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Introduction

The Meaning of ‘Alienation’

Before its coinage and philosophical usage in théngs of Hegel, the term alienation has a long
tradition ranging from the Bible to the writings Bbusseau. This is evident from our readings of
Erich Fromm’s “Marx’s concept of Man” and an arméicentitled ‘origins of the concepts of
Alienation’ by Istavan Meszaros. Fromm writes “twlole concept of alienation found its first
expression in western thought in the old Testangentept of idolatry”. (Fromm:1961:44). For
Meszaros the problem has a long tradition rangiomfthe ancient to the present. “Preoccupations
with this problematic in forms ranging from the Eilio literary works as well as treatises on Law,
Economy and Philosophy-reflect objective trends Enfropean development,...” (Meszaros,
1970:1). For further confirmation one can look arhros’ article, especially from pp.1-5 and 15-
22. In different contexts, the term or the idealdnation is rendered to have various meanings.

These includes the acts of deviance, selling oistea, and cessation or separation.

In the Christian understanding, acts which are ipitdd and sinful are thought to entail the

alienation of man from the way of God. The conseqgae of the act of idolatry is a deviance from

the way of God, a revolt against the way of Goavinch man would end up by alienating himself

from the right course of life and ultimately frono& So here alienation would have mean sin or
the acts of deviance and revolt (See Fromm, 196dnd¢dMeszaros, 1970:1-3).

With the advent of capitalism alienation is inteted to be consists in the selling or transfer of
one’s property or some part of the self like labAccording to Istavan Meszaros, Kant, for
example, identified alienation with salability whids depicted in such statements as “the
transference of one’s property to some one elgs aienation” (Meszaros, 1970:6). Through the
acts of selling or transfer the person, then, h@nated either something belonging to him like

property or part of himself like a capacity.

It also has a meaning related to cessation or agparthe historical root of which is related t@ th
formulations of contractual state theories. In abcontract theories the individual through a
contract agrees to give some part of himself fonething other in return. Thus, the individual has
separated himself by conferring some of his padctpacities to another body in the formation of
the social contract. He has alienated himself, ghdor a noble cause. (See Chiodi, 1976:125)



In most cases separation in the framework of sedatract theory emphasizes the benefits for the
individual through the separation. As a resulthardly has a bearing to the understanding of
alienation as a negative situation. Neverthelegsamtion of the self qualifies as alienation irera

cases such as “the cession of self and propergntabsolute sovereign is alienating because it

cedes too much and receives to little in returriig@i, 1976:125).

When it comes to the philosophical understandinthefnotion of alienation Hegel takes the fore
front. “It has been noted that the problem of ai@m, at least in the form and meaning which it
has in our culture today, found its first systemdtrmulations in Hegel,” (Chiodi, 76:174).
Accordingly, alienation is understood in terms sfrangement and externalization. The whole
process consists in the self's externalizatiorts®li in something other. This externalization &sc
the self to loose itself and to be estranged frizelfi So that alienation from one self is equahwi

estrangement from one self.

This strong association of alienation with estranget is evident in Erich Fromm’s analysis of the
idea. For Fromm alienation is the dehumanizatiomah, his estrangement from himself and the
world. “Alienation is essentially experiencing therld and one self passively, receptively as the
subject separated from the object.” (Fromm, 196)1.#4e passivity and receptivity, contrary to

what man really is, are indicatives of a dehumahipan who is estranged and alienated.

For Pietro Chiodi alienation is always associatéith \@ notion of alterity. For him alienation is a
process in which man is forced to be what he isanatot to be what he really is. So that he is
forcefully altered from his proper nature and tis #xtent alterity is central to the understandihg
alienation. “In the most general way, alienation be defined as the process whereby someone or
something is constrained to become other thanithah it properly is in its being... In so far as it
implies a ‘becoming other’ the notion of alienatipresupposes therefore, in every case, that of
alterity.” (Chiodi, 1976; 176). And Chiodi identf$ the various philosophical interpretations of the
idea of alienation; Hegelian, Marxist, Existensigliwith necessity and a particular understanding
of the notion of alterity. Whatever the case theaidf alienation is always based in man’s

estrangement, dehumanization and alterity.



