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HEGELCI LIBERALIZM!

S. H. Rigby
Ceviren: Hafize Zor
Simdi, bir kadeh meyve kokteylinin ardindan Hegel calisacagim.
(Engels, Kasim 1893. CW 2: 487).

HEGEL VE GENC HEGELCILER

Lichtheim’e gore, Engels gengliginde tanistug Hegelci sistemin 6miir boyu tutsa-
giydi. (Lichtheim, 1978: 296). Bu yargiy1 kabul etmesek bile stiphe yoktur ki, Hegel
diisiincesinin onun Geng Hegelci halefleri tarafindan ortaya konan bazi bilgileri ve
gelisimi, Engel’in gencligindeki geleneksel (Ortodoks) Hegelcilikten baglayarak, ide-
alizmle olan iligkisini kesmesi ve 1840’larin ortalarinda tarihi materyalizmin yaratli-
styla 1858den sonraki yillarda onun Hegel'e doniisiine varan entelektiiel gelisimini
anlamada elzemdir.

Hegel’e gore onceki felsefi sistemler tam olarak yanlis degildi, daha ziyade onlar
diinya hakkinda daha iist ve kapsayici bir gerceklik altinda siniflandirilmasi gereken
tek yonlii bazi dogrular dile getirmiglerdir. Bu nedenle Platon'dan hareketle, Hegel
gercekligin esas olarak dogada bulundugu inancina sahip olmustur. Tin veya 6z bi-
lingli akil tek gercekliktir; bundan dolayr maddi (materyal) diinya Tin’in diinyasina
tabidir. Buna ragmen Platon’un aksine Hegel, gercekligi olusturan ideal formlarin’
sabitlenmis, ebedi ve mitkemmel oldugunu kabul etmemistir. Bunun yerine, ‘ol-
mak harekettir’ seklinde olan gercekligin Aristotelesci resmini, esas insan dogasinin
asamali gdzler oniine serilmesi olarak benimsemistir. Diinya tarihi, tam anlamiyla
oziinii kavrayincaya ve nihai hedefi olan ‘6zgiirliige (ya da Idea’ya)’ erisinceye kadar
Tin’in potansiyelinin gozler 6niine serilmesinden meydana gelir. Bu nedenle Idea
tiim zamanlarda var olan bir sey olmaktan ziyade Tin’in amaca yonelik aktivitesi
araciligryla ulagilan bir hedeftir. (Hegel, 1956: 19; 1971: 68, 83; 1971: 85; 1988:
43-8, 87-8; Marcuse: 121-2).

' Bu metin, S. H. Rigby'nin Engels and the Formation of Marxism: History, Dialects and Revolution

(Manchester University Press, 2007) adli kitabin ilk boliimiiniin ‘Hegelian Liberalism’ adli birinci
kisminin ¢evirisidir.
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Oz bilingli akil olarak Tin, esas gergekligi olusturdugundan, aklin evrenin tozii
oldugu fikrini takip eder. Ornegin; doga, evrensel kurallara tabi olmasit bakimindan
akli somutlagtirir; doga ilahi bilgelik tarafindan, kendisi i¢in mutlak anlamda rasyonel
bir diinya yaratmak i¢in girdigi arayista, tiretilen rasyonel bir yapidir. (Hegel, 1956:
11; 1988: 24; Cohen, 1978, ch. 1; Findlay: 272).

Hegel icin Tin, yalnizca doga alaninda degil ayni zamanda aktif akil ve insan
bilinci alaninda da egemendir. Gergekte, Tin 6z bilingli akil oldugundan ve akil da
tamamen 6zgiir oldugundan, 6z kosullandirmact disiince, Tin en dogru somutlas-
masini insanin 6zgiir eyleminde bulur fikrini takip eder. Yine de, bu gesit bir 6zgiir-
litk basit sekilde mevcut degildir; daha ziyade insanlik tarihinin ilerleyisi araciligiyla
Tin ‘ideasina’ dogru asama kaydeder. Tarih boylece insan iligkilerinde 6zgiirlagiin
ve aklin gelismesinden meydana gelir; tarih Tin’in kendisini diinyaya dayatma ve
gelisimi Gizerindeki tim dizginlemelerin iistesinden gelme cabasidir. Hegel’e gore,
ozgiirliigiin bu potansiyeli gergeklestirilmesi gereken bir 6zdiir, ¢linkii Tin’in mutlak
ve nihai hedefidir, Tin'in gelisiminin teleolojik siirecinin en bagindan beri 6rtiik olan
bir hedef. Béylece, doga gelisiminde dongiisel iken, insanlik tarihi akil ve zgiirlii-
giin gergeklestirilmesine dogru asamali bir evrimdir. Bu nedenle doga bir baris alan:
iken insanlik tarihi ise biling, irade ve miicadele alanidir. Tarih sadece olaylar silsilesi
degildir. Daha ziyade, ‘goriingiiniin (phenomena) mantiksal dayanag olan bir ba-
sartsidir’, zorunlu baglanular zinciridir: bu nedenle Idea ‘kendi icinde ¢ok sayida
asamalar ve 6zellikler barindiran yapisal bir sistem, bir biitiinselliktir’ (Hegel, 1956:
16-21; 1988: 20, 23-4, 31, 53, 55, 74-6).

Hegel, Ortodoks Huristiyanlar tarafindan benimsenen mitkemmel ve kendi ken-
dine yeten, varlik kazandirdig yaratlmiglardan ozgiir irade fiili araciligiyla ayrilan
Tann gorisiini reddeder. Hegelci sistemde, yaratma Tanr’'nin keyfi bir fiili olmak-
tan ziyade onun dogasinin zorunlu bir disavurumudur, o Tanr’'nin kendi 6ziini
tam anlamiyla gerceklestirmesini saglayan bir aragtir: ‘diinya olmadan Tanri, Tanr
degildir’ (Taylor, 1979: 38). Ortodoks inancin kendi kendine yeten Tanri anlayi-
stnin aksine, Tin, mahiyetini belirgin kilmak ve agiga vurmak icin evrene ihtiyag
duyar. Sonlu akil béylece sonsuzun dogasinda pay sahibidir. Gergekte, Hegel'e gore,
Tin sonlu akil araciligryla kendi dogasinin farkina varir. Uzun felsefe tarihi Tinin
kendisinin daha miinasip bir anlayisina varma gelisimidir, Tin gergekligin gercekte
ne oldugunu gordagii zaman nihayetinde mutlak bilgiye erisilir, 6rnegin, Hegel’in
kendi felsefi anlayisinda da belirtildigi gibi: ‘Hegel Tinin kendisi araciligiyla konus-
tugundan emin olarak Tin hakkinda konusur’ (Hegel, 1956: 78; Lowith: 9; Inwood:
2). Hegel ‘diialist’ dinin, insanligin kendi ruhsal 6zelliklerini kendisinden soyutladig:
ve ayr1 bir ilahi varliga yansitugr ‘mutsuz biling’ini reddeder. Aksine, Hegel insanin
Tanrr'yla paylasug: akil araciligiyla kendi 6z bilincine vardigi ve Tanrr'yla uzlastigina
inanmuisgtir.
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Tin'in gelisimi Hegel tarafindan dogada ‘diyalektik’ olarak tanimlanir, diger bir
deyisle, bu gelisim onun Idea’sinin gittik¢e daha uygun ifadesine dogru teleolojik bir
ilerlemedir. Diyalektik gelisim araciligiyla Idea, ‘ard arda gelip 6tesine gecen ardisik
formlari varsayar’. Ilerlemenin her asamast bir 6ncekini ‘olumsuzlar’ fakat Hegel’e
gore, bu bir 6nceki asamanin gegersiz kilindigi anlamina gelmez. Daha ziyade 6nceki
asamanin Otesine gegilir boylece pozitif 6zellikleri Idea’nin onlar aracigryla ‘dogrula-
yici ve aslinda, daha zengin ve somut sekil kazandigr’ daha ileri asamalara ulagmasin-
da muhafaza edilir (Hegel, 1956: 63). Simdi, Hegel i¢in gercegin neden biitiin oldu-
gunu gorebiliriz, ¢iinkii onun sisteminde Mutlak olan ilanihaye belirlenmis degildir,
bunun yerine yalnizca toplam siirecin gergeklesme asamalari olarak goriildiigiinde
ancak tam olarak anlagilabilen bir dizi degisikligin tirtintidiir (Hegel, 1971: 81, 112).

Hegel degisimin evrenselligine inanmistir, ama o bu tarz bir degisimi yalniz geli-
sigiizel bir degisme olarak degerlendirmemistir. Daha ziyade, ‘etrafimizdaki her sey
degisikligin, Tin'in onun araciligyla giiclerini gelistirdigi ve mitkemmellestirdigi dii-
zenli bir ilerlemenin formuna biiriindigii, onun araciligiyla zorunlu olarak her asa-
manin bir 6ncekinin yetersizliginin tistesinden geldigi bir i¢sel kendiliginden hareket
oldugu diyalektigin bir 6rnegi olarak goriilebilir. Bu nedenle, Hegel'in diyalektigi
onceki asamalarin pozitif yonlerini daha {stiin ve farklilastirilmig bir birlik icinde
muhafaza ederken onlari asan tigiincii ve son agamaya ulagmak icin ‘Ggliligiin (tez,
antitez, sentez)’ ve bir ayrilma ve secicilik agamasi araciligtyla basit baslangigsal bir
birlikten dogan ilerlemenin ‘mutlak metoduna’ dayanir. (Hegel, 1956: 63; 1971: 68,
83, 107; 1987: 118; 1988: 83; MacGregor: 16; George: 124; Norman and Sayers:
36-42).

Hangi gereksinim araciligiyla Tin Idea’sina dogru aldigi bu diizenli gelisim bo-
yunca ilerlemek zorundadir? Hegel’in cevabi ¢eligkinin varliga olan merkeziyetinde
yatar. Bicimsel mantga gore geliskiler diisiinceden kaldirilmasi gereken bir kara leke-
dir; bigimsel mantik 6zdeslige, sabitlestirilmis kategorilere vurgu yapar ve ¢elismezlik
yasast araciligryla diinya hakkindaki celiskili ifadeleri yasaklar. Hegel gercegi karsilikls
iligkileri ve i¢sel hareketinin biitiinliigii icinde kavranabildigini iddia ettigi ‘diyalek-
tik’ manuk alternatifini 6ne siirer. Bu alternatif mantga gore celiski 6zdeslikten daha
onemlidir, ¢iinkii geliski biitiin hareketlerin kokeni oldugundan, yalnizca simdilik
hareket ettirdigi geliskiler barindiran bir sey gibidir. Hegel icin olmak hareket etmek
ve hareket de ‘celiskilerin varliginin birincil bir bigimi oldugundan, tiim gergeklik
zorunlu olarak celiskilidir. (Hegel, 1969: 439-40; 1988: 58).

Zaman icinde degisikligi kavramamiza izin veren bu gegici ‘diyalektige’ ek olarak
Hegel, gergekligin yapisini kavramamiza varsayimsal olarak izin veren kavramsal bir
diyalektik de one siirer. Bu eszamanli diyalektik, zihin ve madde, tikel ve tiimel, 6zne
ve nesne vb. seyler arasindaki gibi karsitliklarla baga gtkma aracidir. Tkici (diialist) fel-
sefe bu tiir kargithiklarin iki tarafini da dogasinda kendi kendine yeten, bir gergekten
yararlanan ama bagimsiz olan ve var olan olarak ortaya koyar. Bunun tersine, bu tiir
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karsitliklarin indirgemeci bir anlayisi, karsicligin bir tarafinin gergekligini reddeder.
Diyalektik diisiince, indirgemeciligin aksine, karsithgin iki tarafinin da gergekligi-
ni kabul eder, ama ikiciligin aksine, birbirlerinden bagimsiz varliklarini reddeder,
bunun yerine onlarin kargilikli dayanisma ve miisterek olusumlari tizerinde durur.
Boylece biz karsithigin iki tarafinin da dogasini onu biitiinliigiin bir an1 olarak gordii-
glimiizde yalnizca tam olarak kavrayabiliriz kavramsalda, gegici olanda, diyalektikte
oldugu gibi gerceklik bir biitiindiir. (Norman and Sayers: 29-31; Lapsley and West-
lake: 53-4). Hegel, karsitlarin bu 6zdeslik ve karsilikli dayanismasinin, bigimsel man-
ugin iddialarina ragmen, celiskiler gerceklikte mevcuttur anlamina da geldigini sa-
vunur. Yine de, gorebilecegimiz gibi, Hegel’in ‘celiskiler’ olarak tanimladigs seylerin
aslinda mantuiki ¢eligkiler oldugu ve béylece bigimsel mantikla gelistigi acik degildir.

Hegel’e gore Tin kendini kendi ¢abasi, kendini diinyaya dayatarak kendi 6zii-
niiniin farkina varma miicadelesi araciligiyla yaratug; icin, 6zne ve nesne arasindaki
diyalektik, kaginilmaz olarak, onun igin 6zel bir 6neme sahiptir. Mutlak Tin, kendi
dogasinin 6z bilincine yalnizca kendi disindaki bir seyin (insan bilinci) varlig araci-
ligiyla ulastigs gibi, insanin sonlu ruhu (ya da insanin 6znelciligi), dis diinyayla kar-
stlasmasi araciligiyla, kendi 6zgiirliigii ve 6z bilingli olma haliyle son bulan mantiksal
olarak gerekli asamalar tizerinden ilerler. Boylece Hegel, bilgiyi basitce, diyalektik
metodolojinin belirli bir 6zne-maddeye disaridan yapilan bir uygulamasinin iriini
olarak gormez, daha ziyade bilgiyi tabiatinda var olan ¢eligkiler araciligiyla agama
kaydeden bir yapida oldugu icin kendi icinde diyalektik olarak goriir (Hegel, 1971:
88-92; 1988: 41-2; Lamb, 1980: Taylor, 1975: 129).

