determination rather than the content determining the 

nature and characteristics of the political state, that is, the actual determination of the state.  

Another paragraph, namely, the Addition of paragraph § 275, confirms the finding of Marx stating that 

Hegel’s interest lies in logic, or form rather than the nature of the state, i.e., content. In that addition, 

Hegel explains the reason to begin with the function of the prince or “the factor of individuality” under 

the logical form. Let me put it more clearly, the prince as being also the factor of individuality brings 

three phases of the state together within itself and thus in the prince these three phases are related to 

each other. Hegel clarifies this point by giving a logical explanation; “the I is at once the most 

individual and the most universal.”
548

 In so doing, Hegel simply reduces the universality of the 
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constitution and the laws, and counsel into the prince. The departure point and the ultimate or final 

decision, or the self-determination, is the prince.  

On this matter, Marx deals with the content more than before. According to Marx, what Hegel wants 

to do is to make the prince and the sovereignty of the state the basal principle of the universality of the 

constitution and the laws corresponds to the prince. While Hegel above talks about the inter-

relationship of three phases, he on the other hand emphasizes the prince as a final decision or self-

determination. The basal character of the political state is unity of its elements. In this unity, the 

elements of the state with their different functions are dissolved as well as preserved. Hegel elaborates 

the universal character of the relationship of the individual functionary to the state within one of the 

organs of the state in paragraph §277; here Hegel mentions that this relationship does not rest on “the 

strength of their immediate personality” but rather “on the strength of their universal and objective 

qualities.” This kind of relationship appears in an external way and for this reason, “the functions and 

powers of the state cannot be private property.”
549

 

Marx’s basic criticism of Hegel in paragraph § 279 is again related to the subject-predicate inversion. 

Hegel directly does not state the empirical fact but puts them into a metaphysical statement. For 

example, instead of saying that “the will  of the  monarch  is  the  final  decision,”  Hegel says that “the  

final decision  of the will  is  the monarch. The first statement is empirical, the second twists the 

empirical fact into a metaphysical axiom.”
550

 Once again, Hegel speaks of the nature of the state in an 

abstract way to point out monarchy as the best form of political system. For this reason, he continues 

to remain obscure, unclear, and abstract. “…the dignity of the monarch is represented as something 

derivative not only in its form but also in its essential character. But the conception of the monarch is 

not derivative, but purely self-originated.”
551

 Here the concept becomes the subject as independent and 

self-originated.     

4.4.3.4.2.1. Monarchy and democracy as political forms 

It seems to me that with paragraph §279 Marx really began to be interested in the content of the 

Philosophy of Right by differentiating monarchy from democracy.  

Hegel in this paragraph (§279) elaborates the differences between the sovereignty of the prince 

(monarch) and the people. The true form of sovereignty for Hegel is the sovereignty of the monarch; 

his argument is that without the prince or monarch and apart from the articulation of the whole, which 
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is “necessarily and directly associated with him, the people is a formless mass.”
552

 For that reason, 

neither democracy nor republic as sovereignty of people is the right form of sovereignty for Hegel. 

However, Hegel again makes the monarch the subject and the people the predicate whereas the people 

are both the departure point and the result, and therefore the reason of the political system.  

In respect thereof, Marx defends democracy against monarchy. Marx differentiates democracy from 

monarchy in some ways: 1) Democracy as sovereignty of the people is the truth of monarchy because 

without the people monarchy could not exist. 2) For that reason, “monarchy is necessarily democracy 

in contradiction with itself, whereas the monarchial moment is no contradiction within democracy.” 

Monarchy is in contradiction with itself because it needs the people to maintain its existence, and since 

the political form that rests upon the sovereignty of the people is democracy, an element of democracy 

is necessarily involved in monarchy. On the other hand, monarchy is based on the sovereignty of the 

individual person, which excludes the people or the sovereignty of people. 3) In democracy all 

moments have the same significance and each of these moments is nothing more than “a moment of 

the whole Demos”
553

; whereas in monarchy, one part (the monarch) is more significant than others and 

thus this one determines and modifies the whole of the constitution. 4) In democracy, it is the people, 

who make the constitution and therefore the constitution is the constitution of the people; on the other 

hand, in monarchy it is the monarch who determines the constitution. 5) While the departure point of 

democracy is man and thus the state is the objectified man, monarchy begins with the state and 

therefore man (the monarch) is the subjectified state. In other words, in democracy man objectifies 

himself in the state without losing his subjective character, whereas in monarchy the state is 

subjectified and represented in one man.
554

 

According to Marx, democracy is not only a form of the political state but it is also the essence of 

every other sort of political constitution. Democracy socializes and politicizes man.
555

 He says, 

“democracy is human existence, while in the other political forms man has only legal existence. That 

is the fundamental difference of democracy.”
556

 In other words, the existence of man is the principle of 

democracy, his real existence is fundamental but in other forms of political constitutions man is 

determined by its law, so man has legal existence. In other forms, man is abstract being which makes 

him dependent on legality. Most importantly, the self-determination of the people is the principle and 

basic character of democracy. In contrast to Hegel, Marx delineates the true unity of particular and 

                                                           
552

 Ibid., Hegel, Philosophy of Right, trans. by Dyde, 2005, § 279, Note, p.164 
553

 Marx, Critique., trans. by Annette Jolin and Joseph O’Malley, 1970, p. 29 
554

 “Hegel proceeds from the state and makes man into the subjectified state; democracy starts with man and 

makes the state objectified man. Just as it is not religion that creates man but man who creates religion, so it is 

not the constitution that creates the people but the people which creates the constitution.” (Marx, Critique, trans. 

by Annette Jolin and Joseph O’Malley, 1970, p.30) 
555

 Ibid., Marx, Critique., trans. by Annette Jolin and Joseph O’Malley, 1970, p.30 
556

 Ibid., Marx, Critique., trans. by Annette Jolin and Joseph O’Malley, 1970, p.30 



178 

 

universal in democracy. Again, in contrast to Hegel, Marx emphasizes that there is no separation 

between the formal and material principle in democracy. It means that the material form of the state 

corresponds to its formal principle because the unity of particular and universal is realized completely 

in democracy. For example, in monarchy or in the republic, as Marx mentioned, the formal principle 

or the political man is separated from the material principle of the state, namely, from the people, or 

from “the unpolitical, private man.”
557

 Therefore, this political individual is given a particular and 

separate existence.  

From the discussion above, it is clearly observed that the individual man in Hegel’s state is separated 

from politics, and becomes just unpolitical and private individual. Besides, the individual has only 

legal existence. Law and constitution define the individual. However, he could not define law or 

constitution. He is not the final decision maker. It is important to underscore the individual as a loser, 

in the sense that the individual has lost his political participation and his political existence. Therefore, 

he becomes unpolitical man and separated from his universality. The individual is confined to 

particularity. However it is important to highlight the statement of democracy, or present democracy 

(which is not true democracy in the Marxian sense) asserting that the individual man is politicized. 

More clearly, the claim of present democracy is that the modern individual is directly related to 

politics, which is an illusion. The present democratic state restricts the right of people and gives more 

freedom and right to its representatives. It is the basic character of the modern political state. By ‘the 

modern state’ I mean the representative democracy of liberal constitutional states but not direct 

democracy. 

4.4.3.4.2.2.  Modern times and the state: how is it? 

There is a statement among people who call the political state “Fatherly State.” In the sense of the 

state, the word “Fatherly” is used to represent the power of the state as similar to the omnipotence of 

God. 

 “The most intimate epithet of God in prayer is the word ‘Father;’ the most 

intimate, because in it man is in relation to the absolute nature as to his own; 

the word ‘Father is the expression of the closest, the most intense identity—

the expression in which lies the pledge that my wishes will be fulfilled, the 

guarantee of my salvation.”
558

  

From these expressions, it is inevitable to claim that the political state is considered as God, which 

protects and gives you a “guarantee” for your existence in the sensuous world. In other words, it is the 

representation of God in a limited and temporal world. Another reason for calling the state ‘fatherly 
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state’ is the given character of father who protects the members of family and supplies them with their 

needs. There is no state, which can avoid and be abstracted from an ascription of this sort of duty to it.  

In this context, Marx defines modern times as the time of abstraction. Let me quote from Marx; “the 

abstraction of the state as such belongs only to modern times because the abstraction of private life 

belongs only to modern times. The abstraction of the political state is a modern product.”
559

 This 

determination clearly explains the problem of the individual in the modern state and in the modern 

times. As Marx demonstrated in this quotation, not only does the state become the abstract state but 

also the private life of the individual takes an abstract form. As we saw, in the On The Jewish 

Question, Marx speaks of the individual as imaginary and illusory. At least in the Middle Ages, says 

Marx, there was political man; besides every private sphere was characterized by a political from; the 

political sphere was integrated into and with the private sphere. In this regard, the political life in the 

Middle Ages was identical with the popular life. However, it was not perfect, in the sense that even 

though the political state and popular life were intertwined and man was a political man, he was not a 

free man. However, in modern times man is both unfree and unpolitical; he has an abstract character in 

this abstract private life.
560

 

In paragraph §280, Hegel describes the elements of the political state. In the first element, the monarch 

or prince is separated from all other content. This monarch or prince as absolute head of the state is a 

specific individual. This specific individual is monarch by way of nature, by immediate form, that is, 

by birth. This is one of the distinctive features of monarchy. However, as Marx discussed, to say that a 

man is a ruler by birth turns the status of the monarch into nothing more than a metaphysical palaver. 

In this point, Marx finds Hegel again in contradiction with himself, in the sense that while he mentions 

the rational character of the state, he then claims that the monarch is the dignity of the state by way of 

natural birth, which is certainly non-rational. “The body of the monarch determines his dignity. Thus 

at the highest point of the state bare Physis rather than reason would be the determining factor. Birth 

would determine the quality of the monarch as it determines the quality of cattle.”
561

 For Marx the 

problem is that, Hegel, throughout the whole Philosophy of Right, insists upon describing the irrational 

as if it is rational, trying to demonstrate its rationality. Accordingly, Hegel absolutely underlines that 

the irrational is rational.  

In addition to the separation of the monarch from all content, the monarch or the prince also represents 

the actual unity of the state.  In paragraph §281, Hegel explicates this unity of the monarch as the real 

unity of the state in two steps. The first is the autonomy (or self-determination) of the will and the 
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second is the existence of this will. In other words, the existence of the monarch and the autonomy of 

his will is what guarantees and preserves the unity of the state. The existence of the monarch thus 

saves the state from being reduced to the sphere of particularity and being dissolved. The birth of 

monarch by nature is described as birthright; so to speak “right of birth and right of inheritance 

constitute the basis of legitimacy, not as regards positive right merely, but likewise in the idea.”
562

 

Hegel thinks that the right of birth and right of inheritance would prevent factious contests and 

quarrels.  

Hegel goes further and criticizes the idea, which claims that the monarch has to provide for the 

interests and concern of the people and therefore the people must be allowed to choose the person who 

would be responsible and provide for their interests. For that reason, he claims that the type of 

monarchy that rests upon election is the worst type of institution. In elective monarchy, the power of 

the state is dragged down into the interest of particularity or private (particular) wills; the specific 

faculties of the political state are converted into personal property. 

In paragraphs §283 and §284, Hegel passes to the second element of the political state, namely the 

executive, which corresponds to particularity. And in the next paragraph (§285), he mentions the third 

element of the power of the sovereign, that is, the legislative, corresponding to universality. The 

element of particularity is also the element of determinate content and in the second element, this 

particularity or determinate content is subsumed under the universal. This particularity becomes the 

highest council and the individuals who comprise it. This council and the individuals “present to the 

monarch for his decision the content of the affairs, as they arise, and of the legal cases which 

necessarily spring out of actual wants.”
563

 The individuals who are responsible for the affairs of the 

state have direct contact with the monarch. Because these decisions are objective, only they are 

capable of contributing to decision-making apart from the capricious will of the monarch. In this 

regard, only these rules, these councils, and these individuals can be accountable. Nevertheless, the 

monarch as the ultimate subjectivity of decision-making is beyond all responsibility for the acts of the 

government. He can choose and dismiss the individuals in the highest council with his unrestricted 

arbitrary will. As a result, all power including particularity and universality (executive and legislative) 

ultimately depends on the monarch. 

The third element of the power of princely function corresponding to universality is involved in the 

consciousness of the monarch as subjectivity and appears in the laws and the political constitution as 

objectivity. The power of “the princely function presupposes these other elements, just as much as 
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they presuppose it.”
564

 Regarding this third element, namely the legislative element, Marx highlights 

that Hegel is not aware that with this third legislative element he annihilates the other two elements or 

vice versa. In this respect, Marx finds Hegel to be in contradiction because of the fact that he claims 

that the power of the monarch presupposes the other two elements; in that case, the princely function 

is established not by natural birth or birthright but by other elements. In other words, the power of the 

sovereign is determined by the legislative and executive elements.  