Belki de Hegel’in felsefesi, onun Hegel tarafindan gergek insanlik tarihine nasil
uygulandigina bakma araciligiyla anlagilabilir. Onun bakis agisindan, 6rnegin devle-
tin gelisimi gegici diyalektigin is bagindaki klasik bir 6rnegidir. Hegel’'e gore tarih
en genis anlamda Tanr’'nin fiilidir ama pratikte bir insanin hayatundaki diger elle
tutulur 8gelerin; Sanatin, Yasanin, Dinin ve Bilimin temeli ve merkezi olan sey ‘diin-
ya lizerinde var olan ilahi tasari’ olan devlettir. (Hegel, 1956: 39, 49). Tin tarihte is
tstiindedir, Tin, Idea’st ozgiirlitk olan 6z bilingli akildir. Akilsalligin maddelestirilmis
hali olan sey ve 6zgiirltigiin var oldugu alan devlettir, devlet 6zgiirliigiin ‘nesnel ha-
lidir’. Gergek anlamda rasyonel olan bir devlet, kendi ¢ikarinin, toplumun evrensel
c¢tkarinin ve vatandagin kisisel ¢ikarinin ortiistiigii bir yapida olmalidir. Bu nedenle
ozgiirliik, vatandagin akilel, 6z bilingli bir topluma tiyeligiyle gergeklesir. Bu demek
degildir ki herhangi bir devlet belirli bir zamanda akilcidir, bu ayni zamanda her
devletin esit oranda akilci oldugu anlamina da gelmez. Bunun aksine, tam anlamiyla
akiler bir devlet gelisimin her asamasinin eksik yonlerinin zorunlu olarak tistesinden
gelinmesine vesile olan diyalektik siirecin bir tiriintidiir ve béylece merhametsizce
aklin tam anlamiyla somutlastirilmasina neden olur (Hegel, 1956: 36-9, 109-10;
1979: 155, 160, 164, 279, 285).
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Devletin bu nihai amaca dogru gelisimi ‘diyalektik ti¢ adim’ a benzer bir bigim
alir. Eski Yunan diinyasinda, birey ve toplum arasinda, vatandasin sebir devletine
(polis) tiyeligi araciligryla gerceklesen yalin bir ittifak vardy; ciizi olanin kiilli olan
tarafindan emilmesiyle toplumsal uyum temin edilirdi. Bireysel toplumsal baglarin
(6rnegin efendi ve kole arasindaki baglar ya da yonetici ve vatandas arasindakiler
gibi) olaganiistii seviyede oldugu bir donem olan ortagag, gecici diyalektigin ikinci
asamasina agiklama getirdi. Her iki gelisim agamasinin da tek yonlilugi, eksiklikle-
rini agarken onlarin pozitif 6zelliklerini koruyan yeni bir ittifak tarafindan zorunlu
olarak alt edilmelidir.

Sonug, ortagag tarafindan aktarilan bireyselligin pozitif ¢ikarlarini korurken, sehir
devletinin (polis) sosyal ittifak ve uyumuna déniise izin veren modern agamaydi. Bu
nedenle modern devlet, herkes i¢in 6zgiirliige dayanan bir toplum dnermesi nedeniy-
le bireysel vatandasin rasyonel bir bicimde tanimladig: farklilagmus bir ittifaktir. He-
gel'in diinya tarihi goriisii, bireyler arasindaki, bireyle toplum arasindaki, vatandagla
devlet arasindaki uyumu insa eden 6zgiirliik, akil ve 6z biling alanina dogru bir ilerle-
medir. Bu, Marx ve Engels’in siyaset felsefesi tizerinde belirli bir etkiye sahip olan bir
goriistil. (Hegel, 1956: 106-7, 109-10; Singer: ch. 2-3; Norman and Sayers: 40-2).

GENC HEGELCILER

Hegel’in 1831°deki oliimiinden 6nce bile, sisteminin miiphem sonuglari su yii-
ziine ¢ikmugti. Bazi muhafazakérlara gére Hegelcilik, Hiristiyanliga modern diinyada
pozisyonunu gii¢lendirecek mantiksal bir temel saglama aracidir. Diger yazarlar, He-
gel'in diistincesi Ortodoks Huristiyanlikta bulunan Tanri ve insanin ikici ayriminin
bir elestirisi olarak da goriilebileceginden, pratikte Hegel felsefesinin Hiristiyanligin
icerigini koruyup korumadigini sorgular. 1820’lerin sonlariyla birlikte, Feuerbach
dinin her formunun daha 6nceki bir felsefi goriise dayandigini iddia ediyordu ama
Hegel'in yeni felsefesine tekabiil eden dini form yeni yaraulmig olmaliydi. Bu ne-
denle Feuerbach, Hegel'in ikicilikle olan ayriliginin ¢ok da uzun stirmedigini iddia
ederek hocasina iistiin gelmistir. Feuerbach, Hegel diistincesini onun mantiki sonucu
ve Hegel'in dinin mevcut formunun varligiyla eristigi uzlagidan uzaklasmasiyla gelis-
tirmeye ¢alismistir. (Toews: ch. 6)

Feuerbach gibi Strauss da Hegel'in din felsefesini Life of Jesus® (1835) adli eserinde
hem elestirmis hem de gelistirmistir. Strauss’a gore Kitab-1 Mukaddes ¢ok 6nemli bir
gergegi ifade etmistir ama bunu mitsel ve alegorik bir sekilde dile getirmistir. Huris-
tiyanligin ortaya ¢ikardigi bu gercek ge¢miste yasayan bir sahsiyet hakkinda tarihsel
bir ger¢ek olmaktan ziyade insanligin durumu ile ilgili felsefi bir gergektir. Mesih’in
6nemi onun Tanri ve Insan arasindaki elzem birligi sembolize etmesinde yatar, her
ikisi de Ruh’ta ortak bir dogay: paylagir: “Tanrt sonlunun diginda ve iizerinde sabit

[sa’nin Hayat
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ve degismez bir sonsuz olarak kalmaz.” Insan herhangi bir dogruya sahip olmayan
tamamen sonlu bir mahlik olarak degerlendirilir, Tanr1 herhangi bir gergeklige sahip
olmayan kendi sonsuzlugunda kapanir. Boylece denebilir ki, ‘sonsuz ruh yalnizca
kendini sonlu ruhlarda agiga ¢ikardiginda gergek olur.” Strauss'un tezi, 1841’le bir-
likte, Strauss’un Tanri ve yarattiklari arasindaki panteist birligini asip acik (sarih)
ateizme, Hegel’in sisteminde kapali bir bigcimde var oldugunu iddia ettigi ateizme
gecen, Engel’in arkadagi Bruno Bauer tarafindan tezin mantiksal sonucuna gotiiriil-
dii. (Toews: ch. 8-9; Stepelevich: 44-5; 180-1; Hook, 1936: 77-125).

Radikalist olmasina ragmen, Bauer, insanlig: kiiltiir, ruh ve bilinglilik acisindan
kavrayarak Hegelci sistem cercevesinde calismaya devam etmistir. Hegelci idealizm-
den ¢ikis yolunu temin eden Feuerbach olmaliydi. Essence of Christianizy’ (1841) adli
eserinde, eger gercek varlikla birlikte tek ruh insan akliysa, ilahi varlik fikri begeri
gliglerin hayali bir objeye yansimasinin sonucu olmalidir, der. Bu nedenle insani
yaratan Tanri degildir, daha ziyade insan Tanrr’y1 yaratmistir. Din araciligryla insan
gergegi tersine cevirir, dyle ki kendi 6znelligi Tanr’nin bir yiiklemine dénisiir ve
insan Tanrr’ya isnat ederek kendi giiclerini reddeder: “Tanr’'nin degerini artirmak
icin insan yetersizlesmelidir, 6yle ki Tanri'nin her gey olabilmesi icin insan hicbir
sey olmak zorundadir.” Feuerbach, kendi kendine yeten, kendini insanlik araciligiyla
geceklestiren varlik olarak Akildaki herhangi bir inancin yaninda, beseri giiglerin
dini inang araciligiyla 6tekilestirilmesini reddeder. Bir distincenin mantiki ve ge-
rekli yayillimi anlaminda degil, fakat insanlik tarihinin beseri giiclerin gelisimi ve
gergeklesmesinden meydana geldigi seklindeki pratik anlamda akil tarihin gayesidir.
Bu nedenle Feuerbach, teoloji ve kurgusal idealizm i¢in sonun geldigini belirtir ve
Provisional Theses for the Reformation of Philosophy” (1843) adli eserinde insani dogal
ve duyumcu bir varlik olarak algilayan anlayisa dayanan materyalist ve ‘antropolojik’
bir goriis tizerinde durur (Stepelevich: 139, 150, 154, 167; Toews: ch. 10; Hook,
1936: ch. 7; McLellan, 1980: 85-116).

Feuerbach Hegelci idealizmi teolojik diisiincenin son siginag olarak azlederken,
Bauer gibi daha kati Hegelciler, Hegel'in metodunu kurtarma girisiminde bulun-
muslardir. Onlar Hegel sisteminin igeriginin su gotiirmez derecede muhafazakir ol-
dugu konusunda uzlagmislardir fakat aklin degisim ve tistiinlagi tizerine olan vurgu-
suyla onun diyalektik yonteminin dolaylt olarak radikal oldugunu iddia etmislerdir.
Hegel kendisi Ortodoks bir Liitherci oldugunu ortaya koymusken, gen¢ Hegelciler
onun sisteminin mantik ger¢evesinde panteizme hatta ateizme goétiirdiigiinii iddia
eder (Brazill: 18).

Geng Hegelciler, Hegel'in kisisel siyasi goriisleri ve felsefesinin mantiksal ¢ikarim-
lar1 arasinda benzer bir ¢eliski bulmuglardir. Hegel’e gore devlet Idea nin somutlagti-
rilmasidir ve bdylece devlet ‘akilciligin ifadesi olan seyden bagka bir sey’ igermeyecek-

3 Huristiyanligin Ozii

4 Felsefe Reformu Icin Gegici Tezler
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tir. 1821’le birlikte Hegel, siyasi formda aklin somutlagtirilmasinin gagdas Prusyals
devlet tarafindan gergeklestirilmis olduguna kanaat getirir. Fakat yine de insanlik
tarihinde felsefe aklin kurnazligini sezinleyebilirken bunu sadece geriye doniik olarak
yapabildigini iddia eder: ‘Minerva’nin baykusu ancak alacakaranlikta ucar.” Felsefe
yalnizca is isten gectikten sonra akillandigr icin, gelecegin pratigini 6ngérmemize
imkan saglamaz (Toews: 62; Hegel, 1979: 12-13, 285).

Geng Hegelciler, Hegel'in devletin tamamen rasyonel olmas: gerektigi konusun-
daki goriistinii kabul etmis, onlar sadece siyasi gelisimin bu agamasinin hali hazirda
ulagilmig bir agama olmasi konusunda fikir ayriligina diigmiislerdir. Onlara gore cag-
das devlet irrasyoneldi bu nedenle kaginilmaz olarak ‘aklin giictinden 6nce’ diismek
zorundaydi. Hegel kendini Aklin gegmis gelisimi tizerine ¢aligmaya adamisken, Geng
Hegelciler akli gelecekte gerceklestirmeye caligmuglardir (Stepelevich: 183-5; Sayers,
1987: 150).

Geng Hegelciler'e gére, mevcut siyasi kurumlarin irrasyonelligini elestirmek fi-
lozoflarin géreviydi boylece toplum 6zgiirligiin tam olarak ger¢eklesmis haline ula-
sabilirdi. Ruge gibi yazarlar, 6zgiirliigii ve akli tam olarak somutlastiran bir devletin
zorunlu olarak halkin elinde bulundurdugu egemenlik ve hukukun tstinlagi icer-
mesi gerektigini savunmugtur (Brazill: ch. 6; Hook, 1936: ch. 4). Hegelci felsefe
boylece yalnizca dini degil ayni zamanda ¢agdas devlete ait kurumlari da baltalamak
icin kullanilabildi. Onun felsefesi hem birinin kendi aklini yaratmasina tabi kilmakla
alakadar olan dini 6tekilestirmenin ve hem de monarsik despotizme boyun egmeyle
alakadar olan siyasi 6tekilestirmenin tistesinden gelmeyi amaglayan hiimanizme fel-
sefi bir temel temin etti. Bu tarz bir 6tekilestirmenin oldugu yerde, 6zgiirliik ve akla
dayanan 6z bilingli bir toplumda insan ve insan arasindaki birlik olusturulabilecektir.
Bu tarz distinceler Engelsin liberalizmden komiinizme dogru gelisiminde biiyiik
oneme sahipti.

ENGELS VE GENC ALMANYA

Geng Engels’in entelektiiel gelisimi gen¢ Marx'da oldugu gibi: siyasi olarak radi-
kal liberalizmden, hiimanist sosyalizm araciligiyla 7he Communist Manifesto’da ser-
gilenen pozisyona; felsefi olarak Hegelcilikten The German Ideology”de ana hatlariyla
ortaya konan tarihi materyalizme uzanan bir ¢izgide seyretmistir. Bu ilerleme Engels
icin kanitlamasi Marxdan daha zor olan bir ilerlemeydi, dindar ailesinin muhafa-
zakér inanglarindan uzaklagmasini gerektiriyordu. Ama bu Engels’in siyasi gorisleri-
nin yalnizca ailesiyle olan sahsi ¢ekismesinin irtinii olarak azledilebilir olmasi demek
degildir. Eger istersek, Engels'in 7he Condition of the Working Class in England’ adli
eserini kapitalist babasindan intikam almak icin yazdigini diistinebiliriz ama yine de

> Komiinist Manifesto
Alman Ideolojisi

Ingilterede Calisan Kesimin Durumu

6
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her isyankar cocuk bu tarz bir bagyapit tiretemez (Henderson and Chaloner: xxvii).
Engels cagdas siyasi caugmanin kusaklararast dogasinin kesinlikle farkindaydi, ama
o aynt zamanda bu tarz bir ¢atismanin kendi i¢inde tarihsel olarak 6zel oldugunun
tizerinde durmustur: i¢teki durgun kasabalardan ziyade, geleneksel Alman ailesinin
parcalanmasinin ‘uyumsuz siire¢’i sosyal ve ekonomik hareketliligi ve modern diisiin-
celere olan agikligryla onun ve Marx'in yerlisi oldugu Rhineland'da daha da gelismisti
(CW 2: 135, 165).