On one side, there are empirical entities, reality, and the empirical individual, that is, the real 

individual with his sensuous existence; on the other side, there are thought, the imagination of these 

empirical entities, that is to say the imaginary individual, idea and abstract Substance, and abstract 

state, etc. In this context, what Hegel does is to prove that the ultimate actuality of the state is 

empirical man, the real sensuous individual; besides, he presents the essence of the individual acting 

as an imaginary individual rather than acting in their real, human existence. These are the results of the 

inversion of subject into object and object into subject. Let me summarize what we want to say or 

more correctly, what Marx tries to say: the first reason for the subject-object inversion is due to the 

fact that Hegel aims at manifesting the realization and embodiment of the Idea or the abstract 

Substance through human activity, through the external sensuous world. Secondly Hegel sees the acts 

of the individual not as their act in their actual, human existence but as an act of an imaginary 

individual. Consequently, according to Marx, in this way the whole philosophy of Hegel creates an 

“impression of something mystical and profound.”
565

  

Even if it is said that Hegel puts emphasis on the individual, it is misleading because in Hegel the 

individual is not the real individual. In other words, the individual in Hegel is more abstract than 

universal. In his philosophy, the individual appears for the sake of the manifestation of idea. 

Gradually, Hegel relates every individual to the state through estates, corporation, and bureaucracy. 

However, as we will see, the individual still remains a separate entity in abstraction from the political 

state. It seems to me that the institutionalization of the individual through the legal form and other 

institutions are clearly introduced by Hegel. It appears that Hegel puts much emphasis on the 

politization of the individual through organizations or communities but indeed, after an elaborate 

reading of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, it would be realized that it is a demonstration of a politically 

disempowered individual.  

4.4.3.4.3. The spirit of the corporation 

After his comments on Hegel’s hereditary monarchy, Marx starts dealing with the executive power. 

The relation of civil society to the political state is possible by means of corporations and bureaucracy.  
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In relation to §287 where Hegel speaks of the specific character of each of the elements and their 

distinctions, Marx contends that Hegel originally establishes a correlation between the executive, the 

police, and the judiciary. The common interests for all are located in civil society and managed or 

administrated by Corporations, trades, and professions. They are responsible for protecting and 

preserving private property and the interests of these particular spheres so that their authority depends 

on the confidence of associates and professional equals. On the other hand, these particular spheres 

(the sphere of private interests) must be subordinated to the interest of the state. Therefore, the 

universal interest of the state and the law of the state must be secured and preserved in the sphere of 

private rights, and these rights must be brought back to the universal interest. To realize these aims 

and tasks requires delegates of executive power, that is, a) executive civil servants, b) the higher 

college of advisers. These two bodies organize and work together in groups. They converge in the 

higher heads that are close to and have direct contact with the monarch. Posts such as those in 

Corporations are generally filled by popular election of the interested parties and confirmation of 

appointment by a higher authority.
566

  

There are a few reasons for this particular and necessary organization. First, according to Hegel, civil 

society is the arena of the battle and the contest taking place between the individuals, that is to say, the 

private interest of the individual against other private interests. Second, it is a sphere of contest 

between the private interest and collective interest. In addition to these two, the private interest of the 

individual and the collective interest together are against the interest of the state, its order and its 

higher standpoint. For this reason, the higher authority must necessarily organize and administer this 

sphere. Here the corporation assumes an important position. “At the same time the corporation mind, 

engendered when the particular spheres gain their title to rights, is now inwardly converted into the 

mind of the state, since it finds in the state the means of maintaining its particular ends.”
567

 Therefore, 

the passage from civil society or the sphere of private interest to the higher authority is realized 

through the corporations. Hegel expresses the significant task of the corporation as leading the 

particular to relate with the universal. The corporations organize and regulate the private interests. 

“Since the spirit of the corporation contains directly the riveting of the particular to the universal, it 

exhibits the depth and strength of the state as it exists in sentiment.”
568

 Bureaucracy as the power of 

mediation leads the corporation and every individual to connect with the state. For Hegel, bureaucracy 

means “a body of higher civil servants who were recruited by competition from the middle class.”
569
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4.4.3.4.4. The organization of the business of the executive 

The business of the executive is also based on division of labor (§290); it is divided into different 

branches and every branch has to be governed through a separate center of administration and their 

own authority or special officials. The activity of these various branches come together again both 

when these activities connect to civil society from above, and when they converge in the highest level 

of executive within a general oversight. Shortly, these activities converge again in (1) relating civil 

society and (2) in the supreme executive within a concrete overview. The functions of the executive is 

actualized and carried out by individuals. There is not any natural and immediate relationship between 

the individual and his office. In other words, the individuals are not appointed to the office as officers 

by birth or by their natural personality; for this reason, their assignment requires objective criteria such 

as evidence of ability and knowledge. This examination or proof “guarantees to the state what it needs, 

and, as it is the sole condition, makes it possible for any citizen to devote himself to the universal 

class.”
570

  

However, in the next paragraph, Hegel runs into a contradiction because of the fact that the assignment 

of an officer among other individuals requires the subjective side. While he says that the business of 

choosing the officers is carried out by objective nature and elements such as the proof of ability and 

knowledge, in paragraph §292, he indicates the subjective side of this appointment (by the monarch). 

The reason is the possible application of many candidates.  

The person who is appointed to his official vocation by the decision of the monarch maintains his 

position on the condition that he actualizes his duties. The officer finds the satisfaction of his needs as 

well as the realization of his official vocation in civil or public service. The officer sacrifices his 

subjective inclination, ends and private interest on the behalf of public service. However, he finds all 

his satisfaction by fulfilling his duties. Therefore, here, the unity of private interest and universal 

interest as the principle, conception and internal stability of the state lies in the fulfillment of duties. 
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The public servants and the members of the executive “constitute the main part of the middle class, in 

which are found the educated intelligence and the consciousness of right of the mass of a people.”
571

 

The control of this middle class or the control of civil servants and the members of the executive are 

carried out by both corporation-rights from below and the operation of the institution of the 

sovereignty from above. In other words, these two prevent the civil servants and members of the 

executive from using their intelligence, skills, and education as a means for their arbitrary will, 

despotism and tyranny. This middle class with their skill, education, and intelligence is fundamental 

for the existence of the state. Hegel thinks that the state without middle class would be “at a law stage 

of development.” For its future, the state has to form its middle class, which could be possible in an 

organization, “by the legalization of particular circles, which are relatively independent, and by a force 

of officials, whose willfulness has no power over these legalized circles.”
572

 

Instead of being concerned with the education of the whole of society, Hegel underscores the 

importance of education of the middle class. Here empirical facts are ignored once again. 

4.4.3.4.4.1. Bureaucracy 

The bureaucratic form of the state further substantiates the argument of my thesis. Due to bureaucracy, 

the rift between civil society and the state grows and the direct relationship of the individual to the 

political state and to politics is prevented. Bureaucracy is considered as the highest form and end of 

the state because it mediates between the state and the individuals. In other words, it is identical with 

the state, which should be just mediation and a service for the people. However, it remains as a form 

without content, and for this reason, this mediation leads the individual to become alienated from the 

political state. The individuals do not conceive the political state as a part of themselves; and do not 

perceive themselves as part of the political state.  

While Marx criticizes and describes the relationship of the state to its institutions, he emphasizes that 

the contradiction between civil society and the state could not be annihilated via bureaucracy; on the 

contrary, it is fixed.  

As we have already seen, Hegel separated civil society from the state, the particular interests from 

universal interest. In this point, Marx underlines that Hegel establishes bureaucracy on this separation 

between civil society and the state. However, it is a formal organization, in the sense that Hegel did 

not give any content to bureaucracy. Bureaucracy is the formalism of the state. The existence of 

bureaucracy depends on the corporations in which bureaucracy materializes itself. Corporations 

consist in elements of civil society; and they are the bureaucracy of civil society. Conversely, 
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according to Marx, “the bureaucracy is the corporation of the state”
573

 in that it is a control mechanism 

on behalf of the state. Just as the bureaucracy and corporations fight against each other “in order to 

create their own room,”
574

 so also they regard each other as necessary to maintain their own existence. 

Bureaucracy is defined by Marx as an illusion of the state.  

The relationship of the particulars, (public servants or members of corporations) to the highest level of 

the state with regard to knowledge and understanding is an illusion. They entrust each other for the 

comprehension of the state’s problems. At the end, there is no answer! At the end, there is also conflict 

with regard to knowledge due to the hierarchical structure of the state.  

The protection and security of the state and its legality against civil society is actualized through the 

executive power, i.e. civil servants; for only they represent the state against civil society, which is the 

sphere of private property.
575

   

According to Marx, the division between the civil society and the state, and thus the separation of the 

individual and the state are not transformed but on the contrary, fixed. Now there is a great gap 

between two spheres via bureaucracy, which complicates the relationship of the individuals to the 

state. Therefore, it goes without saying that “modern times” is the time of legality against but not of 

society and the individuals. More legality, less liberty! The result is a state alien to civil society and 

the state becomes a subject having independence without any relationship with other spheres.  

It is worth noting that the sphere of the state with its institutions, the executive civil servants, and 

executive office holders as well as deputies, is just the arena of these members of the state, of course, 

against civil society. Therefore, this sort of state is not the state of every citizen or individuals, but, as 

Hegel in many places demonstrated,
576

 it is the state of some.  

4.4.3.4.5. The legislature 

The legislative element is connected with the laws as well as the internal affairs of the state. Besides, 

the legislature is a part of the constitution. The legislature is based on and thus presupposes the 

constitution. The constitution, in turn, does not create itself by itself so that it also presupposes the 

legislature or laws. As Hegel states, the constitution progresses through “the improvement of the laws 

and the progressive character of the universal affairs of government.”
577

 In other words, while the 

constitution remains outside of the activity of the legislature, it nevertheless progresses as long as the 
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legislature makes further evolution. What sort of problem or conflict does Marx find in the paragraph 

focusing on the legislative moment? According to Marx, there is a circle here. To put it more clearly, 

on the one hand, the power of the constitution comes from the legislature. The legislature contains the 

constitution as well as extending beyond it. On the other hand, the legislature is “subsumed under the 

constitution.”
578

 

Hegel puts the constitution outside the sphere of the legislature but nonetheless, not directly but 

indirectly, the legislature modifies and thus intervenes in the constitution.  

In paragraph §299, in the Remark, Hegel gives more details about the difference between the subject-

matter of legislation and that of the administrative and executive functions. The content of the 

legislature is laws whereas the subject-matter of the latter is the particular and its way of fulfillment. 

The business of the legislature in relation to the private individuals is determined in two aspects: 1) the 

provision that the state enables the individual to benefit; 2) the services that the individuals must do 

for the state. The first division is composed of the laws concerning private rights in general, and the 

rights of societies and corporations. For the latter, Hegel claims that the services that must be 

performed by the individuals have to be reduced to money, with the exception of military services. To 

Hegel, money is a universal symbol of the real value of goods and services. The universal value of the 

tasks and services are evaluated by money, which seems to refer to taxes. In this way, the services that 

must be performed by the individuals can be legally determined. In Addition, Hegel also claims that 

these two aspects of the constitution explains “the rights and services of the individuals (§299 

Addition).”  

After the explanation of legislative power, Hegel embarks on its relation to the ‘many’ or ‘the mass.’ 

This relation is materialized by the Estates.  

4.4.3.4.5.1. The relationship of ‘many’ (mass, rabble) to the state 

In the legislative power, there are two effective elements mentioned above, namely, the element of the 

monarch and that of the executive. The last element of the legislature is different classes or the 

Estates.
579

 What is the function of the Estates or classes? They bring the public affairs (general 

concern) into existence not only in itself but also for itself. In other words, they bring into existence 

“the element of subjective formal freedom, the public consciousness, or the empirical universality of 
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the views and thoughts of the many.”
580

 The estates represent the many to the state. Here Marx 

especially emphasizes that the respective attitude of Hegel to the spirit of the state (dem Staatsgeist) is 

transformed when he meets its real empirical form, namely, the ‘Many’ and therefore he disdains this 

spirit. According to Hegel, the ‘Many’ is not as respectable as the spirit of the state. Hegel is not 

concerned too much with the actual existence of the spirit of the state because he supposed that he has 

already sufficiently demonstrated the actualization of the spirit of the state, which is an illusion. Marx 

manifestly proclaims that Hegel, in the face of empirical fact, closes his eyes and thus ignores the 

existent reality.  