Engels’in babasiyla olan ¢atigmasi onun on besinci yas giiniinden 6ncesine kadar
uzar ama bagta bu ¢atigma ailesinin dini ve siyasi goriislerinden uzaklagmasina neden
olacak gibi gériinmiiyordu. 1842°de Engel'in babasi oglunun on yedi yasina geldi-
ginde (1837-38) hakiki dindarlik duygulariyla motive olmus olacagini iddia etmisti;
bu tarihten kisa bir siire 6nce Engels tarafindan yazilan siir ve Isa’ya ibadeti onun
Ortodoks dindarligini dogrular niteliktedir: ‘Géklerden in ve benim igin ruhumu
kurtar’ (CW 2: 555, 582, 586).

Mart 1839'da Engels, ailesiyle olan ayriliginin boyutunun goriiniir hale geldigi
‘Letters from Wuppertal® eserini yayimladi. Engels Bremen'de galisirken yazilan ‘Mek-
tuplar’ kendi sinifinin ahlak ve dindarlig tizerine etrafli bir saldiriydi. Mektuplar,
Barmen ve Elberfeld ikiz kasabalarini, bulunduklari durum her seyden 6nce fabri-
kada isci olarak istihdam edilmelerinin sonucu olan, sarhos ve yozlasmis bir toplum
tarafindan iskin edilmis olarak resmediyordu. Engels, 6zellikle igverenlerin fabrikala-
rin1 yonetirken takindiklari, ucuz ¢ocuk is giicii kullanma, ¢alisanlari toz ve duman
icinde bogma ve onlari hayatin biitiin kudretinden ve eglencesinden mahrum etme
seklindeki umursamaz tavra vurgu yapiyordu. Halk kagist alkol ve dindar kilisenin
bagnaz Puritanizmm’inde buluyordu. Fabrikacilar esnek vicdana sahiplerdi: ‘6zellikle
de her Pazar iki kere kiliseye gidiyorsa, bir ¢cocugun oliimiine sebep olmak dyle ya
da boyle bir dindarin ruhunu cehenneme mahktim etmez.” Hatta Engels ‘fabrika sa-
hiplerinden dindar olanlarin iscilerine en kétli muameleyi yapanlar oldugunu’ iddia
ediyordu. Wuppertal’t sevdigini iddia etmesine ragmen, kendi kasabasinda ¢ok az iyi
tarafini bulabildi (CW 2: 7-27, 31).

‘Mektuplar’ Engels’'in, Wuppertal’in sosyal ve siyasi hayatina olan nefretini acik¢a
ortaya koymus olmasina ragmen, kendi siyasi gorisleri hakkinda ¢ok az bilgi verir.
Yine de i{i¢ ana tema ortaya ¢ikar: ilk olarak, onun siyasi liberalizmi, modern liberal
edebiyat tercihi ve Geng Alman hareketine olan ilgisi; ikinci olarak, Alman milliyet-
ciligi, Wuppertal’in geleneksel Alman halk sarkilari ve sthhatli canlilik konusundaki
eksikligini kinamasi buna delil olarak gosterilebilir; tigiincii olarak dindar dogma-
ciliga olan tiksintisi. Bremen'de kaldig1 siirenin kalan: boyunca bu {i¢ tema onun
mektuplar ve gazeteciliginde islenmistir.

Wuppertaldan Mektuplar
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‘Letters from Wuppertal’, Geng Almanya dergisi olan Télegraph fiir Deutsch-
landin Mart-Nisan 1839 sayisinda yayinlanmugtir, ayni donemde Engels arkadagi
Friedrich Graeber’e soyle yazmisur: ‘Ben bir Geng Alman olmaliyim ya da ben zaten
oyleyim.” Gen¢ Almanya, siirgiin edilmis sairler Borne ve Heine'den esinlenen ve
tiyeleri Gutzkow (Zélegraph’in editérii), Mundt, Beck, Laube ve Schuking gibi ya-
zarlar olan liberal edebi bir akimdi. Engels’e gére Geng Almanya on dokuzuncu yiiz-
yilin: insan'in dogal haklari; insanlarin siyasi yasama katlmalari; anayasal hiikiimet;
Yahudilerin ve kadinlarin ézgiirliige kavusmasi ve babadan ogla gegen aristokrasinin
feshedilmesi gibi merkezi ‘diistincelerini’ somutlagtirmugtir (CW 2: 421-2).

Olusum saglama, hukukun egemenligi (boyle bir hukuk olusturmak i¢in temsili
kurumlar gerektiren), kadinin &zgiirliigii ve jiri tarafindan yargilanan agik bir hu-
kuk sistemini agikca tercih etmesine ragmen, Engels’in yazilari daha ziyade kendi
liberalizminin detayr hakkinda belirsizdir. Daha agik olan bir sey onun karst geldi-
gi, despot hitkiimet, aristokrasi, sikidenetim ve dini mistisizm gibi kurumlara olan
ofkesinin derinligiydi. Engels kendini siyasi despotlar1, kan ve para aristokratlarini
ve dindar gericileri sarsacak firtinay: tehdit eden Jakoben (kdktenci) olarak resmet-
mistir. Ancak, kili¢ ve kitabin giicti hakkindaki siirsel yakariglarina ragmen bir¢ok
Alman liberal gibi o da bu tarz bir firtinanin alacagi kesin form hakkinda belirsizdir
(CW 2: 32, 55-62, 423, 464, 480, 483).

Gorecegimiz gibi, 1839’un sonundan itibaren, Engels Hegel okuyordu ama en
baslangigta Hegel felsefesiyle iligkisi onun siyasi goriisii tizerinde ¢ok az bir etkiye
sahip olmustur. Bunun aksine, Engels Hegel'de, diger Alman liberallerle birlikte za-
ten hali hazirda ulagmis oldugu inanglara dogrulama bulmustur ki bu tarihi gelisi-
min er ya da geg aklin ve 6zgiirligiin kuralina gotiirecegidir. Bremende’ki makale ve
mektuplarinda anayasal hitkiimet ve kadinin 6zgiirliigii icin despotizmin sonunun
gelmesi gerektigine dair yaptig1 cagriya devam etmistir.

Engels’in liberalizmi, yabanct siyasi doktrinlerden esinlenen devrimler araciligiyla
empoze edilmekten ziyade Alman tarihinden ortaya ¢ikan 1830 ve 1840’larin yeni-
den dirilen ortagagciliga ve onun savundugu mutlakeilik, feodalizm ve Karoliklige
ve ‘organik devlet’ cagrisina yapug: atakla keskinlesti ve belirgin hale geldi. Engels,
yalakalik ve cahillik dénemi olarak nitelendirdigi reform 6ncesi dénemin sosyal ve
kurumsal diizenlemelerine imkansiz bir déniis arayisinda olan bu ortagagcilart ve
Romantikleri elestirmistir. Kral ve vatandasin kargilikli sevgisine dayanan ortacag-
ct hitkiimet distincesine karsi, Engels hukukun egemenligini savunur; kalitsal ayni
haklarin ayricaliklarina dayanan hiikiimet arzusuna karsi ise esit haklara sahip olan
vatandaglarin birlesmis ulusunu savunur. Engels ilk dogan kuralini ve arazinin gerek-
liligini feshetme araciligiyla bu ayricaliga son vermeyi yeglerken, ortacagci séylemin,
aristokrat ayricalik i¢in bir kilif olmaktan bagka bir sey olmadigini iddia etmistir. Ge-
nel olarak, érgenselcilerin iyilik iddiasinda bulundugu ‘ulusun 6zgiin olarak kendini
gelistirmesinin’ ulus icin siyasi 6zgiirlik ve kendini ifade etme ile ilgilenmesi gerek-
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tigini savunur. Ona gore ‘organik devlet hayatnin’ asil savunuculart olan insanlara
dayanan hiikiimet arayisinda olanlar liberallerdi (CW 2: 40, 48, 66-9, 99, 136-40,
145-7, 491).

Engels, bu tarz kurumsal bir hiikiimetin nasil elde edildigi konusunda muglak
kalmistir, 1839 ve 1840’ta, Haziran 1830 Fransiz Devrimi’ni anmasi aydinliga ka-
vusturdugu tizere o, despotizme karst devrimsel hareketin hakli ¢iktigina inanmugtir.
Diger Alman liberaller gibi, Engels de pratikte despotizmin nasil iistesinden geline-
bilecegini belirtmekten ziyade, 6zgiirlitk ve aklin kaginilmaz zaferini meydana getir-
mek i¢in ilerlemenin seyrine bel baglamistir (CW 2: 111, 135-6, 145, 463-4, 501).

Engels’e gore, bilim ve siyasetle birlikte edebiyat, geleneksel Alman ailesini silke-
leme ve yeni liberal diistinceleri yaymada 6nemli bir role sahiptir. Engels siyasette ol-
dugu gibi edebiyatta da modernizmi desteklemis (Schiller, Heine, Shelley, Gutzkow,
Kuhne ve hepsinden de 6nemlisi Borne’un eserleri de dahil olmak tizere) ve pratikte,
militarizm, yalakalik, digerlerine kargi asagilama ve Yahudi kargicligi anlamina gel-
digine inandig1 ‘hakiki Alman ruhuna’ déniise dogru olan ortagagcr ve Romantik
cagriya karst gelmistir. Engels sair olmaya hevesliydi, kendini Borne’in mese agacinin
dallarinda sark1 sdyleyen serge olarak resmediyordu. Ozgiirliigiin yeni safagina dogru
nese icinde sarki soyleyen tiiylii korolariyla onun siirleri edebi olmaktan ziyade simdi
aruk tarihi ilgiye haizlerdir. Engels'in edebi yetenekleri dogru ifadelerini siirden ziya-
de, tarih, polemik ve keskin sosyal gozlemde bulmuglardir (CW 2: 32-3, 109, 111,
472, 494, 497).

On dokuzuncu yiizyil Avrupasinda milliyetgilik ¢esitli fonksiyonlar yiiklenmistir.
Ornegin, Aydinlanma 6ncesi hakiki Alman kiiltiiriiniin safligina ve yabanct siyasi
felsefelerin reddine olan doéniis istekleri ile siyasi gericiler tarafindan adapte oluna-
bilmistir (Snyder: ch. 2; Pundt: ch. 5). Bununla birlikte, pratikte ikisini uzlastir-
mada problem yasamasina ragmen Engels’in erken dénem eserlerinde milliyetgilik
liberalizmin dogal bir sonucu olarak sunulur. Almanlarin kendilerini egemen ulus
olarak ileri stirdiikleri ve insanlarin bizzat ‘devlet giiciiniin kaynag1 oldugu dénem
olarak Almanya'nin Napolyon'a karst 6zgiirlesme i¢in verdigi miicadeleye coskuyla
bakar. Engels’e gore, Almanya kurumsal hiikiimet elde etmek istiyorduysa, milli bir-
lik gerekliydi: bizim Anavatanimiz bélinmiis kaldigs siirece, siyasi olarak hitkiimsiiz
sayilacagiz ve sosyal yasam, gelismis kurumsalcilik, basin 6zgiirliigii ve talep ettigimiz
diger her sey sadece samimi istekler olarak kalacak. Bir milliyetci olarak Engels, Al-
sace, Lorraine, Flanders, Hollanda ve Belgika'nin kaybedilmesi konusundaki tiziin-
tiistinii dile getirmistir ve bu tarz politikalar Fransa’yla kacinilmaz bir savag anlamina
gelmesine ragmen Rhine’nin sol kiyisinin yeniden fethi, Alsace ve Lorraine’nin iade
edilmesi ve Hollanda ve Belcika'nin ‘Almanlagtirilmasr’ icin ¢agri yapmistir. Yine de
Engels’e gore, milli birlik kendi icinde bir son degildi: ‘Biz, su anda sahip olduklari,
miltkemmel bir devlette 6zgiir bir sosyal yagsami, onlara veremedikge Alsaslr’lara layik

degiliz (CW 2: 139-40, 149-50, 518, 521).



S. H. Rigby - Ceviren: Hafize Zor 89

Engels’in kiiltiirel milliyetciligi onun Almanya'nin siyasi birligine olan arzusuyla
yakindan iligkiliydi. Amerika’ya go¢ eden Alman tiiccarlari elestirmis ve onlarin Al-
man mengseli olduklarini saklamaya ¢alismistur ve Amerikada bile olsa, ‘kendi milli
geleneklerine ve diline gelik gibi bir metanetle bagli olan” Alman kéyliileri dvmiis-
tiir. Bagka bir yerde Immermann kendisi giiclii, giivenilir Alman ruhuyla dolu olan
popiiler bir edebiyat ¢agrist yaparken, Immermann’in 6liimii tizerine yazdig: siirde
Engels, ‘bir Alman gibi giiclii ve metanetli’ olacagina yemin etmistir.

Fakat o, ksenofobi (yabancilara giivenmeme duygusu) ve Orta Cag’in ulusal
izolasyonuna biiriinmek igin irticai bir arzu ile iliskilendirdigi bir gériis olan, tiim
diinyanin yalnizca Almanlar i¢in yaratldigini benimseyen agiri saf Almanciligs red-
deder. O Napolyon’a karst ozgiirlesme savagini takdir etmis, fakat ayni zamanda,
Napolyon’'un Almanya’ya jiiri huzurundaki dava ve Yahudileri 6zgiirliige kavustur-
may1 tanitmasi gibi, diinya tarihinin Alman olmayan topraklarinda yetismis say1-
siz tohumlarinin kiymetini bilmeyenleri de elestirmistir. Bu nedenle Engels, bizzat
gordiigii gibi, Avrupali milletler arasi acik, miisterek bir anlayis ve ‘Sevgi ve Barig'in
diinyay1 doldurmasi ¢agrisi yaparken, Fransa ile savast kacinilmaz hale getiren dl¢ii-
leri savunarak kendi ulusal 6zgiirlesmesinin celigkilerine yakalanmistr (CW 2: 62,
140-1, 148-9).

Derin dindarlik inancina sahip bir aileden gelen Engels igin din, kaginilmaz ola-
rak, son derece kisisel bir meseleydi. Fakat 1830’larin sonu ile 1840’larin basinda
Almanyadaki durum nedeniyle, din hi¢bir zaman sadece kisisel bir vicdan meselesi
olarak kalamamugtir. Prusya devletinin Hiristiyanlig1 kendi idaresini megrulagtirmak
icin kullandig1 ve dinin irticai bir romantiklikle iliskilendirildigi bir yiizyilda, inanct
politikadan ayirmak mimkiin olmamistur. Engels'in dedigi gibi, Alman kamuoyu
icin olan savas, din ve politika alanlarinda tarusarak ¢oziilebilirdi.