Marx again affirms that Hegel inverses public affairs or general concern into a subject. In this regard, 

it might be said that Hegel always ignores the subjects, who actualize themselves in public affairs. 

However, Hegel opts for public affairs as subject instead of saying that the subject embodies himself 

in public affairs. Moreover, Marx interprets the Estates as “the political illusion of civil society.”
581

 

Likewise, public affairs are not the general concern of civil society. In this point, Marx pays his 

attention to Hegel’s differentiations in regard to the ‘being-in-itself’ [Ansichsein] and ‘being-for-itself’ 

[Fürsichsein] of the general concern. For the ‘being-in-itself’ of public affairs is formal and belongs to 

the business of the executive with its formal being. At the end, while the public affairs actualize its 

‘being-in-itself’ as ‘being-for-itself’, these affairs are not empirical, but only formal. Let me put it 

differently in Marx’s own words; “public affairs is complete without being the actual affairs of the 

people. The actual affairs of the people have been established without the activity of the people.” In 

this regard, Marx continues; “the estates are the illusory existence of the affairs of the state as being an 

affair of the people.”
582

  

Hegel does not pay attention to the facts and empirical reality relating to the public or people as much 

as he did for the spirit of the state. In the Remark of the paragraph we are talking about (§301), Hegel 

manifests his concern for the people by disdaining their decisions, opinions, and thoughts. On this 

matter, Hegel presents the general belief, which says that the summoning of the Estates to the process 

of the enactment of the laws is necessary and useful, and calls it an error. According to Hegel, the 

reason that people believe this general claim for two reasons: 1) the people or the deputies of the 

people know well what will be the best for their own interests; 2) the best will which actualizes or 

objectifies this interest is undoubtedly their own will. 

Interestingly but not surprisingly Hegel speaks of the people as follows; 
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“§301 Note: but it is rather true that the people, in so far as this term signifies 

a special part of the citizens, does not know what it wills. To know that we 

will, and further what the absolute will, namely reason, wills, is the fruit of 

deep knowledge and insight, and is therefore not the property of the 

people.”
583

 

Might it be really true that people do not know what they will? To say that people as mass or as the 

‘Many’ do not know what they decide and will is to say that there is no individual being able to make 

decisions. Obviously, it is an ignorance and annihilation of the existence of the individual in the 

sphere of politics, or the state. If you wonder what the reason should be, Hegel immediately accounts 

for his claim. And therefore, self-assuredly Hegel propounds that to know what we will and also to 

know what reason wills rests upon deep knowledge. It goes without saying that the people do not have 

that deep fruitful knowledge. Instead of talking about how this knowledge could be the property of the 

people Hegel speaks of the absolutely incapability of knowing what we will. Hegel directly and 

immediately rejects the possibility of possessing this type of deep knowledge. Furthermore, as it can 

be seen further along the paragraph, Hegel puts in effort to prove how the Estates are unnecessary!
584

  

Hegel demonstrates the needlessness of the Estates by way of manifesting 1) the knowledge and 2) 

skills of highest civil servants, who necessarily have deeper and more comprehensive ability for the 

affairs, organization, and requirements of the state; these civil servants are familiar to the business of 

the state and they have wider and better skills for the business of the government. For these reasons, 

they could do their best without requiring the classes or the Estates. In other words, the Estates are 

superfluous. As we see, in this Remark Hegel demonstrates the Estates as having an illusory and a 

formal being. The Estates do not contribute something significant to the state and to its business.  

Further along in the paragraph, Hegel mentions the following points concerning the positive side of 

the Estates. The real achievement of the Estates, according to Hegel, is that their deputies are able to 

inspect the behaviors and work of the civil servants, which are less visible to the chief functionaries. In 

addition to this, the deputies of the Estates have concrete insights into specific needs and defects. 

What is the effect of this sort of contribution?
585

 

The remarkable contribution of the Estates or the deputies of the Estate is to compel the public officers 

to produce and apply their best work and insights. As a result, the Estates have effects only on the 

officers. However, this effect is just formal; that is to say, it has not concrete reality. Again Hegel 

points out that the idea saying that the Estates have the will of the universal interest is nothing more 
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than the idea of the rabble (mass). He presents the following objection in regard to the universal will 

of the Estates: “…the classes, since they originate in individuality, the private standpoint and 

particular interests, are apt to pursue these things at the expense of the universal interest; while the 

other elements of the state, being already at the point of view of the state, are devoted to universal 

ends.”
586

    

The explanations given above are the reasons for the refutation of the universal will of the Estates. The 

Estates represent the particular and private standpoint so that they follow not the universal but the 

particular interests. On the other hand, the state’s elements always pursue the universal interests and 

universal ends; moreover, ab inito, the elements of the state adopt the point of view of the state. Here 

there is an unanswered question: how is the participation of the people in the political state possible?  

Marx is very much aware of Hegel’s standpoint on the Estates. In this regard, Marx, who always 

emphasizes the importance and significance of the relationship between content and form, argues that 

Hegel needs the Estates for his logic.
587

 

In other words, Hegel’s concern with the Estates is for show. He needs them because the Estates 

constitute the concrete part of the logical structure. Accordingly, Marx proclaims, “a form without 

content must be formless.”  What does it mean? It signifies that the state as a form without the people 

(as a content of the state) is/must be formless. 

Hegel is conscious of the importance of content, concrete experiences. Put differently, the public 

affairs exist as being-in-itself but according to Hegel’s logic, it should exist also as being-for-itself. 

The being-for-itself of the public affairs are actualized as an empirical universal in the Estates. 

However, the problem is that it is formal, not concrete. At the end, according to Hegel, the Estates are 

superfluous. These concrete and superfluous Estates cannot be ignored and annihilated by Hegel 

because he needs them, so to speak, he needs the more concrete and external sensuous world, but 

nonetheless he interprets them as uneducated, inferior to the abstract, to the idea and thus disdains 

them.  

Marx expresses that just as the bureaucrats are the deputies of the state in civil society so the Estates 

are the deputies of civil society in the state. At the end of the mentioned paragraph (§301, Addition) 

Hegel speaks of the relationship of the state to the Estates; and we can observe that Hegel presents the 

Estate as a means through which the state enters the particular consciousness of the people and 

therefore, in this way, the people begin to participate in the state itself.  
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In paragraph §302, Hegel treats the Estates as instruments whereas in the previous paragraph he 

mentioned them as an unimportant element. Here the Estates are defined as the organ of mediation. 

Through the mediation of the Estates, the state reaches the people. This means that the Estates 

constitute the mediation with the organized executive. For this reason, according to their functions, 

they represent both the universal interest and particular interest. Further along in the paragraph we 

read the following points which surprisingly make us wonder if Hegel changes his idea about the 

Estates and therefore about the rabble.
588

  

Here Hegel says that the Estates enable the individuals to be organized in their opinion and will in the 

face of the state. Shortly, with the mediation of the Estates the individuals are not anymore contra the 

state. Again, in the Remark, the logic of Hegel begins to operate. The consideration of the Estates is 

important because of the totality of the organism. For this reason, this consideration and the 

contribution of the Estates remain again formal. In the Addition, Hegel makes his last notice about this 

mediation as necessary and says, “the constitution is essentially a system of mediation.”
589

 For him, if 

in a country there are only the prince and the people without any organs, or elements such as the 

executive or the Estates, there will be despotism; because they are deprived of the mediation; that is to 

say, the state fails to function as an organism, which has a relation to its parts. With this view of the 

state as an organism, the common bias claiming that the Estates are opposed to the state, particularly 

to the executive, is prevented. However, when the Estates or assembly of the Estates are considered 

within the totality, that is, as part of an organic system, these realize their existence through the 

function of mediation. The opposition between the Estates or assembly of the Estates and the state thus 

becomes mere appearance. However, Hegel draws his attention to the dangerous case; that is to say, if 

this appearance of the opposition between the state and the Estates precipitates to the substantive 

opposition, namely, real opposition, then it indicates that the state is in the process of decay. It seems 

to me this finding is important because it signifies that the existence of the state depends on the 

Estates. Furthermore, the existence of the state depends on the true relationship of the state to the 

Estates. Without this relationship as an organic system, the state necessarily would fall into decay. 

However, Hegel addresses this issue as if it is unimportant. Interestingly, immediately after this 

sentence about the decay of the state, Hegel claims that this antagonism is not that sort of antagonism, 

which might potentially lead to the corruption of the state.
590

    

This antagonism does not disturb and is not dangerous for the state because of the fact that the objects 

or the matter of the Estates are not related to the basic issues of the political state but rather they are 

“more special and indifferent.” In this regard, even if this sort of opposition is against the state, 
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eventually, it remains only a passion to satisfy subjective interests. As a result, Hegel does not 

interpret this opposition as a dangerous case. Nevertheless, the question is: in what kind of situation 

does the state collapse? If this opposition or antagonism does not lead to the decay of the state, what 

does?  

Let us summarize what Hegel explains to us through the statements of Marx:  

1) The state is defined as an organism, 

2) The state and the executive are considered to be identical, 

3) The nation is “broken up into particulars (people and associations)”
591

; thus, they are separated from 

the state and the executive.  

4) The Estates take part between the state and these particulars. Therefore, the Estates are defined as 

being a mediating organ. “They are a middle term.”
592

 In this context, it can be said that the Estates 

provide the unity of the state and civil society. Through the Estates, the private interests of the 

corporations, individuals, and society unite with the universal interest, that is, with the state. The 

Estates prevent the state from being an unorganized aggregate or a mass. Regarding the monarch, the 

Estates also prevent the activity of the monarch from being extreme, like turning into despotism.
593

 

According to Marx, in Hegel’s political scheme, the Estates emerge and exist as the imagined nation 

and this imagined nation becomes a particular power but is separated from the actual nation. It means 

that the contradiction between the nation or the Estates and the executive or the state disappear or is 

annihilated because of the fact that the actual nation is transformed into an imagined and illusionary 

nation. Here again the real relationship of the state to civil society is transmuted into image, phantasy 

or illusion.  

In paragraph §303, Hegel defines the people as an unofficial class, more precisely, the class of people. 

While the universal class, the class of civil servants possesses the universal immediately in its self-

determination “as the end of its essential activity,”
594

 the unofficial class or private individual “attains 

political significance and efficiency”
595

 within the Estates, which is the representation of the 

legislative power. As we already mentioned, through the Estates, private individuals appear not as a 

mere aggregate or mass because they already belong to a class. In the Estates, the class composed of 

private individuals and defined as the unofficial class is divided into different sub-classes; that is to 

say, 1) agriculture class, 2) industrial (business) class, 3) universal class of civil servants (PR §§ 202-

205).  
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Marx importantly demonstrates that the unofficial class is also an unpolitical class. It is significant to 

emphasize the relationship of the people to politics. The Estates enable the unofficial or unpolitical 

people to reach the universal or attain access to the political state, which makes them political. 

Through these two classes (agricultural and business classes) in the Estates, the private individual or 

every class find its political significance. In so doing, Hegel gives political significance to the private 

sphere. It seems that Hegel did not want to separate the private sphere of the individual, or the sphere 

of private property and private individual, (that is, the family as well as civil society) from the state 

and thus politics. In this regard, Hegel believes that the direct participation of the individual in the 

political state is actualized through this separation into two classes in the Estate and through the 

assembly of the Estates. Therefore, as Marx demonstrated, the class difference (agriculture and 

industrial or business class) in civil society appears to be political differences for Hegel. In relation to 

the assembly of the Estates, in the Remark Hegel demonstrates the superfluity of the election and 

direct participation of the individuals in politics. 

As we see, in spite of all his negative comments on the Estates, eventually it seems that Hegel indeed 

remains always in a circle. Hegel is always in contradiction with himself, probably because he is very 

much aware of the fact that without this unofficial class the state does not make any sense or have any 

significance. However, his first starting point, which is universal and his fear of falling into the 

particular from the universal and remaining there prevents him from overcoming this problem. The 

reason and explanation of his fear can be observed in the same paragraph (§303, remark). Hegel 

speaks of the widespread view, which believes that “since the private class is in the legislature exalted 

to participation in the universal business, it must appear in the form of individuals, be it that 

representatives are chosen for this purpose, or that every person shall exercise a voice.” However, 

according to Hegel, this sort of idea or belief exists neither in family nor in civil community, in which 

every individual manifests themselves as a member of a universal because this approach represents an 

abstract atomic view.   

What does Hegel not like? He is against the common belief that if the unofficial class is able to 

participate in state affairs through the legislature, then this participation must be “in the form of 

individuals.” In other words, it would mean that either the individual would choose his representative 

or every single individual would give his voice to the affair of legislature by directly voting. It goes 

without saying that for Hegel this sort of form is atomistic and abstract. This atomistic aspect is 

already abolished in the sphere of family and civil society because in family and civil society the 

individual emerges as a member of a universal group. “As to the state, it is essentially an organization, 

whose members are independent spheres, and in it no phase shall show itself as an unorganized 
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multitude.”
596

 Regarding this determination of Hegel about this prevalent idea, Marx proclaims that 

the direct participation of people in the state or political participation by means of elections (voting) is 

“a necessary idea of the people’s development.”
597

 Therefore, whereas this way of political 

participation is, according to Hegel, an atomistic and an unorganized form, for Marx it is a 

representation of the development of a people and thus it leads a people to progress.  

It is very interesting to read and realize that the mass or the aggregate of individuals scares Hegel so 

much. For him, the mass or rabble is an unorganized collective and an atomistic group. “The many, as 

individuals, whom we are prone to call the people, are indeed a collective whole, but merely as a 

multitude or formless mass, whose movement and action would be elemental, void of reason, violent, 

and terrible.”
598

 He says that, in civil society, this unorganized mass can exist as collective beings 

through organized groups, such as family or corporations. However, as soon as the individuals begin 

to participate in politics by choosing their representative or through every single individual voting to 

declare their opinion concerning state affairs, these collective groups will separate into the aggregate 

of individuals. Moreover, this sort of understanding divides civil society from the state as well. 

However, Marx finds all contradictions of Hegel’s political philosophy through these explanations, 

which is nothing more than the expression of the modern society. Consequently, the political Estates 

represent the separation between the state and civil society. In other words, they are “the factual 

expression of the actual relationship of the state and civil society,”
599

 resulted in their separation. It 

seems that Hegel, without noticing, describes modern society (capitalist society) with its class 

contradiction. Hegel never defines modern society as a contradictory society. No doubt, he was aware 

of this conflict between classes but he never refers to this contradiction with regard to economy but he 

judges this conflict in terms of politics.     

4.4.3.4.5.2. The possibility of the rise of civil society to the universal  

Marx points out that when Hegel claims that civil society is the sphere of the private interest, it means 

that civil society is versus the political sphere or the political state. Then to say that civil society is 

politicized through the Estates signifies that Hegel adds a new character to civil society because within 

the Estates as an element of legislative power, civil society obtains the political efficacy and political 

significance of which it was at the beginning deprived. Within these Estates, civil society acquires a 

particular political function.  

Hegel does not consider the unofficial classes or civil society as having a universal character whereas 

the class of civil servants is necessarily universal in virtue of its determination. Civil society can 
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acquire “the political significance and efficacy” only in the case that civil society ceases to be the 

sphere of private interests or “renounce itself as what it already is, as unofficial class.”
600

  

4.4.3.4.5.2.1. The separation of the individual into two existences 

How does the universal law appear in the individual? When the legislative element becomes a 

representation of the separation between the state and civil society, how does it affect the individual? 

As we have already amply discussed, Marx says that, as a result of the separation between the civil 

society and the political state, “the citizen of the state and the member of civil society are also 

separated.”
601

 Just as civil society separates itself from its private character or it must renounce itself 

as unofficial class in order to acquire political significance, so the individual must renounce his private 

interest and himself as a member of civil society in order to obtain political efficacy and in order to be 

politicized. In consequence, there are two individuals; 1) the individual as a member of civil society 

and 2) the individual as citizen of the state. The individual as a citizen finds himself in or meets two 

different organizations.  

The actual individual lives in two organizations, bureaucratic organization and social organization. 

Bureaucratic organization is the external and formal determination of the executive power. Moreover, 

the bureaucratic organization does not have any influence on the individual and their activity. In the 

social organization, the individual does not touch upon the state because he is considered to be outside 

of the state as a private man. For this reason, neither the individual nor civil society has any influence 

on the political state.
602

 Let me compare them in the following way:  

1) The bureaucracy is the organization of the state. The individual contributes the material to this 

political organization. “The latter [the social] is a civil organization whose material is not the state.”
603

 

2) In the bureaucratic organization, the state is in formal opposition to the individual whereas in the 

social organization the individual finds himself in material opposition to the state.  

Then what should the individual do in order to acquire political significance and efficacy? Just as civil 

society has to renounce itself as unofficial class in order to acquire political significance, so the 

individual must leave behind his private character, his civil activity, and therefore the civil 

organizations. Marx explains as follows; “thus, in order to behave as actual citizen of the state, to 

acquire political significance and efficacy, he must abandon his civil actuality, abstract from it, and 

retire from this entire organization into the individuality.”
604

 Individuality is the only way for the 
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individual to become a state-citizen, but to become a political citizen the individual has to separate 

themselves from civil society and its organizations and thus abandon their civil or private activity. As 

a result, the individual becomes bare individuality; more precisely, the individual is reduced to pure, 

bare individuality. This is another particular characteristic of modern society; the individual in modern 

society exists as a separated and isolated being.
605

 

The existence of the individual in the political sphere is possible only by way of his refutation and 

abandoning of civil organizations or communities. Form this point of view it seems that the existence 

of the individual as a citizen depends on their isolation and abstraction from their actual existence. 

Therefore, ironically, to be an individual citizen means to be isolated from one’s society. In this point, 

Marx emphasizes, “his [the individual’s] existence as citizen is an existence lying outside the realm of 

his communal existence, and is hence purely individual.”
606

 In consequence, there is only a pure 

isolated individual in question. After abandoning their civil activity and accepting an existence as 

individual outside the realm of civil society, the individual finds their first communal body in the 

legislature, that is, within the legislative power. In this political organization (in the legislature) the 

individual exists as a political being.  

Consequently, we can say that the individual as a member of civil society and the individual as a 

citizen are in opposition.
607

  

Just as the Estates mediate between civil society and the state, so the individual as citizen might be 

defined as a mediating entity between the private individual and the political state. Marx claims that 

the individual as a member of civil society must abandon civil society to obtain political efficacy and 

therefore in so doing only individuals “acquire significance as man. In other words, his character as a 

member of the state, as a social being, appears to be his human character.”
608

 Accordingly, if you are a 

member of the state and if you play a role as a political man, it appears to be your human character. 

The reason why the individual must leave behind their class and civil society is because in so doing 

they achieve being a participant of the state. In other words, the class or civil society, to which the 

individual belongs, stands between the individual and the political state. Therefore, when the 

individual renounces this class, they also abolish the mediating element needed to achieve the 

universal.  
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4.4.3.4.5.2.2. Marx’s critique of the Estates and representative systems 

Hegel generates a society in which political classes are transformed into social classes. In this state 

what unites “the various states within the state”
609

 is bureaucracy. Accordingly, Marx says that civil 

society is defined and therefore remains within bureaucracy in which civil society and the political 

state become identical. Civil society as unofficial class stands against the state. Within civil society, 

the classes are a mass. As their structure is based on arbitrary will, their development is not 

organizational. What is the difference between former societies and the society, which Hegel has 

described? Marx expresses this difference as what leads to the separation between the individual and 

their class. The individual is not a communal being [ein Gemeinwesen]
610

 anymore. The relationship of 

the class to the individual is ruptured and class becomes an external determination to the individual. 

“Class distinction is no longer one of need and of labor as independent bodies.”
611

 In Hegel’s society, 

the distinction between classes becomes superficial and formal. The distinct groups within civil 

society do not remain unchangeable. These differences, which classes undergo, appear to be changing 

with an arbitrary principle.
612

 

The class of the individuals is sometimes determined by their labor or by chance. Therefore, the type 

of labor and chance determine which class the individual belongs to and whether they remain in that 

class. The class becomes an “external determination of the individual.” The reason for this external 

determination is because the individuals do not find their identities in their labor which determines 

their class. The individuals have no dealings with their real substantial activity. Moreover, the class 

does not anymore relate to the individual as an objective communal being, which is continually in 

relation to the individual. In other words, the individual does not relate themselves to their actual 

activity and actual class anymore. The individual is separated from their human character by the 

division between the state and civil society. They acquire the human character only when they are a 

member of the state.  

In paragraph §304, Hegel mentions the antagonism between the executive (as the power of crown) and 

legislative (constituted by the Estates). Hegel indicates that the relationship between the executive of 

the state and the legislature constituted by Estates in civil society is characterized by both hostility and 

harmony. For this reason, Hegel seeks a new element to construct “both the impossibility of hostility 

and the actuality of harmonization.”
613

 What is this element for Hegel? It goes without saying that this 

element no longer belongs to the Estates. “For him, such an element would be the freedom of decision 
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and thought in face of the sovereign will and the executive.”
614

 More correctly, it is the element 

belonging to the will of the crown and the executive will. Even if the legislature constitutes the 

organized and total political state, legislature as an element of the political state is still the sphere of 

the contradictions within the state. Hegel, as we mentioned before, constructs these Estates from the 

corporations as an abstract political form of civil society. Moreover, these Estates are considered as 

opposed to the universal, that is, to the state.  

Hegel first constitutes the Estates as a political element of civil society within the state, which is 

derived from the corporations; and then he determines them as opposed to the state because of the fact 

that the Estates contain distinct classes of civil society. This is not consistent because the Estates are 

reduced back to distinct classes, and thus the private individual.
615

  

Hegel tries to have the agricultural class mediate between the state and civil society. It means that the 

agricultural class has a higher political task than the other Estates or classes. We find the explanation 

regarding this transformation of the task between the Estates and agriculture class in paragraph §305. 

For this paragraph, the agricultural class is the only mediating class between the Estates and the state. 

Hegel conceives of the agriculture class necessary for mediation. According to Hegel, the agriculture 

class is more independent than the other Estates. The reason why Hegel separates the agricultural class 

from the other Estates is because the agriculture class is similar with the princely function. The 

similarity is certain rights they have by birth such as ownership of land. Hegel claims, “as its basis it 

has family life, and as regards subsistence it has the possession of soil. As regards its particularity it 

has a will, which rest upon itself, and, in common with the princely function, it bears the mark of 

nature.”
616

 

The agriculture class, according to Hegel, depends only on itself. Therefore, Hegel disintegrates and 

dissolves the Estates by virtue of giving priority and particularity to the agriculture class.  

What Marx conceives of Hegel’s agriculture class is “the empowered agriculture class, aristocratic 

landed property.”
617

This type of (landed) private property as Marx already manifested is 1) 

independent from state capital, or the wealth of the state, that is, the universal wealth of the political 

state; 2) independent from “the need of society or the social capital, from favor from the mob.”
618

  The 

agricultural class is defined as an independent class whose wealth is independent and separated from 

the state’s wealth. Thus “in the sharpest terms,” as Marx says, “the opposition, as Hegel develops it, is 
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the opposition of private property and capital.”
619

 This means that the agricultural class acquires 

political significance and position due to its wealth; wealth secures political import. Inevitably, it 

might be said that political significance and political activity are possible only if you have wealth.  

Hegel never says that private property is the fundamental basis for the political constitution and 

therefore for the political state, but Marx’s interpretation reveals private property to be the principle of 

the political constitution and thus the highest political orientation is directly related to private property. 

Marx elaborates how private property is the essence of the political state; he argues that private 

property supports the constitution and also it is the constitution itself. Private property gives the 

political state to its independence. The existence of the political state in a way rests on private 

property.
620

   

Accordingly, what Hegel did is “instead of making private property a civil quality, Hegel makes 

political citizenship, existence, and sentiment a quality of private property.”
621

  

Generally, Hegel creates the illusion that the Estates can take place in politics as an element of the 

executive and can therefore be an element of the political state. Then he abandons this determination 

and decides that the only executive who can govern the state is the monarch. While Hegel previously 

claimed that civil society could obtain its ethical life through corporations, he later transforms the 

appearance of civil society as well as the executive. He does this by excluding the Estates as the 

legislative element of civil society from mediating between civil society and the political state because 

wealth becomes the center of the executive power. And wealth in the corporations is unreliable 

because of “the uncertainty of trade, the desire for gain, and the fluctuations of property.”
622

  

4.4.3.4.5.2.3. The member of the state or the member of the group: the 

problem of the participation of the rabble in the universal 

concerns of the state 

In paragraph §308, Hegel returns to the question of the participation of all individuals. In this regard, 

in civil society, one might say that Hegel mentions two different groups, or he separates the Estates in 

two groups; “a fluctuating element and an immutable element (landed property).”
623

 It seems that this 

fluctuating element corresponds to the business class, which is the second element of the Estates. To 

Marx, Hegel makes “a new distinction within civil society and the Estates: the distinction between a 
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fluctuating element and an immutable element (landed property)”
624

 (which has already mentioned by 

Hegel in the paragraph §§305-306). 

The fluctuating element of the Estates or the second element of the Estates is represented by deputies 

(by “election and selection of deputies”
625

) while the immutable element (landed property) does not 

need deputies. This first element of the Estates can act by themselves but not through deputies like the 

second element of the Estates. 