Bremen yazilari, dindarligin gergek ve kurtulus konusunda bir tekele sahip olma
iddias1 ve Kitab-1 Mukaddes’in lifzen dogruluguna olan inanci ile Engels’in ger¢ek-
leri gormesine vurgu yapar ve onun alternatif bir inang bi¢imi arayigini ortaya ko-
yar. Bagta, dini bilim ve akil ile bagdasir hale getirmeyi hedefleyen Hiristiyanligin,
Aydinlanma sonrasi bigimi olan rasyonalizme dogru siiriiklenmistir. “Wuppertal'den
Mektuplar'inda dindarligin ¢ogu kez akil ve Kitab-1 Mukaddes’le dogrudan geliski
halinde oldugunu iddia etmis ve Nisan 1839'da kendisinin, Kitab-1 Mukaddes'in
geliskilerinin farkinda olmasi nedeniyle onun lafzi dogrulugunu kabul etmesi im-
kansiz olan “dogaiistiicti” oldugunu 6ne siirmiistiir. Bununla birlikte, Gen¢ Alman-
yanin liberal politikalarinin Hiristiyanlik ile bagdasir oldugu iddiasini siirdiirmiis ve
Tanrr’'nin inayeti ile giinahtan kurtulmay1 arzuladigini yazmisur (CW 2: 14, 421-6,
4506).

1839’un yazinda, Engels’in artan siipheleri onu ¢ok derin bir dini bunalima sii-
ritklemigtir. Her tiir diisiincenin etrafinda ¢irpintyor, rasyonalizmi dnce benimsiyor
sonra siiphe ediyor ama Kitab-1 Mukaddesin lafzi dogrulugunu ve bilimle bagdasabi-
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lirligini reddetmede sabit kaltyordu. Tanri ve Insan’in birliginin onlarin ortak aklinda
yatugini iddia etmistir: akli kullanmak dogru 6zgiirligii uygulamakur bu nedenle
dogmatik inang bir kélelesmedir. Engels hala Tanrr’yla bir olmayy, giinliik olarak iba-
det etmeyi, Ortodoks olan arkadagi Friedrich Graeber’e igsel ¢alkanti mektuplarin
yazarken aglamayi 6zliiyordu. Haziran 1839'da Engels Graeber’e soyle yazdi: ‘Eger
kendime onunla ilgili agik olabilseydim, diinyanin dini bilingliliginin radikal d6nii-
simiinii gormeyi umuyorum.’ Netlik en sonunda David Friedrich Strauss'un eserle-
rinin formunda hazir olacakti. Ekimde Engels Graeber’e soyle yaziyordu, ‘Simdi cos-
kulu bir Strauss’cuyum... eger Strauss'un fikirlerini ¢iiriitebilirsen, tamam o zaman
tekrar dindar olabilirim.” (CW 2: 453-63, 471). Engels’in iman bunalimini ¢ézen ve
onu Geng¢ Almanyadan Geng Hegelcilik’e gotiiren Strauss’un HegelciliK'iydi.

ENGELS VE GENC HEGELCILIK

Engels, Nisan 1839'dan itibaren Hegel felsefesi etrafinda yapilan gagdas tartigma-
larin farkindaydi ama onu ‘Hegelcilik'e giden dogru yola” koyan etmen Strauss'un
eseriyle karsilasmasi olmustur. Yilin sonunda, ‘Hegelci olma noktasinda” oldugunu
belirtmis; on dokuzuncu yiizyil diisiincesinin en muazzam olusumu olarak tanim-
ladigr Hegelcilik'e tam doniisiimii sonunda gergeklesmisti. 1841’in sonuna kadar
Telegraph fiir Deutschland da yazmaya devam etmesine ragmen, kendini Gutzkow ve
Geng Almanlardan giderek uzaklagtirmis ve kendini Geng¢ Hegelci hareketle bagdas-
urmigtir. Haziran 1842 ile birlikte mazur goriilebilir bir genglik dalaleti olarak gor-
diigii Geng Almanya’ya olan sempatisini kaybetmisti. Alman liberaller simdi Geng
Almanya ve Sol Hegelcilik arasinda se¢cim yapmakla karst kargiya kalmugti. Engels
kendisini Hegel'in elestirmeyen bir takipgisi olarak gormemistir, o hocasinin ‘agiri
sematik diizenini’ ve ‘simarik tslubunu’ elestirmistir. Yine de, dogruya giden yo-
lun Hegel’in kurgu bulutlari ve seyreltilmis soyutlamasindan gegtigini iddia etmistir
(CW 2:71-93, 99, 102-3, 168, 196-7, 287-90, 435-7, 451-2, 485-90).

1850’lerin sonlarindan itibaren, gergekligin diyalektik dogasina ve gergekligi kav-
rayabilen diyalektik diisiinceye olan ihtiyaca vurgu yapan, yeni diinya goriisiine bir
temel temin etmesi bakimindan Hegelci felsefe, Engels igin hayati bir neme sahipti.
Bununla beraber, Hegelci felsefeyle ilk kargilagmast onun i¢in, iman bunalimini ¢o-
zen bir arag ve bagta onun liberal sonra sosyalist ve politik diisiincelerinin felsefi bir
dogrulamasi olarak 6nemliydi.

Haziran 1839'da, Kitab-1 Mukaddes'in Yusuf’un soy agaciyla ilgili ¢eliskili du-
rumlari gibi ¢etrefilli problemlerle pengelesmede Engels hala gengliginin dindarligry-
la mutabikti. Ekimden itibaren bu tarz celiskilerin varligi onun igin artik bir prob-
lem olmaktan ¢ikmusti: © Orada yepyeni ve renkli kaosun iginde dort Incil yatar...
David Strauss geng bir tanr1 gibi gelir ve kaosu giin 1s181yla doldurur ve Elveda iman!
Straussdan itibaren Engels, Kitab-1 Mukaddes’in tarihi dogrulugu ve Hiristiyanligin
dogmatik kurumlarinin altinin oyuldugu inancina sahip olmustur. Geriye kalan Ki-
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tab-1 Mukaddes’in ‘mitik’ icerigiydi, Strauss’un argiimaninin ayrinulari ¢iiriitiilmiig
olsa bile bu koktenci sezgi devam edecektir. Bu nedenle Strauss’un argiimani, baslan-
gigta hala Kitab-1 Mukaddes’in igeriginin mitsel dogruluguna kendini adamis bir Hi-
ristiyan oldugunu iddia eden Engels'in Kitab-1 Mukaddes’e ait dogmatik literalizmle
bagini koparmasina imkéin saglamistir. Engels’in dindarliga verdigi ilk ara manevi
istirapla daha fazla iligkilenseydi, onun gelisimi bu oranda acisiz ve sade bir bi¢im-
de gergeklesecekti. 1840’1n baglarindan itibaren kendini akillarinin ortak dogasinda
‘insanlik ve ilahilik aslinda 6zdes oldugu’ seklindeki Hegelci prensibi kabul eden bir
‘panteist’ olarak tanimliyordu, bu prensibe gore insanlik, ‘biiyiik ruh zincirinde ebedi
maddenin onun araciligiyla sinirlandirildigr bilingli baglantilar’ olarak ilahi olandan
ortaya ¢cikmigtr. (CW 2: 109, 466, 471, 480, 485-490).

Dini inang konusu artik Engelsde 6nemli bir yere sahip degildi 6yle ki, Schel-
ling and Revelation’ (1841’in sonunda yazilan) adli eserini yazdigi dénemle birlikte,
sadece doga ve insan ruhunun gercekligini kabul ederek ve alelade ya da insaniistii
her tiirlii varlik kavramini da reddederek ‘panteizm’ den ateizme kolaylikla bir gegis
yapmustir. Bu nedenle diger herhangi bir inang tiirii gibi Hiristiyanlik da Insan’a
disaridan verilen bir dogru olmaktan ziyade, insan 6z bilingliliginin bir Griintadiir.
Adil olmak gerekirse, bu asama i¢in Bruno Bauer daha hakli olarak itibar iddiasinda
bulunabilirdiyse de, 1843’te Engels Geng Hegelcilerin diismanlar: tarafindan onlara
karst dayatilan ateizm suglamasina kapt aralayan ilk Gen¢ Hegelci oldugunu iddia
etmistir (CW 2: 216, 228; CW 3: 404; Hook, 1936: 89-95).

Yillar sonra, Engels Geng Hegelci olarak kendi d6neminin hesabini vermeye gel-
digi zaman, Hegelci sistemin, Feuerbach'in diisiincenin tistiinlagiine yapilan Hegelci
vurguyu reddeden ve felsefi materyalizme dénen Essence of Christianity'® (1841) adli
eserinin ortaya ¢tkmasiyla tek nefesle tahrip edildigini iddia etmistir: ‘hepimiz bir
kere de olsa Feuerbach’ct olmuguzdur’ (SW II: 333). Engels’in Feuerbach’in 6nemine
binaen zikrettigi delil, 1844’tin sonunda Marx tarafindan (neredeyse tamamen) kale-
me alinmis olan The Holy Family'"dir. Engels’in Schelling’in 1841 Kasiminda Berlin
Universitesi’nde sunulan Hegel’e yaptg: saldirtya bir cevap olan Schelling and Reve-
lation (1842) adli eseri, Hegelcilikten kopmaya veya materyalizme donmeye, Engels
oyle olsa da, dair herhangi bir sey ortaya ¢ikarmaz olmasina ragmen materyalizme
doniis ortaya ¢ikarmaz, bu tarihten itibaren Feuerbach'in eseriyle benzesir. Bunun
aksine, Engels'in yayimlanan ilk 6nemli eseri, muhafazakar Schelling tarafindan or-
taya konan elegtirilere karst Hegelci sistemin agik bir savunmasidir.

Hegel, Tanrr’'nin varligi da dahil olmak tizere kainatin rasyonel bir yap1 oldugunu
ve bunun da mahiyet oldugunu iddia eden, rasyonel kavrayis ve kanitlamaya acik
oldugunu séyleyen Kant'in bilinemez ‘numen’ine karsi ¢ikmugtir. (Arthur: 109-10).
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Engels Hegel'in, ‘akledilebilir olan ayni zamanda gereklidir ve gerekli olan gergek
olmak ya da en azindan ger¢ek haline gelmek zorundadir’ seklindeki goériisiini ta-
kip etmistir. Diigsiinmek ve olmak zorunlu olarak bir 6zdeslik olusturur: ‘diisiinceyle
beraber gergek varlik da belirlenir’. Bir kere aklin varligini kabul ettigimizde, sonug-
larinin varligr da onun kendi varliginin ardindan gelir. Boylece Hegel'in diyalektigin
harekete gegirme kuvveti tarafindan ileri siiriilen rasyonel kategorileri, yalnizca ger-
cekligin modelleri degil ayni zamanda bu diinyanin yaratlmasina aracilik eden fire-
tici gliglerdir. Aklin tek alternatifi, Engels'in iddia ettigi tizere Schelling tarafindan
secilen opsiyon olan, mistik vahye giivene donmektir (CW 2: 187, 200-1, 207-10).

Bruno Bauers'in The Trumpet of the Last Judgement over Hegel the Atheist and An-
ti-Christ (1841)'”1 gibi Hegelcilik kargit1 bir dindarin eseriymis gibi davranan Schel-
ling, Philosopher in Christ (1842)"3, eserinde hicivsel bir bicimde bu konuyu gelistir-
meliydi. Bu bahaneyle Engels, Schelling’in Ortodoks Hiristiyan ¢ikarimlariyla ayni
fikirdeymis gibi goriinerek onunla dalga ge¢mistir, ‘kim, 1842 yilinda, dine kiifreden
yeni bir okulun kurucusu degil de bir filozofun, Mesih'in bakireden dogdugunu ve
diger Hiristiyan dogmalarini kabullenecegini ummaya ciiret edebilirdi (CW 2: 254)2

Diger Geng Hegelciler gibi, Engels de Hegel'in mantiksal ¢ikarimlari araciligryla
kendi felsefesini takip etmede basarisiz olduguna inanmustir. Geng Hegelciler'e gore
Hegel'in ‘tedbirli hatta dar gorislic grkarimlarr’, ‘saf diisiince’nin tiriinti olmaktan
ziyade onun Yeniden Yapilanma déneminin gerici muhafazakér 6nyargilariyla uzlas-
masinin bir sonucuydu. Bu nedenle, Hegel'in ¢ikarimlari onun felsefesinin bagimsiz
ve ozgiir fikirli dogasiyla catisma halindeydi. Ne gariptir ki, Geng Hegelciler, Hegelin
‘bir yoniiniin gurursuz diger yoniiniin devrimei’ oldugu seklindeki muhafazakar sug-
lamay1 kabul etmislerdir (CW 2: 66, 196-7).

Doktora tezinde (1841), Marx, Hegel'in muhafazakarligini kisisel anlamda
agtklayanlart elegtirmis ve bunun yerine Hegel'in Prusya Devleti’yle uzlagsmasinin
koklerinin Hegel sisteminin eksik yonlerinde bulundugunu iddia etmistir. Marx bu
elestiriyi, Feuerbach’in materyalizminin etkisi altinda, Hegel’in dini ve siyasi oteki-
lestirmenin istesinden gelmenin bu tarz bir 6tekilestirmeyi tireten gergekligi feshet-
mekten ziyade Insani degistirilmemis bir gerceklikle uzlastirarak yalnizca diisiince
seviyesinde gerceklesecegini farz ettigini savundugu 1844 Manuscripts'’inde gelis-
tirmistir. 1842’nin Engels’ine gore, Feuerbach’in eseri Hegelci sisteme bir meydan
okuma olmaktan ziyade onun zorunlu tamamlayicisiyd’ (CW 1: 84; CW 3: 313,
332, 339; CW 2: 237; Arthur: 107-8).