Hegel gives two reasons for the deputies: the first reason is external reason; that is to say, because of 

the great number of the membership; the second reason is essential reason, i.e., because of its 

determination and its activity. It signifies that the character of the Estates does not contain the political 

occupation and political activity; because as Marx says, their particular activity and occupation are 

alien to the political occupation and activity. However, according to Hegel, this participation or the 

election of the deputies does not emerge individually and in atomistic manner because every 

individual is already a member of the corporation, communities, or societies. Through these 

corporations, societies and communities they systematically organize and select deputies. For this 

reason, they do not split into atomistic individuals. “These various circles receive in this way political 

unity.”
626

  

The spheres of civil society such as Corporations or associations find their universal existence in the 

sphere of the political state through the law. However, Marx discusses that the political right as the 

right of Corporations or association, etc., is in contradiction with the political right as the right of the 

state and citizenship; because the political right should not be the right of particular existence like the 

right of Corporations.  

Hegel enters a new contradiction in paragraph §314 because first of all, he says that the Estates take 

political part in the legislative power. Now he claims that they are only accessory (“addition”). In this 

regard, the determination of the Estates does not contain in achieving the optimum result in the 

deliberation and decision on the affairs of the state; because the role of the Estates is merely an 

addition.
627

 Here the question is if they do not have any effective impact on the business of the state, 

why do they take part in the political constitution as deputes or representatives? It seems that they are 

only ornamental plants or fishes within the political state! Hegel describes the main role and task of 

the Estates as follows; “their distinctive trait is that, as they represent the members of the civic 

community who have no share in the government, it is through their co-operating knowledge, counsel, 
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and judgment that the element of formal freedom attains its right.”
628

 The members of the civil society 

find their representation in the government through the assembly of the Estates; because these 

members of the civil society do not have any share with the government, or the political state. Here 

beyond all question there is strict distinction and separation between civil society and its members and 

the political state. Hegel proves this strict division with his expression in this paragraph (§314). In this 

paragraph, we can more clearly see the ambiguities and conflicts of Hegel. It seems that he 

differentiates formal freedom and concrete freedom. What does formal freedom mean? It appears to 

me that formal freedom means that the individual does not have any direct relation with freedom. Here 

the individual as a member of civil society does not have direct relation with the political state but 

through the Estates, which represent this member of civil society in the government. Accordingly, it 

might be said that formal freedom does not correspond to an immediate relation of the individual but 

mediate relation is its basis. The function of the Estates is to ensure formal freedom of the members of 

civil society. How do the Estates realize that? This formal freedom “attains its right” in relation to the 

members of civil society, through the Estates’ participation in government’s knowledge, in the 

deliberations and decisions of the government on the affairs of the state.  

The public opinion attains some results through acquiring this knowledge coming from the 

government by means of the Estates. 1) The public attains true thought and insights concerning the 

condition and the concept of the state and the affairs of the state. 2) This knowledge enables it to judge 

rationally with regard to the business of the state. 3) Furthermore in this way the public opinion gets 

informed about and learns to esteem the management, talents, virtues, and skills of the public officers. 

However, what does it ensure to the public opinion, if they do not have any effective voice over them? 

Therefore, this explanation remains an empty aggregation of words! Then Hegel says by virtue of this 

publicity civil servants find an opportunity to develop their abilities, their talents, and therefore the 

public opinion is a platform for them to show themselves and attain high honor.  

However, in paragraphs § 316 and § 317, Hegel begins to disprove his first claim with regard to public 

opinion. Hegel describes public opinion as formal subjective freedom associated with the phenomenon 

of collectivity. That is, “formal subjective freedom, implying that individuals as such should have and 

express their own judgment, opinion, and advice concerning affairs of state, makes its appearance in 

that aggregate which is called public opinion.”
629

 The public opinion is described as an unorganized 

way through which the individuals express their opinion and judgments. Obviously, for Hegel, the 

public opinion is not trustable.   
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4.4.3.5. The conclusion 

With a deep research and analysis of Marx’s own works, particularly the works in which he speaks of 

the state, society, and man in detail, we realize and find that Marx is indeed interested in the problem 

of the individual. In the Critique, through an elaborated and extensive investigation, Marx shows the 

relationship of the individual to the state and civil society. The state is the modern state and therefore 

the individual is the modern individual, a product of the modern times, as we have already many times 

declared. Accordingly, Marx discovers the problem of the individual in the modern political state 

within the construction of the political state. 

Then what is the conclusion, which has reached fruition? It is about the structure of the state itself, 

which is given to us by Hegel. If you look at the structure of the political state, from the top down or 

vice versa, you will realize how it is hierarchical. This hierarchy is reinforced by the bureaucratic 

structure of the state. Here are some results: 

1) The relationship between right and duty is defective, resulting from a contradiction between 

the professed mutual relation and the actual asymmetry between them.  

2) The modern state is overestimated and sublimated (exalted). The state is considered as 

powerful as God. Because of this exaltation, its bureaucrat is perceived to have unlimited will 

and power. 

3) According to my view, the modern individual can be characterized as an institutionalized and 

politicized being (“politicized” in relation to Hegel’s political project). What I mean with 

“institutionalized” is to have a legal existence.  

4) Bureaucracy as a mediator or a means leads the individual to become alienated from the 

political state. Therefore, the political state is alien for all individuals. Just as it is not a part of 

the individual, the individual is not a part of the political state. This alienation is reflected in 

our observation that the individual is in fact considered and conceived as a means only.  

5) Step by step, Hegel severs the relationship of the people, or in his own words, “the rabble” to 

the state. In other words, the people are practically pushed outside the political state. 

6) The individuals, as Marx pointed out, find themselves in a two-fold organization: a) the 

bureaucratic organization, which does not touch the individual and society; b) the social 

organization of civil society, which does not touch the state. 

7) Lastly, the individual is not a social individual but an isolated individual, decreed to be a 

“citizen.”  

 

What is the place of the individual as a human being in such a structure? Actually, Marx’s answer is 

very simple; first, the modern state is based on the existence of the individual but this individual is not 

the individual, which we have been told it was: a free political agent. Rather, this individual is 
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separated from its communal being, and for this reason isolated, and therefore alienated. In this way, 

the individual is reduced to an imaginary, illusory being.    

 

The Philosophy of Right is nothing more than a sort of presentation and thus manifestation of the 

modern political state. Even though some may argue that the Prussian State, which Hegel seems to be 

describing and defending is old-fashioned compared to other European models, Marx’s analysis 

reveals that it exhibits the distinctive features of the modern political state. It is properly the modern 

political state itself. It elucidates clearly and precisely what civil society and the individual ought to be 

in the political state. Marx’s aim is to remove mystical elements from philosophy and to put it in the 

service of history to reveal the human self-alienation that has developed in and through it. For his end, 

Marx unmasks the existing political situation which does not correspond to social and economic 

reality but which is thought to be true and real existence. He tries to demonstrate that the actuality, 

which you thought to be real, is an illusion. That is to say, Marx wants to indicate that you are 

separated from your true relations and therefore you are reduced to a lonely individual. Actually, Marx 

himself argues the problem of modern times as the problem of politics. Let me quote from Marx; “the 

relationship of industry, of the world of wealth in general, to the political world is a major problem of 

modern times.” As he illustrates in the rest of the previous sentence, these problems are the problems 

of human beings:  “the moment modern political and social actuality is subjected to criticism, […], 

criticism focuses on genuine human problems…”
630

  

One might say that Marx’s critique of Hegel’s political theory and generally the critique of existing 

political state is based on one concept or one adjective which defines the real or true existence of the 

political theory of Hegel and the true determination of existing political state. The theory of Hegel and 

the existing political state are “fictitious” or “imaginary” as opposed to actual, real! I regard this 

expression as important and significant; because modern political theory generally and Hegel’s 

political theorization particularly tries to demonstrate  that the existing political state is/should be the 

state which is real and actual; which exists in itself and for itself; in which all individuals have civil 

rights  to actualize their political goals, and tasks. However, what Marx shows us is that the truth and 

actual existence of the state is quite different from the way it is presented by these theories. The two 

expressions “fictitious” and “imaginary” indicate that the state is in a relationship of dependence upon 

another existence or sphere.  

According to Marx, the state in Hegel is an abstraction; the family and civil society are prior to and 

more fundamental than the state. In this respect, Marx discusses the relation of the individual or the 

people to the state so as to defend democracy over monarchy. Marx also criticizes the ‘political state’ 
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and ‘constitution.’ Marx’s view on political life is that he believes in immediate or direct democracy—

that’s why he attacks the Hegelian understanding of bureaucracy. As Pelczynski points out, Marx 

“rejects the fact of a highly institutionalized form of government, based on fixed legal and 

constitutional relations, in favor of an ideal of political life in which people participate directly and 

spontaneously.”
631

  

In “Hegel’s Concept of The State and Marx’s Early Critique,” Ilting explains Marx’s interpretation of 

Hegel as follows; “Hegel sought to comprehend the state as an object which existed independently of 

individuals living in a state community and credited these individuals themselves with only a 

dependent existence.”
632

 This is the Marxian approach to Hegel’s state. Ilting, in his article, tries to 

show how Marx misunderstands Hegel and to justify how Hegel presents the concept or idea of the 

state to “recognition of the right (Recht) of the citizens in order to take part in political decisions 

within the state.”
633

  Ilting confirmed Hegel’s idea of the state as a concrete entity, which actualizes 

itself through the particular will. 

According to Ilting, under the influence of Feuerbach’s critique of Hegel’s philosophy, Marx almost 

avoids appreciating Hegel’s intentions. In addition, for Ilting, Marx does not understand Hegel’s “train 

of thought”
634

 and the important parts of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. Hegel understands the state both 

as the ‘immanent end’ of the private sphere of life and as an ‘external necessity’ to the individual—

here the state exists to limit to the private interests of the individual. However, in this point Marx is 

right to criticize Hegel for this ‘unresolved antinomy’
635

 because without the individual interests and 

without individual desires, inclinations, Hegel could not materialize the fulfillment of the real state. In 

addition, here there is a problem concerning the means and ends that is parallel to the subject-

predicate problem, which Feuerbach discussed and Marx indicated as well. While the state is an 

‘external necessity’ for individual interests and also an ‘immanent end of the private sphere of life’, 

which restricts the private will and interests, the individual is also considered as a means in order to 

materialize the fulfillment of the state.  

Ilting criticizes Marx for overlooking Hegel’s consideration about the relation between the duties and 

rights in the state because Ilting argues that Hegel in §261 “makes civil rights the foundation of all 

                                                           
631

 Z. A. Pelczynski, “Nation, civil society, state: Hegelian sources of the Marxian non-theory of nationality”, in 

The State and Civil Society: Studies in Hegel’s Political Philosophy, edited by Z. A. Pelczynski, Cambridge 

University Press, 1984, p.269 
632

 K.-H. Ilting, “Hegel’s concept of the State and Marx’s Early critique”, in The State and Civil Society: Studies 

in Hegel’s Political Philosophy, edited by Z. A. Pelczynski, Cambridge University Press, 1984, p.93  
633

 Ibid., Ilting, “Hegel’s concept of the State and Marx’s Early critique”, in The State and Civil Society, edit. by 

Z. A. Pelczynski, 1984, p.95 
634

 Ibid., Ilting, “Hegel’s concept of the State and Marx’s Early critique”, p.104 
635

 Ibid., Ilting, “Hegel’s concept of the State and Marx’s Early critique”, p.105 



204 

 

duties in the state, and then, in the Remark, presents the fulfillment of the duties of a subject as a 

condition for the preservation of civil right.”
636

 For this reason, Ilting asserts that Marx, without 

making any comments, ignores the idea of Hegel that “the duties of a citizen in the state must 

correspond exactly to his rights…”
637

  

Another critique of Ilting to Marx is that Marx misconstrues Hegel’s exposition of his philosophy 

through just interpreting paragraph §262. Ilting says that “whereas Hegel wishes to show how the 

rights to freedom of the members of civil society expand to become rights of participation in social 

institutions (§§262-4), Marx simply fixes on the metaphysical tone of Hegel’s style.”
638

 Ilting 

emphasizes that the state for Hegel comes to exist through the activity of its citizens. However, as I 

believe I have demonstrated through my analysis, these citizens are not active beings in Hegel’s state.   

The difference between Marx’s approach to the individual being and the attitude of Hegel is that step 

by step Hegel excludes the relationship of the people, or in his own words, “the rabble” to the political 

state. People remain outside of the political state. The rabble must be only governed. It is the best 

solution that the modern political state can come up with. Accordingly, society is not a political 

society. Strictly speaking, it is no longer a society or community; because as Rousseau expounds in his 

masterpiece, The Social Contract; there is a difference between an association (community) and an 

aggregate.
639

  

4.5. THE CRITIQUE OF THE LIBERAL VIEW OF THE EXISTENCE 

OF THE INDIVIDUALTHROUGH SOME OF MARX’S 

WRITINGS 

In the German Ideology, Marx and Engels wrote that the premises of the materialistic conception of 

history are “the real individuals (die wirklich Individuen), their activity and their material condition of 

their life both those which they find already existing and those produced by their activity.”
640

 These 

premises are the real foundations of their conception. Regarding these premises, the individuals are 

real individuals if they are recognized through their activity and their material conditions. In this last 

section, I would like to concentrate on the problem of the individual in terms of the German Ideology 

and the Holy Family in which Marx demonstrates the materialist conception of history. In the German 

Ideology, Marx and Engels differentiate the individuals from animals concerning the first historical 
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act, which is not that they think but that they create their means of subsistence. In other words, 

creation or production is the first historical act of human beings. Through the production of their 

means of subsistence, human beings create their material conditions.  

In relation to these two main works, in this chapter of the dissertation I will roughly criticize the 

liberal view of the existence of the individual. The liberal view is the main reason for the problem of 

the individual in modern society and the modern political state because the liberal account approaches 

the individual as an atomistic being, which is the basis of liberal society. According to this account, as 

we know, the atomistic individual and free market are the fundamental elements of liberal society. 

Individuals pursue their interests in the free market on their own. This kind of free market is in accord 

with human needs and human nature. Because of the free market system, individuals in such a society 

exist as competing beings. As Sean Sayers states, “under the impact of the market, society has been 

dissolved into a mass of separate individuals, each pursuing their own independent interests.”
641

 David 

Harvey in A Brief History of Neoliberalism points out the fundamental proposal of the neo-liberal 

approach as follows;  

“The founding figures of neoliberal thought took political ideals of human dignity 

and individual freedom as fundamental, as ‘the central values of civilization.’ In so 

doing, they chose wisely, for these are indeed compelling and seductive ideals. 

These values, they held, were threatened not only by fascism, dictatorships, and 

communism, but by all forms of state intervention that substituted collective 

judgments for those of individuals free to choose.”
642

 

In modern society, the individual is a creation of the free market, that is, a creation of economic 

system of market. In such a society as Marx and Engels discussed in the German Ideology, the 

individuals must exist independently and they relate to each other by way of exchange. In former 

societies, the bond that held the individuals together was family, earth or clan. In the same work, Marx 

and Engels claim that the individuals depend on each other because of division of labor.  

In the conclusion, we arrive at the point of a certain determination of the concept of the individual as 

well as that of society; that is, the individual is a social and thus political being within all their 

relations. Correspondingly, society is not an aggregation of the individuals; it is the whole web of 

relationship. The modern capitalist world is based on the separation and aggregation of individuals in 

a way that excludes the relationship of each individual to each other. The liberal account needs this 

conception of ‘society’ as “an aggregate of individuals” to create the illusion of self-sufficient 
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individuals who do not need to relate to others except for exchange. Because they act only on behalf of 

their own interests, they can abstain from any responsibility towards other individuals.  

Modern society thus destroys all social ties and relations.
643

 In this way, individuals can compete 

freely in the free market. The basic point in the free market is that “individuals seem to be free and 

independent agents; their social interconnection appears to be external and accidental to them.”
644

 As 

Sean Sayers illustrates, “social relations among people are transformed into economic relations among 

things — relations that operate in an alien way, independently of us.”
645

 In other words, the only 

reasons that bring individuals together are economic needs. 

Marx and Engels in the German Ideology assert that “work” or “labor” is “the only connection which 

still links them with the productive forces and with their own existence.”
646

 But in my view “work” 

does not only connect the individuals with the productive forces and with their own existence; 

nowadays work is also the only way to have intercourse with other individuals. However, there is a 

difference between “work” as the activity engaged in producing material life (needs) and “work” as 

self-activity or self-manifestation. In the earlier periods, as Marx asserts in the German Ideology, the 

production of material life and self-activity were conceived separately and the production of material 

life was conceived as “a subordinate mode of self-activity.” However, today, the conception of work 

as “the production of material life” has displaced the other conception. Marx contends that material 

life has become the only end and the activity of production of material life, that is, “work as self-

activity” has become a means to that end.
647

  

Then the question is how Marx describes the individual in such a society. In the German Ideology, 

Marx and Engels touch on two facts, which Marx did not deal with in On the Jewish Question: 1) the 

relation of productive forces
648

 to the individuals; 2) the relation of the individual to the productive 

forces. 1) The productive forces (or forces of production) appear as if they are in a world independent 

of the individuals because they do not belong to the individuals unless the individual is an owner of 

private property. The productive forces thus attain an independent and separate being that is indifferent 
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to the intercourse of the individuals. Marx claims that in earlier times the productive forces had never 

taken on an indifferent form to the individuals to such an extent.
649

 Marx also proves that, in earlier 

periods, the intercourse of the individuals was more limited. So, while the interdependence of 

individuals is much more full-fledged in capitalist societies, because of the alienation of the 

individuals from the productive forces, this relationship of interdependence remains uprooted and 

misconceived.  

2) The individuals are separated from these productive forces and hence they are divorced from “their 

real life-content.” The result is that the individuals become abstract individuals. In short, the 

individual divorced from productive forces is an abstract individual and enters into relation with other 

individuals only as abstract individuals.
650

 Therefore they “stand against these productive forces”
651

 

which are alienated from them as something that needs to be re-appropriated. 

The problem of the individual is strongly related firstly to the productive forces, work—labor. The 

problem of the individual is secondly related to necessity. What I mean by the concept of necessity is 

that the individuals in the modern capitalist world exist only for living or for their existence. Thirdly, 

the problem of the individual is linked to identity. The individuals in modern society do not have any 

identity. By ‘identity’, I do not mean something like national, ethnic, or religious identity, which is 

given by the state, but the identity through which the individual finds their personality. This identity is 

linked to being able to make decisions concerning one’s life and having the capacity to carry out these 

decisions. In other words, identity is linked to self-creation. This is why in the German Ideology Marx 

and Engels say, “what the individuals are depends on the material conditions of their production.”
652

 In 

this respect, what the individuals are depends on what they produce, how they produce, namely, the 

mode of production.  

Another important point concerning individuality in Marx’s theory is its relation to what is social. It is 

often argued that Marx’s political theory emphasizes what is social to the exclusion of an adequate 

consideration of individuality. For example, in Grundrisse, Marx points out, “society does not consist 

of individuals, but expresses the sum of interrelations, the relation within which these individuals 

stand.”
653

 In my view, to say that “society does not consist of individuals” does not mean that Marx 

did not consider or pay attention to the problem of the individuals. Marx does not direct his attention 

to the individual in abstraction, but in relation to “the sum of interrelations […] within which these 
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individuals stand,” but his purpose in doing so is actually to understand the individual, which cannot 

be done without its relation to society. What is individual is also social. 

In the German Ideology, where Marx and Engels criticize Feuerbach’s materialism, they also criticize 

his standpoint on the individuals. Feuerbach conceives the individuals as “an object of the senses.”
654

 

However, Feuerbach does not comprehend the individuals in terms of their “sensuous activity.” In 

other words, Feuerbach conceives the individual only theoretically and not within their social 

conditions and their existing condition of life. Furthermore, Feuerbach excludes history from his 

analysis of the individuals and society. According to Marx, insofar as Feuerbach concentrates only on 

the individuals or human being without considering their social connections and their existing 

condition of life, the individuals of Feuerbach remain mere abstractions. In addition, Feuerbach 

recognizes the individuals only emotionally. For Marx, Feuerbach recognizes love and friendship as 

the only “human relations.” In other words, Feuerbach does not criticize the present conditions of life. 

Regarding this point, Marx and Engels claim that “in large-scale industry and competition the whole 

mass of conditions of existence, limitations, biases of individuals, are fused together into the two 

simplest forms: private property and labor.”
655

 This relationship of the existence of the individuals to 

private property and labor is what Feuerbach overlooked. For this reason, “he [Feuerbach] never 

manages to conceive the sensuous world as the total living sensuous activity of the individuals 

composing it.”
656

  

As Marx and Engels already pointed out in the Holy Family, the problem of the individual is related to 

Hegelian philosophy or German idealism, which teaches that the real individuals are self-conscious 

beings.  

In the Holy Family under the subtitle called “Mystery of Speculative Construction”, Marx clarifies the 

mystery of Hegel’s philosophy, particularly, his logic. Marx explains that Hegel expresses the process 

of absolute subject as the process of thought where the perception of an object is reflected through the 

limited sensory perception and imagination of philosophers. Then Hegel presents the real thing within 

speculative presentation. For this reason, the reader cannot differentiate the real from the speculative 

reasoning.
657

 

To see the individual only as a self-conscious being means to exclude them as active subjects. 

Furthermore, this viewpoint ignores the material conditions in which the individuals exist.  
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In the Holy Family, Marx claims that in the modern world every individual is both a slave and member 

of a community. However, the enslavement in bourgeois society ostensibly takes the form of maximal 

liberty. In this context, Marx’s description of the individual is as follows; 

“In the modern world each one is at the same time a member of slavedom and of the 

public commonwealth. Precisely the slavery of civil society is in appearance the 

greatest freedom because it is in appearance the perfect independence of the 

individual. Indeed, the individual considers as his own freedom the movement, no 

longer curbed or fettered by a common tie or by man, the movement of his alienated 

life elements, like property, industry, religion, etc.; in reality, this is the perfection of 

his slavery and his inhumanity. Right has here taken the place of privilege.”
658

 

Just as old society was a society based on privileges, so the modern society is a society of rights. By 

saying that “right has here taken the place of privilege,”
659

 Marx tries to indicate that so-called “rights” 

are still either disguised privileges or empty legal words. Liberal ideology presents these rights as if 

the individuals could materialize their existence through them. This ideology turns individuals into 

abstract legal persons.   

Marx defines the individuals in civil society as egoistic. They are pushed to being egoistic because in 

civil society the individuals are considered as independent beings like atoms. In the Holy Family, 

Marx points out that the members of civil society cannot be likened to atoms; because “the atom has 

no needs, it is self-sufficient; the world outside it is absolute vacuum, i.e., it is contentless, senseless, 

meaningless, just because the atom has all its fullness in itself.”
660

 Individuals cannot be conceived 

like atoms because they are not independent from other individuals; rather they necessarily depend on 

the existence of other individuals. Marx asserts that the individuals in civil society live in pure 

appearance.
661

 

Therefore we can say that the reality of the individuals exist outside themselves. The sensuous world, 

and the existence of others remind individuals that they are not independent beings but rather that the 

reality of their existence is this dependence itself. The individuals depend on the other individuals 

because of natural necessity and interests. This necessity is natural because individuals exist within 

relations; to be in relationships is their nature. Necessity is their natural property.  
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In this regard, Marx criticizes Hegel’s theory of the state, which claims that the state ties the 

individuals together.
662

 To Marx, it is not the state that holds the individuals together but natural 

necessity. In modern capitalist societies, this natural interdependence manifests itself in civil society 

where their interests twist the individuals together. In modern society, the individuals in civil society 

are seen as atoms, but as Marx argued, they are atoms just in imagination. Here the contradiction of 

the individuals in the modern society or in civil society is that the individuals imagine that they exist 

independently. 
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 CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 
 

“[Marxism] is not merely an economic or 

historical theory, but a universal outlook on the 

world, more universal than Hegelianism, since it 

appeals not only to the head, but also to the hand 

and the heart of mankind.”
663 

 

In order to realize the goal of this thesis and clarify the argument, I have undertaken an uneasy 

journey. The difficulty results from the philosophers presented here as well as the actuality of the 

problem. The main question of the argument is whether the individual exists as a political and social 

agent in the modern state and political society. 

I began with the etymological and historical background of the concept of the individual through an 

analysis of the concept in itself and then through its historical development from the Ancient Greek to 

the Medieval period. The reason why I focus on the ancient and middle ages is to comprehend the 

development of the concept. Generally, the concept of the individual is correlated with Christianity. 

With the symbolization of Christianity in a subject or a person, that is, Jesus Christ, the existence of 

the individual is held to be of utmost importance. The individual who was not able to attain the infinite 

now becomes the embodiment of infinitude. Therefore, Christianity had a decisive role in the 

excogitation of the individual. In my view, the reason why the individual as a concept did not appear 

in Ancient Greece, or was not considered in the same way as it is today, is that the infinite, absolute, or 

divine things were considered to be outside this world. In Ancient Greece, some are free but according 

to Ritter, it is Christianity, which contends that the human being is free. In the Greek city-state, the 

free individual as the citizen has political freedom in participating in the decisions of the state. Hegel 

adopts this idea of political participation from Aristotle. 