Muhtemelen Hegel ve Feuerbach arasindaki uzaklik Engels i¢in agik degildi ¢tinki
onun Hegel yorumu Feuerbach tarafindan ortaya konandan farklidir, Feuerbach’in
Hegelden ayrilisi tam olarak sadece, Engels’in Schelling’e yapug hamleden sonraki
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yil basilan, Provisional Theses" adl1 eserinde goriiniir hale geldiginin de vurgulanmast
gerekir. Feuerbach’in elestirisi, Hegel'in diisiinme siirecini bagimsiz bir 6zneye, daha
sonra kendini maddi diinya formunda cismanilestiren Idea’ya dontistiirdiigii yoniin-
deydi. Iste tam olarak Hegel’in bu yorumu, Marx gibi, er ya da geg benimsemesine
ragmen Engels’in 1842'de reddettigi yorumdur. Engels’e gore Idea'nin agirt diinyevi
bir varlik oldugu kisisel bir tanrt oldugu inanci, mutlak olanin doga ve insan zihni
disinda var olmadigini diisiinen Hegel'in asla aklina gelmeyecek bir seydi. Simdi
Feuerbach’in ‘teolojinin sirrinin antropoloji oldugu’ iddiasinin neden, Engels'in He-
gelciligini zayiflatmadigini goriiyoruz, ¢linkii Engels'e gore Hegel'in felsefesi zaten
‘akil zihin olarak olmadikga var olamaz ve bu zihin yalnizca doganin iginde ve dogay-
la var olabilir’ inancina miidahil oldu. (SW II: 335-6; CW 2: 209, 213, 216, 237-8;
Cap. I: 102).

Engels'in mi yoksa Feuerbach’in mi Hegel okumasinin daha iyi bir otantiklik
iddiast oldugu agik degildir ciinkii, goriiniise gore Hegel bitimli bir zihinden ayr
olarak rasyonel bir zihni reddederken ayni zamanda bitimsiz zihnin islerine de atifta
bulunarak ne yardan ne serden ge¢mistir; (dolayisiyla) belki de en kolayr Hegel-
cilerin sayis1 kadar ok Hegel yorumu oldugu sonucuna varmakur (Inwood: 1-6;
Findlay: 19-20; MacGregor: 21; Toews: 74; Plamenatz: 144). Kuskusuz, Hegel yo-
rumu nedeniyle Engels, 1842°de Feuerbach’in kritiginin etkisinin tamamini géreme-
mistir. Fakat eger, Engels'in dedigi gibi, ‘aklin zihin olarak var olmasi disginda olmast
miimkiin degilse’ ve akil dogadan {istiin olmaktan ziyade sadece ‘dogada ve doga ile’
var olabilirse, o zaman, Schelling’in isaret ettigi gibi, Mantik asla kendisi disinda
varlik tiretemez. (CW 2: 209). Ne gariptir ki, materyalist Feuerbach, Schelling’in
(Engels’in boylesine itiraz ettigi) akil veya salt diisiincenin ‘bir seyin varligini ispat
etmekten aciz oldugu’ iddiastyla mutabik olacakti. Feuerbach basitge Schelling’in ak-
lin bu nedenle inang ile desteklendigi vargisini reddedecekti. Feuerbach’a gore aklin
alternatifi vahiy degil deneysel aragtirma ve gozlemdir (CW 2: 182-3, 200-1, 207-10;
Arthur: 114-15).

Engels’'in Hegelcilik savunmasi, soyut felsefi kurguya herhangi bir miisamaha is-
teginin sonucu degil ama baskici siyasi ivedilik sorunu olduguna inaniyordu, ¢iinkii
tek alternatif Schelling tarafindan 6nerilen tutucu gizemcilik olarak gériiniiyordu.
Engels'e gore Idea’nin insanligin 6z bilingliliginden bagska bir sey olmadig ve doga-
nin onun esas yuvasi olduguna dair Hegelci kesif, insanlik tarihinde insanin insanla
ve insanin dogayla olan birliginin Schelling’in hala tutsak oldugu dualist bilincin 6te-
kilestirilmesiyle yer degistirecegi yeni bir donemin basladigi anlamina gelir. Bu tarz
bir rasyonel 6z bilinglilik araciligryla 6zgiirliigiin kaginilmaz zaferi garanti edilmisti:
‘zafer bizim olmak zorunda’ (CW 2: 238-40).
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The German Ideology'® nin 6nséziinde Marx, bogulmakta olan bir adam yergeki-
mi diisiincesini kafasindan atarak kurtulma tesebbiisiinde bulunuyormus gibi, tu-
tum degisikligi araciligryla 6tekilestirmenin tistesinden gelme tesebbiisiinde bulunan
bir distince olarak, bu tarz bir diisiincenin giiliing bir taklidini yapmusti. Marx’in
elestirisi tam anlamuyla adil degildi, ¢linkii Geng Hegelciler insanin degismeyen bir
gergeklige yonelik tutumunun degisecegine inanmaktan ziyade degisen bilincin de-
gisen gergeklik icin bir 6n kosul oldugunu iddia ediyorlardi. Engels’in de s6yledigi
gibi, ‘diisiince gelisiminde, gerceklesen seyin ebedi ve pozitif oysaki gercekei, digsal
yonii olusturur, diisiince tam olarak negatif, fani ve elestiriye acik olandir.” Dolayusty-
la elestiri diinyay1 oldugu gibi birakmayacakuir, onun sonuglari ‘tamamiyla pozitiftir’
(CW 5: 24; CW 2: 293).

Kesinlikle, pratikte, Engels’in elestirel bakis agisi sade bir tutum degisikliginden
fazlasini igerir ¢iinkii o Almanyada evrensel vatandaslik ve insan haklari, yargi ve yii-
riitme yetkisinin ayrimi, bagimsiz jiiri sistemi ve sansiir yasalarinin sonuna dayanan
bir modern bir devlet kurulmasi ¢agrisina devam ediyordu (CW 2: 260, 302, 305-
11, 364-7). 1842'de Geng¢ Hegelciler tizerine bir hicivde, Engels kendini bagirarak
Marseillaise'yi soylerken giyotin {izerinde melodi ¢alan Jakoben olarak resmetmis-
tir. Engels’e gore elestirel teori eyleme bir alternatif degildi. Bunun aksine, teoriden
pratige ilerleyen ve béylece Liberalizmi mi yoksa milliyetciligi mi 6nceleyecegiz di-
lemmasinin, giiney Alman liberal geleneginin bagina bela olmus olan dilemmanin,
tistesinden gelen alternatif kuzey Alman liberalizminin giictiydii (CW 2: 260, 265-7,
278, 302, 305-11, 335, 352, 364-7, 550).

Biitiin elegtiriler bazi bakis agilart veya ayricaliklt pozisyonlart varsayar. Geng
Hegelciler bu tarz bir bakis agisini Hegel'in rasyonalizminde bulmustur: eger ta-
rih zorunlu olarak 6zgiirliige gotiiren rasyonel bir siiregse, Gen¢ Hegelciler var olan
gercekligi Tarih, Akil ve de gelecek adina elestirebilirdi. Rasyonel ve dzgiir bir siyasi
kurum bu nedenle muhalifin beyninde sadece bir teori ipligi Utopyast degildi, daha
ziyade Tin’in onun araciligiyla ‘devletteki 6zgiirliigiinii kendisi i¢in yaratugr’ ulusun
tarihi 6z gelisiminin bir ifadesiydi. Tin'i, ozgiirliigii ve akli reddetmek bu nedenle
kendi dogamizi reddetmek demektir (CW 2: 145, 272-3, 356-7).

Ne gariptir ki, s6z konusu olan sonraki goriislerinde, gen¢ Engels, politikalars,
rasyonel devlete karsi koyanlarin tistesinden gelebilecek olan 6zgiir distincenin bazt
prensiplerine dayanmaktan ziyade sahsi ¢ikar ve ‘kiskancliga’ dayananlara saldirmis-
ur. Engels iyimser olarak, rasyonel bir devlete Prusyada daha kolay bir sekilde tam
olarak erisilebilecegini iddia etmistir ¢iinkii Prusya devleti uzun tarihi bir evrimin
tirtinii olmaktan ziyade bilingli olarak varlik kazandirilmis bir devletti. Dolayisiyla,
ozgiir distincenin alternatif ‘prensibi’ adina, IV. Frederick William’in gerici ‘Prusya
prensibi’ elestirilebilirdi. Bu nedenle Prusya'nin kurtulusu ‘yalnizca ‘ilanihaye geng
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ruh’un onun araciligtyla kendi dogasinin 6z bilincinin farkina vardigi ve béylece ken-
di oziine de, ozgiirliik gibi, varlik kazandirdigy teoride’ birikir (CW 2: 119, 145,
272-3, 356-7; Toews: 46).

Esasen, Geng Hegelcilerin akla bagvurmasi ve onun 6zgiirlige dogru kaginilmaz
gelisimi saldirilarini var olan gergeklige bindirdikleri bakis agilarindan en giiveniliri
degildi. Aydinlanmanin varisleri olarak Geng Hegelciler kendilerini, akla bagvurma-
ya yonelik genel egilime ragmen, filozoflarin, ‘biitiin rasyonel insanlar tarafindan
yadsinamaz bulunan bu prensiplerin tam olarak ne i¢in var oldugu konusunda uzla-
stya varmada aciz kaldiklari kanitlanmis oldugu problemiyle kargt karstya kaldiklarini
gormiiglerdir. Ornegin, Engels’e gore sadece evrensel insan haklarina dayanan devlet
tam olarak rasyonel bir devlet olabilirken, Hegel’e gore, devletin tek rasyonel bigi-
mi, ayni haklarin temsiline dayanan bir kurumdu. Her iki durumda da, rasyonellik
etiketi, gercekte bagka temellere dayanan bir onay sinyali vermek icin sadece s6z
bilimsel bir aragti. Benzer bir stratejiyi, Engels'in ilk defa dindarligs akla ve Kitab-1
Mukaddes’e aykir1 olmakla sugladigi ve sonra, sirast gelince, Kitab-1 Mukaddesi de ir-
rasyonel oldugu igin elestirdiginde de is basinda gorebiliriz (CW 2: 14; CW 3: 399).

Akla dayanarak elestirme iilkiisiine erismenin imkansiz oldugu kanitlanmisur,
clinkii evrensel uzlagt telkin eden ve bize siyasi eylemleri elestirme ve diizeltme im-
kani veren salt, mantiki diisiince anlaminda akil diye bir sey olamaz. Bunun yerine,
sadece birbiriyle ¢eliski icinde olan sosyal ve tarihi anlamda 6zel rasyonaliteler vardir.
Rasyonellik bu nedenle sarta baglidir: gogunlukla bize sunu sdyleme imkéni verir,
‘Ke ulagmak istersek y veya z yapmaliyiz, ama bu en bagta nihai amag olarak neden
X1 segtigimizi dogrulamaz.

Mubhafazakar Hegelcilerin bu probleme hazir bir cevaplari vardr: hangi tarihi
yollarin aklin ilerlemesini temsil ettigini ve hangilerinin tarihi ¢ikmazlar oldugunu
tarihin kendisi ortaya koyar; felsefe bu nedenle yalnizca is isten gectikten sonra akil-
lanir (CW 4: 86; Hegel, 1979: 12-13). Ancak bu segenek, “Tarihin hitkmetmesine
izin vermek’ istemeyen fakat insanlarin tarihi kendileri i¢in ingsa etmelerini telkin
eden Geng Hegelcilere acik degildi. Kisa vadede Geng Hegelciler'in diyalektigin di-
stna ¢tkmanin gerekliligi inanci ve dénemin bir 6z kavrayisini temsil ettiklerine dair
kendilerine giivenleri, imanlarini akil ve 6zgiirliigiin zaferinde desteklemistir. Uzun
vadede, sadece iyimserliklerinin hakli ¢tkmasini umut edebilirler. 1848 devriminin
liberal bir Alman kurumu elde etmedeki basarisizligr ve ulusal birligin tistten nihai
dayatmasi, ‘bityiik karar giintiniin ...yaklasugrni 6ngérmede hakli olsa da, Engels
radikal bir zaferin garantilendigine inanmada yanilmisur (CW 2: 143, 240, 356-7).

Kendi i¢inde Engels'in hatasi, tam olarak kayda deger degildir; sonugta, siyasi
distiniirlerin ¢ogu gelecek hakkinda dogru olmayan tahminler yapar. Ama Geng
Hegelciler'e gore, gelecek hakkinda ongoriidde bulunmadaki basarisizlik son dere-
ce mahkdm ediciydi, ¢tinkii onlarin simdiki zaman elestirileri rasyonel gerekliligin
zorunlu olarak meydana getirdigi gelecege bagvuru tarafindan dogrulanmistr. Ge-
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lecegi tahmin etmedeki basarisizlik Geng Hegelciler'in ayaginin altindaki zemini
kaydirmistir, onlar artk aklin adina konustuklar: hususunda herhangi bir garantiye
sahip degillerdi. Bu basarisizligin gériiniir hale geldigi donemde, Engels erken li-
beral Hegelciliginin 6tesine ge¢misti. Fakat bu donem, giiniimiizde akil adina veya
gelecege yonelik yapilan her tiir radikal elestirinin dogasinda var olan problemleri
ortaya gtkarmada elzem bir donemdi. Gérecegimiz gibi, bu tarz problemler Engels’in
omriiniin kalaninda da kargisina ¢ikmigtir, Marksizm’i glintimiize tagimaya devam
etmistir.
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HEGELCI LIBERALIZM

S. H. Rigby

Now I'll study Hegel over a glass of punch
(Engels, November 1839, CW 2: 487).

HEGEL AND THE YOUNG HEGELIANS

According to Lichtheim, Engels was a lifelong prisoner of the Hegelian system
which he encountered in his youth (Lichtheim, 1978: 296). Even if we do not accept
this judgement, there is no doubt that some knowledge of Hegel s thought, and of
its development by his Young Hegelian successors, is crucial for an understanding
of Engels’ intellectual development from the orthodox Hegelianism of his youth,
through his break with idealism and the creation of historical materialism in the
mid-1840s, to his return to Hegel in the years after 1858.

According to Hegel, previous philosophical systems were never entirely wrong,
rather they expressed some onesided truth about the world which had to be sub-
sumed within some higher, more embracing account of reality. Thus from Plato,
Hegel took the belief that reality is essentially ideal in nature. Spirit, or self-conscious
reason, is the only true reality; the material world is thus subordinate to the world of
Spirit. Yet, unlike Plato, Hegel did not accept that the ideal forms” which constitute
reality were fixed, eternal and perfect. Instead, he adopted the Aristotelian picture of
reality as the progressive unfolding of an essential inner nature: being is movement.
World history consists of the unfolding of Spirit’s potential until it has fully realised
its essence and reached its final goal (or ‘Ide): freedom. The Idea is thus not some-
thing which has existed for all time, but is rather a goal which is arrived at via the
purposive activity of Spirit (Hegel, 1956: 19; 1971: 68, 83; 1971: 85; 1988: 43-8,
87-8; Marcuse: 121-2).

Since Spirit, as self-conscious reason, constitutes true reality, it follows that reason
is the substance of the universe. Nature, for instance, embodies reason in the sense
that it is subject to universal laws; it is a rational structure which is produced by di-
vine wisdom in its quest to create an absolutely rational world for itself (Hegel, 1956:
115 1988: 24; Cohen, 1978, ch. 1; Findlay: 272).
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For Hegel, Spirit is not only sovereign in the realm of nature but also in the realm
of active mind, of human consciousness. Indeed, since Spirit is self-conscious reason,
and reason is perfectly free, self-conditioning thought, it follows that Spirit finds its
truest embodiment in free human activity. Nevertheless, such freedom does not sim-
ply exist; rather it progresses through the march of human history towards the ‘Idea’
of Spirit. History thus consists of the growth of freedom and reason in human affairs;
it is Spirit’s struggle to impose itself on the world and to overcome all restraints on
its full development. For Hegel, this potential for freedom is an essence which must
be realised since it is the absolute and final goal of Spirit, a goal which was implicit
in the very beginning of the whole teleological process of Spirit’s development. Thus,
whilst nature is cyclical in its development, human history is a progressive evolution
towards the fulfilment of reason and freedom. Nature is thus the realm of peace,
human history the realm of consciousness, wilt and struggle. History is not simply a
series of accidents. Rather, it is ‘a rationally based succession of phenomena’, a nec-
essary chain of connections: the Idea is thus ‘an organic system, a totality including
in itself a wealth of stages and features’ (Hegel, 1956: 16-21; 1988: 20, 23-4, 31, 53,
55, 74-6).

Hegel thus rejected the orthodox Christian vision of God as a perfect and self-suf-
ficient being, separate from the creation which he brought into being through an act
of free will. In the Hegelian system, the creation was not some arbitrary act of God
but was rather a necessary expression of his nature; it is the means through which
God fully realises his essence: ‘without the world, God is not God’ (Taylor, 1979:
38). Unlike the self-sufficient God of orthodoxy, Spirit needs the universe in order to
embody and express its true nature. Finite mind thus shares in the nature of the in-
finite. Indeed, for Hegel, it is through finite mind that Spirit comes to a consciousnes
of its own nature. The long history of philosophy is the progress of Spirit coming
to an ever more adequate understanding of itself, absolute knowledge finally being
attained when Spirit sees reality as it is really is, i.e. as it is revealed by Hegel’s own
philosophy: ‘Hegel speaks of Spirit confident that Spirit speaks through him’ (Hegel,
1956: 78; Lowith: 9; Inwood: 2). Hegel thus rejected the ‘unhappy consciousness’
of ‘dualist’ religion in which humanity alienates its own spiritual qualities from itself
and projects them on to a separate divine being. Rather, he believed that through rea-
son, which man shares with God, man comes to self-consciousness and is reconciled
with God (Hegel, 1988: 28; Singer: ch. 4).

Spirit’s development is described by Hegel as ‘dialectical’ in nature, in other
words, it is a teleological progression towards the increasing” adequate expression of
its Idea. Through a dialectical development the Idea ‘assumes successive forms which
it successively transcends.” Each stage of the progression ‘negates’ the previous one
but, for Hegel, this does not mean that the previous stage is annulled. Rather, it is
transcended so that its positive features are retained in the succeeding higher stages
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through which the Idea ‘gains an affirmative, and in fact, a richer and more concrete
shape’ (Hegel, 1956: 63). We can now see why, for Hegel, ‘the truth is the whole’
since, in his system, the Absolute is not eternally given, but is instead the product of
a series of changes; changes which can only be fully understood when they are seen
as stages of the realisation of the total process (Hegel, 1971: 81, 112).

Hegel believed in the universality of change but he did not regard such change as
a mere random flux. Rather, ‘everything around us may be viewed as an instance of
dialectic’ where change takes the form of ordered progression through which Spirit
develops and perfects its powers, an inner self-movement through which each stage
necessarily overcomes the inadequacies of the previous one. Hegel’s dialectic is thus
based upon the ‘absolute method’ of ‘triphcity’, of the progression from some initial
simple unity, through a stage of separation and particularity, to reach a third and
final stage which both transcends the previous stages whilst preserving their positive
aspects within a higher and differentiated unity (Hegel, 1956: 63; 1971: 68, 83, 107;
1987: 118; 1988: 83; MacGregor: 16; George: 124; Norman and Sayers: 36-42).

Through what necessity is Spirit obliged to progress through this ordered de-
velopment towards its Idea! Hegel’s answer lies in the centrality of contradiction to
existence. For formal logic, contradictions are a blemish winch have to be removed
from thought; formal logic emphasises identity, fixed categories and, through the
law of non-contradiction, forbids contradictory statements about the world, Hegel
offered an alternative, ‘dialectical’ logic which, he claimed, could grasp reality in the
totality of its interrelationships and its inner movement. In this alternative logic,
contradiction is more important than identity since contradiction is the ‘root of all
movement, it is only so far as something has contradictions that it moves’. Since, for
Hegel, being is motion and motion is the ‘immediate form of existence of contra-
dictions’, it follows that all reality is necessarily contradictory (Hegel 1969: 439-40;
1988: 58).

In addition to this temporal” dialectic which allows us to grasp change over time,
Hegel also offers a conceptual’ dialectic which supposedly allows us to grasp the
structure of reality. This synchronic dialectic is a means of dealing with oppositions
such as those between mind and matter, the particular and the universal, subject
and object, and so on. Dualist philosophy presents each side of such oppositions as
self-sufficient in its nature, enjoying a real, but independent, existence. In contrast,
a reductionist understanding of such oppositions denies the reality of one side of
the opposition. Dialectical thought, unlike reductionism, accepts the reality of both
sides of the opposition but, unlike dualism, would deny their autonomous existence
and insists, instead, on their reciprocal interdependence and mutual constitution.
Thus we can only fully understand the nature of each side of an opposition when we
see it as a moment of the totality; in the conceptual, as in the temporal, dialectic, the
truth is the whole (Norman and Sayers: 29-31; Lapsley and Westlake: 53-4). Hegel
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argued that this ‘identity’ or interdependence of opposites also meant that, despite
the claims of formal logic, contradictions do exist in reality. Nevertheless, as we shall
see, it is not clear that what he calls ‘contradictions’ are, in fact, logical contradictions
are so contrary to formal logic.

Since, for Hegel, Spirit creates itself through its own labour, through its strug-
gle to realise its own essence by imposing itself on the world, the dialectic between
subject and object was, inevitably, of particular importance to him. Just as absolute
Spirit can only arrive at a self-consciousness of its own nature through the existence
of something outside itself (human consciousness), so human finite spirit (or human
subjectivity), through its encounter with the outside world, proceeds via the logically
necessary stages which culminate in its own freedom and self-consciousness. Thus
Hegel did not see knowledge as simply the product of the application of a dialectical
methodology to a specific subject-matter from the outside but rather saw knowledge
itself as dialectical in nature as it progressed through its inherent contradictions (He-
gel, 1971: 88- 92; 1988: 41-2; Lamb, 1980: 30; Taylor, 1975: 129).

Perhaps Hegel’s philosophy can be be understood through looking at his applica-
tion of it to actual human history. His account of the development of the state, for
instance, is a classic example of the temporal dialectic at work. For Hegel, history
is, in the broadest sense, the work of God but, in practice, it is the state, ‘the divine
idea as it exists on earth’, which is ‘the basis and the centre of the other concrete
elements in the life of a people - of Art, of Law, of Religion, of Science’ (Hegel,
1956: 39, 49). Spirit is at work in history, Spirit is self-conscious reason whose Idea
is freedom. It follows that it is the state which is the embodiment of rationality and
the realm where freedom exists, it is freedom’s ‘objective form.” A truly rational state
would be one in which the state’s interest, society’s universal interest and the indi-
vidual citizen’s interest all coincided. Freedom is thus actualised through the citizen’s
membership of a rational, self-conscious community. This does not necessarily mean
that any given state is rational at any particular time, nor that all states are equally
rational. On the contrary, the truly rational state is the outcome of a dialectical pro-
cess whereby the inadequacies of each stage of development are necessarily overcome
and so lead inexorably to the complete embodiment of reason (Hegel, 1956: 36-9,
109-10; 1979: 155, 160, 164, 279, 285).

The state’s development towards this final goal takes the familiar form of the ‘dia-
lectical three-step.” In the Ancient Greek world, there was a simple unity between the
individual and society through the citizen’s membership of the polis; social harmony
was produced by the absorption of the individual by the universal. The Middle Ages
gave expression to the second stage of the temporal dialectic, the age of particularity
where individual social ties (such as those betwen lord and vassal or ruler and sub-
ject) were paramount. The one-sidedness of each of these first two stages of develop-
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ment had necessarily to be overcome by a new unity, which preserved their positive
features whilst transcending their incompleteness.

The result was the modern state which allows a return to the social unity and
harmony of the polis whilst preserving the positive benefits of individuality passed
on by the Middle Ages. The modern state is thus a differentiated unity with which
the individual citizen rationally identifies because it offers a community based on
freedom for all. Hegel’s vision of world history is thus one of a progression towards
a realm of freedom, reason and self-consciousness which establishes the harmony of
man and man, of individual and community, and of the citizen and the state. It was
a vision which was to have a decisive impact on the political philosophy of Marx and
Engels (Hegel, 1956: 106-7, 109-10; Singer: ch. 2-3; Norman and Sayers: 40-2).

THE YOUNG HEGELIANS

Even before Hegel s death in 1831, the ambiguous implications of his system had
become apparent. For some conservatives, Hegelianism offered a means of providing
Christianity with a rational basis with which to strengthen its position in the mod-
ern world. Yet other writers questioned whether, in practice, Hegel’s philosphy did
preserve the content of Christianity since his thought could also be seen as a critique
of the dualist separation of man and God found in orthodox Christianity. By the
end of the 1820s, Feuerbach was arguing that each form of religion was based on a
prior philosophical outlook but that the religious form corresponding to Hegel’s new
philosophy had yet to be created. Feuerbach thus outdid his master by arguing that
Hegel’s break with dualism had not gone far enough. He sought to develop Hegel’s
thought through to its logical conclusion and to break with the compromise which
Hegel had reached with the existing form of religion (Toews: ch. 6).

Strauss, like Feuerbach, both developed and criticised Hegel’s philosophy of re-
ligion in his Life of Jesus (1835). For Strauss, the Bible expressed a vital truth but
it did so in mythical or allegorical form. The truth which Christianity revealed was
not an historical truth about an individual who lived in the past, but a philosophical
truth about the situation of humanity. Christ s importance lay in his symbolising the
essential unity between God and Man, that both share a common nature in Spirit:
‘God does not remain as a fixed and immutable infinite outside and above the finite.’
Man considered purely as a finite creature has no truth, God shut up in his infinitude
has no reality. Thus ‘the infinite spirit is only real when it discloses itself in finite
spirits. Strauss s argument was taken to its logical conclusion by Engels friend, Bruno
Bauer, who, by 1841, had passed beyond Strauss’s pantheistic unity of God and his
creation to explicit atheism, an atheism which, he claimed, was implicit in Hegel’s
system itself (Toews: ch, 8-9; Stepelevich: 44-5; 180-1; Hook, 1936: 77-125).

Despite his radicalism, Bauer continued to work within the framework of the
Hegelian system, conceiving of humanity in terms of culture, spirit and conscious-
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ness. It was to be Feuerbach who provided the way out of Hegelian idealism. His
Essence of Christianity (1841) argued that, if the only spirit with real existence is
human reason, the idea of a divine being must be the result of a projection of human
powers on to an imaginary object. Thus it is not God who creates man, rather it is
man who creates God. Through religion, man inverts reality so that his own subjec-
tivity becomes a predicate of God and he denies his own powers by ascribing them
to God: “To enrich God, man must become poor, that God may be all, man must
be nothing.” Feuerbach rejected this alienation of human powers through religious
belief, along with any belief in Reason as a self-sufficent entity which realises itself
through humanity. Reason is the goal of history, not in the sense of the logical and
necessary unfolding of an idea, but in the practical sense that human history consists
of the growth and actualisation of human powers. He thus called for an end to both
theology and speculative idealism and, in his Provisional Theses for the Reformation
of Philosophy (1843), argued for a materialist, ‘anthropological’ outlook based on
the understanding of man as a natural, sensual being (Stepelevich: 139, 150, 154,
167; Toews: ch. 10; Hook, 1936: ch. 7; McLellan, 1980: 85-116).

However, whilst Feuerbach dismissed Hegelian idealism as the last refuge of the-
ological thought, the more orthodox Hegelians, such as Bauer, attempted to salvage
Hegel’s method. They agreed that the content of Hegel’s system was explicitly con-
servative, but claimed that his dialectical method, with its emphasis on change and
the primacy of reason, was implicitly radical in nature. Whilst Hegel himself had
claimed to be an orthodox Lutheran, the Young Hegelians argued that his system led
logically to pantheism or even atheism (Brazill: 18).

The Young Hegelians found a similar contradiction at work between Hegel’s per-
sonal political views and the logical implications of his philosophy. For Hegel, the
state is the embodiment of the Idea and, as such, the state could contain ‘nothing
except what is an expression of rationality.” By 1821, Hegel had decided that the
embodiment of reason in political form had been achieved by the contemporary
Prussian state. He argued, however, that whilst philosophy could discern the ‘cun-
ning of reason’ at work in human history, it could only do so retrospectively; “The
owl of Minerva spreads its wings only with the falling of dusk,” Since philosophy can
only be wise after the event, it cannot allow us to prescribe future practice (Toews:
62; Hegel, 1979: 12-13, 285).