In capitalist society, the individuals are not free because they depend upon other beings as slaves. For 

both Aristotle and Hegel, freedom is related to politics. According to Aristotle, free individuals are 
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necessarily related to or participate in political life for the individual is defined as a political animal. 

“For him, therefore, freedom as a political form of justice also contains the purpose of the political 

order; it must make possible the freedom of selfhood for every individual; he ought to live in the city 

as himself and be able to achieve his human determination.”
664

  

In the Philosophy of History, Hegel sates that the question of the individual was introduced into 

Western philosophy by Socrates and Christianity. But according to him, only in the modern period has 

this concept been developed. Within Christian belief, which endowed the individuals with divineness 

and a privileged status, the individual comes to the fore as a distinctive component of the modern 

world. Therefore, in the modern world, the separation between the other world (the kingdom to come) 

and the human world disappears. Thus, the individual-centered world was created.  

After the analysis of the concept of the individual in terms of its historical development, I have put 

particular and excessive emphasis on the philosophies of Hegel and Marx for the ontological and 

economic analysis of the concept. In the second chapter on Hegel, I have concentrated particularly on 

the concept of the individual in relation to their political existence. For this aim, the Philosophy of 

Right and the Philosophy of History have guided us. In the chapter on Marx, I have dealt with the 

ontological, economic, and political existence of the individual in two parts. In the first part, Marx’s 

masterpiece, that is, the Manuscripts of 1844, has directed us to an ontological and economic view 

point on the individual. For a discussion of the political existence of the individual, the particular 

emphasis in the second part has been on On Jewish Question and the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy 

of Right. 

The question is why the individual or the subject is not free. This is linked the concept of “relation.” 

One might say that the entire social philosophy of Hegel rests on the concept of “relation.” And if 

there is a relation, it indicates that there is dependence. However, in Hegel, this dependence is not 

given in a negative sense. Rather it is the way or the form through which the single individual 

becomes independent, and accordingly, appears as self-awareness of themselves and the other—this 

other might be a human being or it might be the external world in the sense of nature, and object 

outside of subject, etc. I believe that whereas Hegel discovers and thus makes explicit the importance 

of relation, Marx underlines the form of relation as such and thus explicates how the individual loses 

this human relation. The relationship of the individual to the individual and the relationship of the 

individual to nature, etc. is the main point of concern for Marx as well as Hegel. However, Marx 

focuses more on the existence of the individual as a problem in the modern world, especially in his 

early writings such as the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right and On the Jewish Question.  
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Actually, the mature Marx could also have been discussed under this topic; however, I had to give up 

that purpose in that it would be very difficult to focus on a detailed research on both the young and the 

mature Marx at the same time. With this in mind, I have dealt with the young Marx only, which has 

already been an exhaustive and challenging mission in itself. Simply the mature Marx would be 

another research project, but here in this conclusion, I briefly touch on Grundrisse and Capital in an 

attempt to summarize the modern concept of the individual in terms of Marx.      

The modern world described by Marx is founded on separation. While Hegel is also very much aware 

of the separation between human beings and themselves as well as nature and searches for a 

unification of this separation or opposition, he nevertheless separates the individual from themselves, 

and from society, etc. This separation began with the French Revolution through which two processes 

of separation developed: 1) on the one hand, civil society was separated into independent individuals, 

as bearers of private interest; 2) on the other hand, the political sphere had more autonomy in respect 

to civil society.
665

 So, while the individual obtained their independence from civil society as private 

persons on the one hand, on the other hand the existence of the individual or the freedom of the 

individual was restricted by virtue of legal constructs. Hegel’s Philosophy of Right makes explicit this 

separation and restriction. 

I believe that the aim of Hegel regarding the realization of this separation, especially in the Philosophy 

of Right, is to determine and to clarify what exactly these spheres are. However, in every step of the 

Philosophy of Right we are confronted with inevitable conflicts. While Hegel tries to overcome these 

contradictions, he runs into other contradictions. His solution is always to unify these different spheres 

such as the political sphere and the private sphere, that is, civil society. This unification is based on 

“recognition.” However, at the end, we are notably brought face to face with the exclusion of the 

individual from the political sphere. Thus, we notice that the so-called “recognition” is not reciprocal 

but one-sided.   

In Hegel, the freedom of the individuals depends upon a return to their own existence. That is to say, 

to be free is to be self-reflexive; their existence depends upon themselves. For Hegel, if the individual 

remains dependent upon something else, it implies that the individual’s process of self-realization is 

not completed. In other words, for the individual to be free, their existence must, in the end, be self-

contained. For this reason, both in the Phenomenology and in the Philosophy of Right, after its long 

journey, (self-) consciousness or spirit turns back over to itself to be truly free and self-contained. 

Freedom is the self-realization and self-dependency of human being.  
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I argue in this dissertation that the existence of the individual remains very problematic in the 

philosophy of Hegel. On the one hand, Hegel would say that the individual exists. On the other hand, 

the existence of the individual is not independent from the Absolute. On the one hand, he states that 

without the individual, that is, without the individual’s experiences, it is impossible to realize the 

universal. These individual experiences, which are components of life, are essential to the 

development of Hegel’s Spirit.
666

 Self-consciousness cannot manifest itself without life. The 

Philosophy of History also discusses the significance of the individual and their inclinations and 

feelings. They are the efficient or influential subjects of world-spirit. On the other hand, Hegel still 

continues to see these individuals as a means to the universal, so to speak, a means of attaining the 

absolute. In short, in Hegel’s philosophy the existence of the individuals as agents of the world-spirit 

is in an uncertain and doubtful condition.  

Hegel identifies the individuals with private interests, inclinations, and passions. For this reason, the 

individual is but only an instrument in an attempt to materialize the universal. In the Philosophy of 

Right, Hegel presents not only the individuals but also the state itself, laws and duties as phases to 

arrive at the highest sphere (§ 279).  In the paragraph in which Hegel speaks of religion, he expresses 

that this highest point is the divine will realizing itself in the state. In this respect, Hegel points out, 

“the state is divine will as a present spirit, which unfolds itself in the actual shape of organized 

world.”
667

 On the one hand, the state is divine will itself; on the other hand, the state is a means 

through which the divine will demonstrates itself. 

By means of a profound investigation regarding the problem of the individual in Hegel’s writings, I 

come to the conclusion that the existence of the individual in Hegel is associated with the definition of 

the concept of the individual. According to this definition, the individual is merely a self-conscious 

being, which is separated from their material representation. In the introduction to the Philosophy of 

History, Hegel explains that the Spirit makes itself felt in the individuals firstly and particularly 

through feeling and passion. In this respect, Hegel states, “we may affirm absolutely that nothing great 

in the World has been accomplished without passion.”
668

 However, although these spiritual things 

emerge through feeling and passion, Hegel especially asserts that feeling and passion are not the core 

of these spiritual things. In other words, they are only forms, which are supposed to be in human 

beings. The better explanation of the dichotomy between reason and passion is given by George 
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Amstrong Kelly recalling “Hume’s striking dictum that ‘reason is the slave of the passions’ and the 

consequent attempt of German idealism to restore the primacy of reason by enlarging its content.”
669

 

While Hegel attempts to arrive at a unification of this dichotomy, I believe that he still retains it.  

Besides, according to Hegel, feeling is a property we have in common with animals. It is not feeling 

that separates the human beings from animals but reason or self-consciousness.
670

 Hegel does not 

consider feeling or passion as a human relation. I believe that this is an oversight on Hegel’s part. It 

goes without saying that the animal also makes relationship with other animals but instinctively. 

However, human beings get in touch with other human beings in a more complicated way that is 

mediated by the relationship between feeling and reason. Only when reason, which animals do not 

have, enters into relation with feeling, do human beings become truly human beings. We must keep in 

mind that the individuals are not pure reason as they are not pure feeling or passion either. Regarding 

this point, in the introduction to On Christianity: Early Theological Writings, Richard Kroner explains 

the relationship between reason and the individual in relation to Kant’s idea. As is well-known, Kant 

claims that “man as a moral agent is autonomous, that it is his own practical reason which dictates the 

moral law: man is—or rather ought to be—his own master.”
671

 According to Richard Kroner, this 

leads to a difficulty because when the individual is thus divided against themselves, they are “not 

really free but […] half-free and half-slave. At best, he is his own slave, enslaved by his master, 

reason.”
672

 On the contrary, Hegel tries to overcome this division and reconcile reason with the 

external world even though he fails.  

Let us explain Hegel’s approach to the problem of the individual in relation to feeling and passion 

through a letter from Marx to Feuerbach.
673

 In this aforesaid letter, Marx criticizes the character of the 

Literatur-Zeitung that Bauer monthly published (1843-1844). Marx claims that Bauer transforms 

“criticism” into a transcendental being. It is a transcendental being because they regarded 

“consciousness or self-consciousness as the only human quality. Love, for example, is rejected, 

because the loved one is only an ‘object’. Down with the object.” In this letter, Marx mentions the 

feeling of love which Feuerbach also stresses in his works as something that is absent in modern 

philosophy. In his critique to Bauer, Marx emphasizes the significance of feeling and passion. Bauer 

and his followers look down on feeling and passion; the only human quality for them is consciousness 

or self-consciousness as was the case with Hegel.  
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What Bauer and his followers in fact reject is the object of feeling and passion. This amounts to the 

rejection of what is concrete, that is, the object. In the same latter, Marx remarks, “this criticism thus 

regards itself as the only active element in history. It is confronted by the whole of humanity as 

a mass, an inert mass, which has value only as the antithesis of intellect. It is therefore regarded as the 

greatest crime if the critic displays feeling or passion.” The same criticism can be made to Hegel’s 

approach to feeling and passion. In Hegel, feeling and passion are important, but still they are deficient 

in arriving at the truth. They are secondary while consciousness, or self-consciousness, or better still 

reason, is the essence of his philosophy. It is the essence of spirit; it is the essence of history. Not 

surprisingly, Hegel has the same approach to the mass, which has value only as the antithesis of 

intellect.   

In this point, the question comes in sight ipso facto: does the individual exist in the philosophy of 

Hegel? If the response is ‘yes,’ how does it realize its existence? Hegel considers freedom not just as 

something inherent but also something practical. In other words, the problem, which Hegel wants to 

overcome, is not only theoretical but also practical. However while Hegel aimed to resolve this 

problem, still he remains in the abstract, more theoretical area. Nevertheless, at this point, labor or 

work emerges as a concept through which the individuals actualize or objectify themselves in society 

and which Hegel and Marx have in common. Marx claims that “the person objectifies himself in 

production; the thing subjectifies itself in the person.”
674

 Here Marx is very close to the Hegelian sense 

of labor—production.
675

 According to both philosophers, labor or work is the fundamental and 

significant element for the realization of the individual as a determined and self-consciousness subject. 

Of course for Hegel it is just a stage, because the complete actualization—fulfillment—is only 

possible through and within the state.    

In the Philosophy of Right, as we have seen, the individual is defined as a spiritual being, which 

contains two opposed characteristics. One of them is conscious and willing individuality and the 

second is the universality which knows and wills the substantive reality (§264). Due to this twofold 

character, according to Hegel, they can obtain their rights only in so far as they act as both private 

persons and as persons willing substantive reality. In the same paragraph, Hegel points out that the 

individuals obtain their rights directly in the family and indirectly in civil society. Through these two 

institutions, the particular interests of the individuals implicitly point to the universal. The individuals 

obtain their rights indirectly by way of social institutions or in the corporation. The corporation 
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provides the individuals with occupation and activity and thus the individuals realize their universality 

in civil society by way of corporations.  

As we know, Hegel divides the political state into three spheres: 1) the legislative; 2) the executive 

(government); 3) the monarch (the function of the prince). In the legislative function, Hegel mentions 

three elements but only two elements are active. These elements are the monarchical element and 

executive (government) element. The last element is the estates or different classes. On the one hand 

in paragraph §300, Hegel talks about the estates as the last moment of the legislative function; on the 

other hand in the next paragraph (§301), Hegel completely eliminates the estates. The function of the 

estates brings the public affairs into existence. According to Hegel, the estates do not need to work on 

the laws; because for Hegel, this sort of idea results from the claim, which believes that the deputies of 

people or people themselves must know what is best for their interests. But actually for Hegel, the 

people does not know what is best for themselves, that is, they do not know what they will; because 

Hegel asserts that to know what to will and to know what reason or absolute wills is the result of 

profound knowledge and comprehension, insight but people do not belong these sort of properties 

(§301 Note). Therefore, the individuals as a member of the estates exclude from political decision 

because “the highest state officials have necessarily deeper and more comprehensive insight into the 

workings and needs of the state, and also greater skill and wider practical experience.”
676

 Accordingly, 

the individuals or strictly speaking people are not necessary because without them these highest 

officials are able to actualize the best result. 