The Young Hegelians accepted Hegel’s belief that the state should be fully ra-
tional, they simply disagreed with his claim that this stage of political development
had already been achieved. For them, the contemporary state was irrational and had
thus inevitably to fall ‘before the force of the mind.” Whilst Hegel devoted himself to
studying the past development of Reason, the Young Hegelians sought to actualise it
in the future (Stepelevich: 183-5; Sayers, 1987: 150).
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For the Young Hegelians, it was thus the duty of philosophers to criticise the
irrationality of existing political institutions so that the community could achieve
the complete realisation of freedom. Writers such as Ruge argued that a state which
truly embodied freedom and reason would necessarily involve popular sovereignty
and the rule of law (Brazill: ch. 6; Hook, 1936: ch. 4). Hegelian philosophy could
thus be used to undermine the foundations not only of established religion but also
of the contemporary state. It provided the philosophical basis for a humanism which
aimed to overcome both the religious alienation involved in subjecting oneself to the
creation of one’s own mind, and the political alienation involved in subjection to
monarchical despotism. In the place of such alienation, the unity of man and man
would be created in a self-conscious community based on freedom and reason. Such
ideas were to have a decisive importance in Engels’ own development from liberalism
to communism.

ENGELS AND YOUNG GERMANY

The intellectual development of the young Engels ran along broadly similar lines
to that of the young Marx: politically, from radical liberalism through humanist so-
cialism to the position set out in The Communist Manifesto; philosophically, from
Hegelianism to the historical materialism outlined in The German Ideology. Yet
this progression was to prove more difficult for Engels than for Marx, entailing, as
it did, a break with the conservative beliefs of his Pietist family. This does not mean,
however, that Engels’ political views can be dismissed as merely a product of his
personal conflicts with his family. If we want to, we can see The Condition of the
Working Class in England as his revenge against his capitalist father but, neverthe-
less, not every rebellious child ends up producing such a masterpiece (Henderson
and Chaloner: xxvii). Engels himself was certainly aware of the intergenerational
nature of contemporary political conflict, but he also stressed that such conflict was
historically specific in its content: it was in his and Marx’s native Rhineland, with its
social and economic mobility and its receptiveness to modern ideas, rather than in
the untroubled towns of the interior, that the ‘disagreeable process’ of the breakup of
the traditional German family was most advanced (CW 2: 135, 165).

Engels’ conflicts with his father date to before his fifteenth birthday but, at first,
they do not seem to have involved any break with his family’s religious or political
beliefs. In 1842, Engels senior claimed that when his son was confirmed at the age
of seventeen (i.e. 1837-38), he had been motivated by feelings of genuine piety;
certainly a poem written by Engels shortly before this date testifies to his orthodox
piety with its prayer to Jesus to ‘Step down from heaven and save my soul for me’
(CW 2: 555, 582, 5806).

It is only from March 1839, when Engels published his ‘Letters from Wuppertal’,
that the extent of his break with his family becomes apparent. The ‘Letters’, written
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whilst Engels was working in Bremen, were a comprehensive attack on the morals
and piety of his own class. They portrayed the twin.towns of Barmen and Elberfeld
as inhabited by a drunken and degraded population whose condition was the result,
first and foremost, of its employment in factory work. In particular, Engels empha-
sised the reckless way in which the employers ran their factories, exploiting cheap
child labour, choking their employees wuth dust and fumes, and depriving them
of all strength and joy in life. The populace found its escape in alcohol and in the
bigoted Calvinism of the Pietist church. The manufacturers themselves had flexible
consciences: ‘causing the death of one child mote or less does not doom a pietist’s
soul to hell, especially if he goes to church twice every Sunday.” Engels even claimed
that ‘it is a fact that the pietists among the factory owners treat their workers worst
of all.” Despite his claim to love Wuppertal, he could find few redeeming features in
his hometown (CW 2; 7-27, 31).

Although the ‘Letters’ make cleat Engels” disgust at the social and political life of
Wuppertal, they reveal less about his own political views. Nevertheless, three mam
themes do appear: firstly, his political liberalism, his preference for modem liberal
literature and his interest in the Young Germany movement; secondly, his German
nationalism, evident in his condemnation of Wuppertal for its lack of traditional
German folk-songs and wholesome vigour; thirdly, his abhorrence of Pietist dogma-
tism. These three themes were to run throughout his letters and journalism during
the rest of his stay in Bremen.

The ‘Letters from Wuppertal” appeared in the Young Germany journal Telegraph
fur Deutschland in March.April 1839, during which time Engels wrote to his friend
Friedrich Graeber: ‘I must become a Young German, or rather, I am one already.’
Young Germany was a liberal literary movement, inspired by the exiled poets Borne
and Heine, whose members included writers such as Gutzkow (editor of the Tele-
graph), Mundt, Beck, Laube and Schuking, For Engels, Young Germany embodied
the central ‘thoughts” of the nineteenth century: the natural rights of Man; partici-
pation by the people in political life; constitutional government; the emancipation
of the Jews and of women; and the abolition of the hereditary aristocracy (CW 2:
421-2).

Engels’ writings are rather unspecific about the detail of his own liberalism al-
though he certainly favoured the granting of a constitution, the rule of law (which
required representative institutions to create such law), the emancipation of women
and an open legal system with trial by jury. More obvious was the depth of his anger
at the institutions he opposed: despotic government, aristocracy, censorship, and re-
ligious mysticism. Engels portrayed himself as a Jacobin, threatening a storm which
would shake the political despots, the aristocracies of blood and of money and the
religious obscurantists. Nevertheless, like many German liberals, he was, despite his
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poetic invocations of the power of the sword and the book, rather vague about the
precise form that such a storm would take (CW 2: 32, 55-62, 423, 464, 480, 483).

As we shall see, by the end of 1839, Engels was reading Hegel but, at first, his
contact with Hegelian philsophy made little difference to his political outlook. On
the contrary, Engels found in Hegel a confirmation of the convictions he, along with
other German liberals, had already arrived at, namely that historical development
would eventually lead to the rule of reason and freedom. In his articles and letters
from Bremen he continued to call for an end to despotism, for constitutional gov-
ernment and the emancipation of women.

Engels’ liberalism was sharpened and clarified through his attack on the resurgent
medievalism of the 1830s and 1840s, with its defence of absolutism, feudalism and
Catholicism and its call for an ‘organic state’, which would emerge out of German
history, rather than being imposed through revolutions inspired by foreign political
doctrines. He criticised those medievalists and Romantics who sought an impossible
return to the social and constitutional arrangements of the pre-Reformation era, a
period he characterised as one of servility and ignorance. Against the medievalist idea
of government based on the mutual love of king and subject, Engels called for the
rule of law; against the desire for a government based on the privileges of hereditary
estates, he called for a unified nation of citizens who enjoyed equal rights. The rheto-
ric of medievalism was, he claimed, merely a cover for aristocratic privilege, whereas
Engels favoured an end to such privilege through the abolition of primogeniture and
entailment of land. In general, he argued that a genuine ‘self development of the na-
tion’, which the organicists claimed to favour, should involve political freedom and
selfexpression for the nation. It was, he claimed, the liberals, who sought a govern-
ment based on the people, who were the real defenders of an ‘organic state life’ (CW
2: 40, 48, 66-9, 99, 136-40, 145-7, 491).

Engels remained rather vague as to how such constitutional government was to
be obtained although, as his commemoration of the French Revolution of July 1830
in 1839 and 1840 makes clear, he certainly believed that revolutionary action against
despotism was justified. Like other German liberals, Engels relied on the march of
Progress to bring about the inevitable victory of reason and freedom rather than
specifying exactly how, in practice, despotism could be overcome (CW 2: 111, 135-
6, 145, 463-4, 501).

For Engels, literature, along with science and politics, had a crucial role in shak-
ing up traditional German liff and spreading new liberal ideas. In literature, as in
politics, he championed modernism (including the work of Schiller, Heine, Shelley,
Gutzkow, Kuhne and, above all, Borne), and opposed the medievalist and Romantic
call for a return to the ‘authentic German soul’ which, he believed, meant, in prac-
tice, militarism, servility, contempt for outsiders and anti-semitism. Engels himself
aspired to be a poet, portraying himself as a sparrow singing on the boughs of Borne’s
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great oak-tree. His poems, with their feathered choirs singing joyfully to the new
dawn of freedom, are, however, now only of historical, rather than literary, interest.
Engels’ literary talents were to find their true expression in history, polemic and acute
social observation, rather than in verse (CW 2: 32-3, 109, 111, 472, 494, 497).

Nationalism performed a variety of functions in nineteenth-century Europe. It
could, for instance, be adopted by political reactionaries, with their desire for a re-
turn to the purity of authentic German pre-Enlightenment culture and the rejection
of alien political philosophies (Snyder: ch. 2; Pundt: ch. 5). In Engels’ early works,
however, nationalism is presented as the natural concomitant of liberalism although,
in practice, he had some difficulty in reconciling the two. He looked back with en-
thusiasm to the German war of liberation against Napoleon as a time when the Ger-
mans had asserted themselves as a sovereign nation and when the people themselves
were the ‘source of state power.” For Engels, national unity was essential if Germany
was to obtain constitutional government: ‘so long as our Fatherland remains split
we shall be politically null, and public life, developed constitutionalism, freedom of
the press and all else that we demand will be mere pious wishes.” As a nationalist he
bemoaned the loss of Alsace, Lorraine, Flanders, Holland and Belgium, and called
for the reconquest of the left bank of the Rhine, the return of Alsace and Lorraine
and the ‘Germanisation’ of Holland and Belgium, even though such policies would
inevitably mean war with France. Nevertheless, for Engels, national unity was not an
end in itself: ‘we are not worthy of the Alsatians so long as we cannot give them what
they now have: a free public life in a great state’ (CW 2: 139-40, 149-50, 518, 521).

Closely linked with Engels’ desire for Germany’s political unity was his cultural
nationalism. He criticised those German merchants who emigrated to America and
then tried to hide their German origins and praised the German peasant who, even
in America, ‘adhered with iron firmness to his national customs and language.” In
his poem on the death of Immermann, Engels vowed ‘to be as German and as strong
and firm’ as Immermann himself whilst elsewhere he called for a popular literature
imbued with a ‘strong, trusty German spirit’ (CW 2: 32, 117, 125).

Nevertheless, he rejected the xenophobia and excessive Germanic purity which
‘held that the entire world was created for the sake of the Germans’, a view which he
associated with a reactionary desire to retreat into the national isolation of the Mid-
dle Ages. He hailed the war of liberation against Napoleon yet also criticised those
who could not appreciate the ‘innumerable seeds of world history which had grown
on soil that was not German’, such as Napoleon’s introduction into Germany of trial
by jury and the emancipation of the Jews. Engels was thus caught up in the contra-
dictions of his nationalist liberalism, advocating measures which, as he himself saw,
made war with France inevitable, whilst calling for a ‘clear, mutual understanding
among the European nations” and for ‘Love and Peace’ to fill the world (CW 2: 62,
140-1, 148-9).
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Coming from a family of profound Pietist convictions, religion was inevitably an
intensely personal issue for Engels. Yet, given the situation in Germany in the late
1830s and early 1840s, religion could never remain simply a matter of individual
conscience. In an age when the Prussian state used Christianity to legitimate its rule
and where religion was associated with a reactionary Romanticism, it was impossible
to divorce faith from politics. As Engels said, the battle for German public opinion
would be fought out in the fields of religion and of politics (CW 2: 33, 48, 64, 480;
CW 3: 480).

Engels’ Bremen writings emphasise his disillusionment with Pietism’s claim to
possess a monopoly of truth and salvation, and with its belief in the literal truth of
the Bible, and reveal his search for some alternative form of faith. At first he was
drawn towards rationalism, a post-Enlightenment form of Christianity which aimed
to make religion compatible with science and reason. In his ‘Letters from Wupper-
tal’ he claimed that Pietism was ‘in most direct contradiction with reason and the
Bible’ and, by April 1839, was claiming to be a ‘supernaturalist’ whose awareness
of the contradictions of the Bible made it impossible for him to accept its literal
truth. Nevertheless, he continued to claim that the liberal politics of Young Germany
were compatible with Christianity and wrote that he longed for salvation from sin
through God’s grace (CW 2: 14, 421-6, 456).

By the summer of 1839, Engels’ growing doubts had led him to a profound re-
ligious crisis. He was ‘threshing around in all sorts of opinions’, adopting, and then
doubting, rationalism but firm in his rejection of the literal truth of the Bible and
its compatibility with science. He argued that the unity of Man and God lay in their
common reason: to use reason is to exercise true freedom, dogmatic belief is thus
enslavement. He still yearned for communion with God, praying daily, crying as he
wrote his letters of spiritual turmoil to his friend, the orthodox Friedrich Graeber.
In June 1839, Engels wrote to Gtaeber: ‘T hope to see a radical transformation in the
religious consciousnesss of the world - if only I were clear about it myself.” Clarity
was, however, soon at hand in the form of the works of David Friedrich Strauss. By
October, Engels was writing to Graeber, ' am now an enthusiastic Straussian ... if
you can refute Strauss, eh bien, I'll become a pietist once again’ (CW 2: 453-63,
471). It was Strauss’s Hegelianism that was to resolve Engels crisis of faith and so
lead him from Young Germany to Young Hegelianism.

ENGELS AND YOUNG HEGELIANISM

Engels was aware of contemporary debates around Hegel’s philosophy as early
as April 1839, but it was his encounter with Strauss’ work which put him ‘on the
straight road to Hegelianism’. By the end of the year, he declared that he was ‘on
the point of becoming an Hegelian’; his full conversion to what he described as the
‘most colossal creation of thought of the nineteenth century’ was soon complete.
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Although he continued to write for the Telegraph fur Deutschland until the end of
1841, he increasingly distanced himself from Gutzkow and the Young Germans and
allied himself with the Young Hegelian movement. By July 1842, he was dismissing
sympathy with Young Germany as a pardonable youthful aberration. The choice fac-
ing German liberals was now that between Young Germany and Left Hegelianism.
Engels did not regard himself as an uncritical follower of Hegel, he criticised the
master’s ‘excessive schematism’ and ‘brazen style’. Nevertheless, he argued that the
way to truth led through Hegels clouds of speculation and rarefied abstraction (CW
2:71-93, 99, 102-3, 168, 196-7, 287-90, 435-7, 451-2, 485-90).

From the late 1850s, Hegelian philosophy was to be of vital importance to En-
gels in providing the basis of a new world outlook, an outlook which stressed the
dialectical nature of reality and the need for a dialectical thought which could grasp
that reality. However, his first encounter with Hegelianism was of significance to him
primarily as a means of resolving his crisis of faith and as a philosophical justification
of first his liberal, and then his socialist, politics.

In July 1839, Engels was still coming to terms with the Pietism of his youth,
grappling with thorny problems such as the New Testament’s contradictory accounts
of Joseph’s family tree. By October, the existence of such contradictions were no
longer a problem for him: “There lie the four gospels in a crisp and colourful chaos
... in comes David Strauss like a young god and brings the chaos into the light of
day and - Adios faith!” From Strauss, Engels took the belief that the historical truth
of the Bible and the dogmatic foundations of Christianity had been undermined.
What remained was the Bible’s ‘mythic’ content, even if the detail of Strauss’s case
were to be disproved this fundamental insight would remain. Strauss’s argument thus
allowed Engels to break totally with a dogmatic Biblical literalism whilst, at first, still
claiming to be a Christian committed to the mythical truth of the Bible’s content. If
Engels’ initial break with Pietism involved much spiritual anguish, his development
soon became relatively painless and straightforward. Indeed, by early 1840, he was
labelling himself a ‘pantheist’ who accepted the Hegelian principle that ‘humanity
and divinity are in essence identical’ in their common nature of reason; humanity
thus issues forth from the divine as the ‘conscious links in the great spirit-chain by
which eternal matter is confined’ (CW 2: 109, 466, 471, 480, 485-90).

The issue of religious faith soon became of minor importance to Engels so that
by the time of his Schelling and Revelation (written at the end of 1841) he had
passed easily from ‘pantheism’ to atheism, accepting only the reality of nature and
the human spirit and rejecting any concept of an extra-mundane or superhuman
being. Christianity was thus not a truth given to Man from outside, but was rather
a product of human self-consciousness, just like any other belief. In 1843, Engels
even claimed to have been the first of the Young Hegelians to allow the charge of
atheism, laid against them by their enemies, to be just, although Bruno Bauer could
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perhaps more rightly have claimed the credit for this step (CW 2: 216, 228; CW 3;
404; Hook, 1936: 89-95).

Years later, when Engels came to give an account of his time as a Young Hegelian,
he claimed that the Hegelian system had, with one blow, been destroyed by the ap-
peareance of Feuerbach’s Essence of Christianity (1841), which rejected the Hegelian
empbhasis on the primacy of thought and returned to philosophical materialism: ‘we
all became at once Feuerbachians’ (SW II; 333). Yet the evidence Engels cites for
the importance of Feuerbach is The Holy Family, written (almost entirely) by Marx
ar the end of 1844. Certainly, Engels” Schelling and Revelation (1842), a response
to Schelling’s attack on Hegel delivered at Berlin University from November 1841,
does not reveal any break with Hegelianism or turn to materialism even though
Engels was, by this date, familiar with Feuerbach’s work. On the contrary, his first
substantial published work was an explicit defence of die Hegelian system against the
criticisms offered by the conservative Schelling.

Hegel had argued against Kant’s unknowable ‘thing in itself’, claiming that the
universe is a rational structure and that its true nature, including the existence of
God, was open to rational comprehension and demonstration (Arthur; 109-10). En-
gels followed Hegel in his belief that ‘what is reasonable is, of course, also necessary
and what is necessary must be, or at least become, real.” Thinking and being neces-
sarily form an identity: ‘with thought, real existence is also given.” Once we admit
the existence of reason, ‘the existence of all its consequences follows of itself.” Thus
Hegel’s rational categories, driven ever onwards by the motive force of the dialectic,
are not only models of reality but are also the generating forces through which the
things of this world have been created. The only alternative to reason is to revert to
a reliance on mystical revelation which was, Engels claimed, the option chosen by
Schelling (CW 2: 187, 200-1, 207-10).

He was to develop this point in satirical form in his Schelling, Philosopher in
Christ (1842) which, like Bruno Bauer’s The Trumpet of the Last Judgement over
Hegel the Atheist and Anti/-Christ (1841), pretended to be the work of an anti- He-
gelian Pietist, In this guise Engels ridiculed Schelling by appearing to agree with his
orthodox Christian conclusions: ‘who would have dared hope that in the year 1842
a philosopher, nay the founder of a new school of blasphemy” would acknowledge
the truth of the Virgin birth of Christ and other Christian dogmas (CW 2: 254)?

Like the other Young Hegelians, Engels’ believed that Hegel had failed to follow
his own philosophy through to its logical conclusions. The Young Hegelians believed
that Hegel’s ‘cautious, even illiberal conclusions’ were the result of his accommoda-
tion with the reactionary conservative prejudices of the Restoration era, rather than
the product of ‘pure thought'. Hegel’s conclusions were thus in conflict with the
independent and free/minded nature of his own philosophy. Ironically, the Young
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Hegelians accepted the conservative accusation that Hegel was, in effect, ‘servile in
front and revolutionary behind’ (CW 2: 66, 196-7).

In his doctoral thesis (1841), Marx had already criticised those who explained
Hegel’s conservatism in personal terms and claimed instead that Hegel’s accommo-
dation with the Prussian government had its roots in the inadequacies of Hegel’s
system itself. He developed this criticism in the 1844 Manuscripts where, under the
influence of Feuerbach’s materialism, he argued that Hegel’s supposed overcoming
of religious and political alienation merely took place at the level of thought, recon-
ciling Man with an unchanged reality rather than abolishing the reality which had
produced such alienation. Yet, for the Engels of 1842, Feuerbach’s work was not a
challenge to the Hegelian system but was rather its ‘necessary complement’ (CW 1:
84; CW 3: 313, 332, 339; CW 2: 237; Arthur: 107-8).

Perhaps the distance between Hegel and Feuerbach was not obvious to Engels be-
cause his interpretation of Hegel differed from that offered by Feuerbach, although
it should also be emphasised that Feuerbach’s own break with Hegel only became
fully apparent in his Provisional Theses, published the year after Engels” attack on
Schelling. Feuerbach’s criticism was that Hegel had turned the process of thinking
into an independent subject, the Idea, which then externalised itself in the form of
the material world. Yet it was precisely this interpretation of Hegel which Engels
rejected in 1842, even though, like Marx, he himself was eventually to adopt it. The
belief that the Idea was an extra/mundane being, a personal god, was, he claimed, ‘a
thing which never occurred to Hegel’, for whom the absolute did not exist outside of
nature and the human mind. We can now see why Feuerbach’s claim that the secret
of theology is anthroplogy’ did not undermine Engels’ Hegelianism since, for Engels,
Hegel’s philosophy already involved the belief that ‘reason cannot exist except as
mind and that mind can only exist in and with nature’ (SW II: 335-6; CW 2: 209,
213, 216, 237-8; Cap. I: 102).

Whether Engels’ or Feuerbach’s reading of Hegel had the better claim to au-
thenticity is unclear, since Hegel appears to have his cake and eat it by denying the
existence of any rational mind apart from finite mind whilst also referring to the
workings of infinite mind; perhaps it is simplest to conclude that there are as many
versions of Hegel as there are Hegelians (Inwood: 1-6; Findlay: 19-20; MacGregor:
21; Toews: 74; Plamenatz: 144). Certainly, given his interpretation of Hegel, Engels
could not, in 1842, see the full implications of Feuerbach’s critique. Yet if, as Engels
said, ‘reason cannot possibly exist except as mind’ and mind can ‘only exist in and
with nature* rather than as a being superior to nature, then, as Schelling pointed
out, Logic can never produce being out of itself (CW 2: 209). Ironically, Feuerbach
the materialist would have agreed with Schelling’s claim (to which Engels took such
exception) that reason, or pure thought, ‘is simply impotent to prove the existence of
anything’. Feuerbach would simply have rejected Schelling’s conclusion that reason
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had therefore to be supplemented by faith. For Feuerbach, the alternative to reason
was not revelation but rather empirical research and observation (CW 2: 182-3, 200-
1, 207-10; Arthur: 114-15).

Engels’ defence of Hegelianism was not the result of any desire to indulge in
abstract philosophical speculation but was, he believed, a matter of pressing political
urgency since the only alternative seemed to be the reactionary mysticism offered
by Schelling. For Engels, the Hegelian discovery that the Idea was nothing but the
self-consciousness of humanity and that nature was its rightful home meant that a
new era in human history had begun, an age in which the unity of man with his
fellow man and of man with nature would replace the alienation of the dualist con-
sciousness within which Schelling was still trapped. Through such rational self-con-
sciousness, the inevitable victory of freedom was guaranteed: ‘victory must be ours’
(CW 2: 238-40),

In his ‘Preface’ to The German Ideology, Marx was to parody this type of thought
as one which attempted to overcome alienation through a change of attitude, as if
a drowning man were to attempt to save himself by getting the idea of gravity out
of his head. Marx’s criticism was not entirely fair since the Young Hegelians did not
believe in merely changing Man’s attitude to an unchanging reality, rather they ar-
gued that changing consciousness was a precondition for changing reality. As Engels
put it, ‘thought in its development alone constitutes the eternal and positive whereas
the factual, the external aspect of what is taking place, is precisely what is negative,
evanescent and vulnerable to criticism.” Thus criticism would not leave the world as
it was, its results were ‘entirely positive’ (CW 5: 24; CW 2: 293).

Certainly, in practice, Engels’ critical outlook involved more than a mere change
of attitude since he continued to call for the establishment in Germany of a modern
state based on universal civic and human rights, the separation of the judiciary and
the executive power, the creation of an independent jury system and an end to the
censorship laws (CW 2: 260, 302, 305-11, 364-7). Indeed, in a satire on the Young
Hegelians written in 1842, Engels portrayed himself as a Jacobin, playing a tune on
the guillotine whilst bellowing out the Marseillaise. For Engels, critical theory was
not an alternative to action. On the contrary, it was the strength of north German
liberalism that it proceeded from theory to practice and had thus overcome the di-
lemma of whether to put liberalism or nationalism first, the dilemma which had
plagued the south German liberal tradition (CW 2: 260, 265-7, 278, 302, 305-11,
335, 352, 364-7, 550).

All criticism presupposes, of course, some prior standpoint, some privileged po-
sition, from which to criticise. The Young Hegelians found such a standpoint in
Hegel’s rationalism: if history is a rational process which leads necessarily to freedom,
the Young Hegelians could criticise existing reality in the name of History, Reason
and the future. The liberal call for a rational and free political constitution was thus



112 Hegelci Liberalizm

not merely a Utopia of theory spun in the critic’s brain but was rather the expression
of the historical self-development of the nation through which Spirit ‘creates for it-
self its own freedom in the state. To deny Spirit, freedom and reason is thus to deny
our own nature (CW 2: 145, 272-3, 356-7).

Ironically, given his later views, the young Engels attacked those whose politics
were based on self-interest and ‘envy’, rather than on the basis of some ‘principle’ of
free thought which would overcome those who resisted the rational state. Engels,
ever optimistic, argued that the rational state would be all the more easily attained in
Prussia precisely because the Prussian state was not the product of a long historical
evolution but had rather been brought consciously into being. Frederick Willliam
IV’s reactionary Prussian principle’ could thus be criticised in the name of the al-
ternative principle of free thought. Prussia’s salvation therefore lay ‘solely in theory
through which ‘eternally young spirit’ would become self-conscious of its own nature
and thus bring into being its own essence, i.e. freedom (CW 2: 119, 145, 272-3,
356-7; Toews: 46).

In fact, the Young Hegelians” appeal to Reason and its inevitable progression to
freedom was not the most secure of standpoints from which to mount their assault
on existing reality. As heirs to the Enlightenment, the Young Hegelians found them-
selves confronted with the problem that, despite the general tendency to appeal to
reason, philosophers had proved unable to agree as to what precisely those principles
were which would be found undeniable by all rational persons’ (MacIntyre: 1-6). For
Hegel, for instance, the only rational form of the state was a constitution based on
the representation of estates whereas for Engels only a state based on universal civil
rights was truly rational. In both cases, the label of rationality was, in practice, merely
a rhetorical device for signalling an approval which was, in reality, based on other
grounds. We can see a similar strategy at work when Engels first condemned Pietism
for being against reason and the Bible, and then, in turn, criticised the Bible itself for
being irrational (CW 2: 14; CW 3: 399).

The ideal of criticism on the grounds of Reason proved impossible to attain be-
cause there can be no such thing as Reason in the sense of some pure, logical thought
which would command universal assent and so allow us to criticise or justify political
actions. Instead there are only socially and historically specific rationalities which are
in conflict with each other. Rationality is thus conditional; at most it only allows us
to say ‘if we wish to achieve x then we must do y or but it does not justify why we
chose x as an end in the first place.

Conservative Hegelians had a ready response to this problem: History itself would
reveal which historical paths represent the onwards march of Reason and which were
historical dead-ends; philosophy could thus only be wise after the event (CW 4: 86;
Hegel, 1979: 12-13). This option was not, however, open to the Young Hegelians
who did not want to ‘let History judge’ but rather to inspire people to make history
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for themselves. In the short term, the Young Hegelians’ belief in the necessary work-
ing out of the dialectic and their confidence that they represented the self-compre-
hension of the age served to bolster their faith in the victory of reason and freedom.
In the long term, they could only hope that their optimism was justified. The failure
of the 1848 Revolution to achieve a liberal constitution for Germany and the eventu-
al imposition of national unity from above were to show that, although he was right
to predict that ‘the day of the great decision ... is approaching’, Engels was wrong to
believe that a radical victory was assured (CW 2: 143, 240, 356-7).

In itself, Engels mistake is not particularly significant; after all, most political
thinkers make incorrect predictions about the future. But for the Young Hegelians,
the failure to foresee the future was particularly damning, precisely because their crit-
icisms of the present were justified by an appeal to a future which rational necessity
had necessarily to bring about. The failure of this predicted future to emerge thus
cut the ground from under the Young Hegelians feet, as they then no longer had any
guarantee that they were speaking in the name of Reason. By the time this failure
became apparent, Engels had, of course, passed beyond his early liberal Hegelianism.
Yet this period is a crucial one in revealing the problems inherent in any radical cri-
tique of the present made in the name of Reason or by an appeal to the future. As we
shall see, such problems were to confront Engels for the rest of his life and, indeed,
continue to haunt Marxism to the present day.