In paragraph §308 we can observe the same treatment towards the second section of the estates. This 

part of the general class element comprises the “fluctuating side” of civil society (§308). This element 

takes part in politics through deputies because of its numerous memberships. However, when society 

appoints these deputies, they come together not as an aggregate of atoms but they act through their 

societies, corporations, associations. Therefore, these societies, communities, and corporations can 

connect with politics through these deputies. However, in paragraph §314, Hegel claims that the  

estates or classes do not have maximum efficiency for deliberation and decision-making about the 

affairs of the state while in the previous paragraph stating that they participate in politics through 

deputies. Therefore, once again Hegel ignores and excludes people from participating in politics and 

the affairs of the state. The purpose or the task of the estates is to inform people about decisions which 

are taken by the highest civil officials. Hegel talks about the estates or deputies only because he wants 

people to be informed about the political decisions, deliberations, that is, about the affairs of the state 

but at the same time, he rejects their effective participation in the affairs of the state and also finds 

their decision inefficient.  
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Knox and many others strive to demonstrate that Hegel never considers the individual as an 

instrument.
677

 However, in the Philosophy of Right, particularly when we read the part on the State, in 

the first place, we observe that Hegel attempts to combine the individual and the universal (unification 

of the individual and the state) through organizations such as corporations and estates but then step by 

step the participation of every individual in politics is ignored. Shortly, the individuals are ignored and 

Hegel’s state theory remains abstract and formal. 

Marx proves that the individuals were much more integrated with society before modern society. In 

this sense, the social roles were on a large scale constant and determined according to their roles in the 

social order. In such societies before the modern period, individuals were confined within certain 

determinations such as being feudal lords, serfs, landlords, etc. Accordingly, within modern society 

and the development of the free market, the individuals were no longer defined as lords, landlords, 

serfs or slaves; they began to be characterized as free, independent beings and thus free agents.   

The core of capitalism is the renewal of itself with a new technological revolution or discovery, a new 

economical reformation, or ideological and cultural theorizations. It keeps itself alive forever. 

However, one thing never changes: the contradiction between capital and labor. The form of 

suppression changes but the content never changes. Marx emphasizes, “the modern bourgeois society 

that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal society has not done away with class antagonism. It has but 

established new classes, new conditions of oppression, and new forms of struggle in place of the old 

ones.”
678

 The character of bourgeois period, according to Marx, is that class antagonism has polarized 

in two great classes: proletariat and bourgeois.    

It seems that Marx does not use the term ‘individual’ as often as does Hegel; instead of the term 

‘individual’ as an atom of a society, Marx prefers to speak of the individual within the concept of 

class. Here, the following question emerges: is the individual who is taken into account in terms of 

class sacrificed on behalf of society? The answer to this question, as we saw through a detailed 

examination of Marx’s works, is that Marx never left out a consideration of (and attention to) the 

individual. Rather, he always dealt with the existence of and the place of the individual in the capitalist 

mode of production through the analysis of labor (especially in his early writings) and through the 

relation of the individual to the labor-market (particularly in his later writings such as in Grundrisse 

and Capital).  
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Grundrisse, stands between the Manifesto [1848] and Capital I [1867]. This work was inspired by the 

1857 economic crisis, which stimulated him to summarize and write his works on economy. The 

original force or effect, which stimulated him to reveal this work was the revolutions of 1848-50 (or, 

strictly speaking, the defeat of these revolutions).
679

 Marx claims that when bourgeois society is 

considered, the ultimate phase of the process of social production emerges always as the society itself, 

that is, as the human beings themselves within their social relations. The subjects of this production 

process are the individuals, but they are the individuals in mutual relations.
680

 In Capital Marx goes 

further and finally claims that the relationships between the individuals are reduced to the relationship 

between commodities. Compared to Hegel’s metaphysical discussion of the individual, Marx’s 

discussion is far less grandiose: in Grundrisse and Capital, Marx speaks of the individual almost 

entirely in terms of their relations in the market place.  

In the Grundrisse, Marx speaks of the individual as produced—created—and as “producing in 

society”
681

 in relation to a society within free competition. In this society, the individual is defined as 

an independent being. According to Marx, this conception originated in the seventeenth century and 

progressed in the eighteenth century with the social contract theory of Rousseau, which gave the 

individual an independent and autonomous character. Marx describes the situation of the individual in 

this society as follows: “In this society of free competition, the individual appears detached from the 

natural bonds etc. which in earlier historical periods make him the accessory of a definite and limited 

human conglomerate.”
682

 Marx says that with the deep analysis of the individual in history, that is, by 

going back into history it could be seen that “the producing individual” emerges as a dependent being, 

that is,  

“as belonging to a greater whole: in a still quite natural way in the family and in the 

family expanded into the clan [Stamm]; then later in the various forms of communal 

society arising out of the antitheses and fusions of the clans. Only in the eighteenth 

century, in ‘civil society’, do the various forms of social connectedness confront the 

individual as a mere means towards his private purposes, as external necessity.”
683

 

Marx emphasizes in this paragraph that the individual in eighteenth century society, called civil 

society, engages in social relations (including institutions) for his private aims. It is important to notice 

that Marx says that this “social connectedness confront the individual as mere means.” What does it 

mean? Marx continues to define this society or the epoch in which the isolated individual exists within 
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“the most developed social relations.” Can it be interpreted that here the individual is a mere means 

within the realization of social relations? Here social relations are the purpose in front of the 

individual.  

Marx agrees with the Aristotelian claim, which says that human being is “a political animal” and not 

just a social animal. “The human being is in the most literal sense a political animal, not merely a 

gregarious animal, but an animal which can individuate itself only in the midst of society.”
684

 This 

determination is a criticism of the relationship between the individual and ‘civil society’ in which, 

according to Marx, the individual is isolated. The capitalist society leads to the repeated reproduction 

of the human being as an isolated individual.
685

 

In this point, Marx argues that the individual cannot exist without its economic independence from 

capitalist society. He talks about economic freedom for the existence of the individual but he does not 

speak of the problem as Hegel does. In this respect, the argument of the thesis was discussed in terms 

of the theoretical and practical approaches. Hegel tries to represent the problem of the individual both 

in theoretical and practical framework. Instead, Marx presents its practical aspects.  

In Marx, the individual is taken away from their abstract position in Hegel’s philosophy and examined 

in their indirect relation to one another as subjects of the production process. In other words, the 

individual is analyzed first through their relation to their labor and to the process of labor; then, 

through their relation with the product which they produce at the end of the process, and finally 

through their mediate relation with another individual. In this context, Marx mentions the concept of 

‘fetishism,’ which signifies that the relationships between human beings are reduced to relationships 

between commodities.   

From Marx’s definition of production and its relationship with the individual and consumption, it can 

be perceived how Hegel’s influence appears in Marx’s understanding. Marx points out that “the 

individual produces an object and, by consuming it, returns to himself, but returns as a productive and 

self-reproducing individual. Consumption thus appears as a moment of production.”
686

 Hegel also 

states that the individuals realize themselves by producing. In their production, they perceive their real 

existence; the individuals come back to themselves at the end of the production by recognizing 

themselves in the object, which they have produced. However, it should be reminded that there is a 

difference between these two perspectives on production, in the sense that Hegel does not speak of the 

consumption, which for Marx creates not only production but also a manner of consumption and a 
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means of production and consumption. This means that for Marx the process of self-realization is not 

consummated in the mind, but is rooted in material life.  

As we already mentioned in previous chapters on Marx, Marx criticizes the classical political 

economists for beginning with the isolated individual. In contrast, the starting point of Marx is the 

social individual, the individual determined by society, and therefore, by the given conditions of 

production. Therefore, in Marx’s thought, the individual is not isolated and abstracted from everything 

but rather evaluated as “socially” determined. In other words, the individuals are wholly composed of 

“relations.” Because of these relations, the individuals are not simple “things” in themselves but they 

are determined by these relationships.  

It goes without saying that Hegel never ignores the existence of the individual in relation to the 

universal. Nevertheless, in the end, the individual exist for itself. It seems to me, however, that the 

individual in modern capitalist society does not exist for itself but only for another-self. This is the 

cause of the ambiguity in Hegel’s convoluted system: on the one hand, it takes note of the individual’s 

relation to the universal; on the other hand, it tries to account for a distorted fact as if it is rational: the 

fact that the individual is reduced to a simple “thing” in modern capitalist society. 

What I deduce through a deep reading of the Manuscripts of 1844 is that the loss of the relation of the 

individual to the external, social world means that the individual loses their existence. The idealization 

of the existence of the individual is a “fantasy.” In the Manuscripts, Marx points out that the 

individuals create society and in the same manner, society creates the individuals. Marx did not reduce 

his standpoint to one that is either society-centered or individual-centered. Marx clearly observed that 

there is a rigorous relationship between society and the individuals, which is reciprocal. 

Marx reveals the concept of the individual as socially determined through the comprehension of 

Hegel. Accordingly, through a detailed analysis and an extensive reading of Hegel and Marx, we can 

observe that Marx did not ignore the existence of the individual in his writings. Marx does not take the 

individual as the departure point but his analysis in fact aims at explaining the possibility of the 

existence of the individual as an individual. The reason why he doesn’t take the individual as the 

departure point is methodological; it is because the individual does not stand in isolation from the web 

of relations they are embedded in. However, this does not mean that he is not concerned with creating 

the social and economic conditions in which the individual can actually exist as an individual. In other 

words, the individual is not lost in Marx’s writings just because Marx considers the individual as a 

result but not a departure point; on the contrary, the individual is considered as an end in itself. Marx 

did not fall into the error that Hegel did, for in Hegel, the individual is conceived just as a stage or 

phase, and therefore is reduced to a means.  
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After the examination of Hegel and Marx’s philosophy through historical, etymological, and 

ontological analyses, in my view the fundamental problem of the individual is depolitization. In other 

words, the individuals do not exist as free political agents in modern society even though, 

paradoxically, the modern political state claims that the individuals are free with respect to 

participation in politics. Hegel’s political philosophy, that is, his absolute state theory, is unable to 

function as a correction of this depolitization process. This error of Hegel is linked to the content and 

form relation. The form of society changes but the content (class relations) continues to exist as Marx 

and Engels affirmed in the Communist Manifesto. 

As we saw in the third chapter, Marx explains the reasons and the results of this depolitization, which 

turns the individuals into isolated and imaginary beings, in his early writings such as the Manuscripts 

1844, On the Jewish Question, and the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. However it should be 

noted that, even though Marx emphasizes the importance of economic relations, he did not ignore the 

political side of the issue. In the Critique of the Gotha Programme (Kritik des Gothaer Programms)
687

 

[1875], he says that without political freedom the economic freedom of workers did not realize. The 

social problems are not separate from the political problems. For this reason, the problem needs to be 

solved within a democratic state.  

Consequently, having explored both Marx’s and Hegel’s works, we see that one needs to consider the 

existence of the individual in two ways: immediately or mediately. It is very difficult to speak of the 

immediate existence of the individual given the historical background of social and economic relations 

that have made such existence inconceivable. The individual is sometimes mediately recognized. In 

other words, the individual can be recognized by means of an object they have produced. In this case, 

recognition can serve to verify the individual’s existence. But in capitalist society, the things the 

individuals produce or create are only considered as expendable objects. Thus, they do not come 

remotely close to being recognized. The loss of relationship, which was discussed under the heading 

of alienation in section 4.3.2.1.1 (Estranged Labor), means that the recognition, which would make the 

individual a true and real individual, gets lost. The objects remain while the individuals lose their 
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relationship with their objects. The individuals are conceived only as a producer for another. And the 

objects are not considered as an object or means for recognition so that the individuals are not 

recognized.  

After all these profound investigations, I suppose that we answer our main question, “is it possible to 

speak of the individual in modern state?” In fact, the answer is quite obvious: the modern state 

pretends that the individuals act as a main protagonist of political state; it pretends that it recognizes 

the existence of the individual. The existence of the individual is not possible because they are 

recognized just as an instrument for the sake of political state. Here the methodological separation 

between the structure and superstructure comes into play. Superstructure as a means plays its role to 

manipulate every individual; to conceal the defect of economic structure. For this reason the conflict 

between the individual and the present political state must be found in the increasingly growing 

conflict between labor and capital which leads the basic separation and alienation we already 

mentioned through the whole discussion of thesis’ argument although some post-Marxist claim 

emphasizes on the superstructure and democratic development.  
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