The Idea of Alienation in Hegel, Marx and Sartre

It has been said that the creation of the terrmatien and its first systematic analysis goes & th
credit of Hegel. The analysis of alienation in Hegeprofoundly related to his philosophy of
history which is treated specially in the ‘Phenowlegy of Spirit'. So that any discussion of
Hegel's idea of alienation is inextricably relatechis idea of reality. According to John Palmentaz
reality for Hegel is Spirit in the process of sedtlization, spirit which is independent and active
passes through certain stages towards its selzatiah. This voyage of spirit is parallel to the
stages man passes through and its self-realizatioessarily coincides with the self-consciousness
of man which is attained through the consciousoéstgher human beings and the world. What is
central to the movement of spirit towards its se#flization is sprit’s self externalization, ficdkbne
unconsciously, which amounts to be the world anddmubeings. Human beings as consequents of
this externalization pass through various stagesviich they advance from unconsciousness
through consciousness to self-consciousness. Iretmgrical world this is realized in various
human endeavors which range from daily activiteethe spontaneous constructions of society and
state. The process which is long and develops tffir@useries of epochs finally reaches a level of

reason at which spirit becomes self conscious tiirdbe self-consciousness of finite beings.

Spirit first took the world to be independent ofBecause it was not conscious that the worldsis it
extension and because it can be either consciogslibconscious through the self-consciousness
of men. Spirit made the mistake that the worldndependent of it. As a result of which it felt
estranged from the world which is but its projectit... unless it made this mistake, it could not
be alienated; it could not feel itself to be victoha world that is a projection of itself not yet
recognized for what it is. Thus, alienation as Hegaceive it, is possible only because spirit can
be and indeed in certain of its phases must bepnswious of some of its own activities and
needs.” (Palmentaz, 1975:89). Since spirit comdstw itself through the self consciousness of
human beings it goes without saying that spiriesdming conscious as its estrangement as well as
the reconciliation of it presupposes the estrangegmieman to the world and its overcoming. Thus
to begin with man is necessarily alienated from wweld and only comes to know through the
development of consciousness its estrangement tihemvorld. According to Palmentaz, man for

Hegel is both a natural and social being and astw@ral being the world is independent of him.



Through his encounter with the natural world masates an environment which is populated by
his fellow beings. Thereby he develops as a sdméahg looking at himself only through the
relations he has with other men. He has also, =&l being, needs which transcend biological
needs like the need for recognition. Through hisisdoencounters man gradually develops an
awareness of himself, i.e. by becoming consciouki®fellows he also comes to realize that the
social world which first appeared to be independ#rttim, is his own creation. As a result, man
becomes self conscious. What paralleles to thisde¥elopment of man is the ever developing
awareness of the feeling of estrangement. To thenexhat the peculiarly human need for
recognition, is not attained, man remains weary disdatisfied. “To be satisfied it must be
recognized by other begins of its own kind; it mhave its sense of its own worth confirmed by
their behavior to it. Every rational, self-cons@doeing makes this demand on the other, and the
making of it is involved in its rise to self-consasness.” (Palmentaz; 1975:94). Once man is
raised to a level at which he is self-consciousdanscious of his dissatisfaction, he is ablea as
progressive being, to move forward, to change tigton to overcome his alienation and attain

true knowledge and self knowledge.

What is analogues to the process outlined is theement of spirit towards self-realization through
the overcoming of its alienation. After becominghsaous of its estrangement through the self-
consciousness of man Spirit moves to the necessmgnciliation with itself through man’s
attainment of true knowledge. So when man becomege the world as the projection of spirit,
the latter comes to feel at home with itself arelwhorld. “Spirit comes to be at home in the world,
becomes reconciled with itself, when it attaing-kebwledge in the knowledge of it that man has;
its recognition of the world as a projection ofelfsconsists in man’s recognition that it is so”.
(Plamentaz, 1975:90).

Then, if we look behind the metaphysical curtaone can see that, Hegel’'s idea of alienation is
interrelated to the notions of externalization &mel need for recognition. So both man and spirit
are alienated from the outset when they start terealize themselves in need of self realization.
The cause is the need both have of being recoghizedhat they really are. If recognition is not
to be given or if they are unable to attain it, gtendition amounts to be that of alienation.
Alienation set off by externalization culminatestireir awareness of it which is but a necessary

step towards its resolution.



Marx’s conception of alienation negates Hegel'sfquad appeal to spirit as a self-transcendent
being in the making of world history, rather he foes it to the natural and social situation of
man. The rejection of the metaphysical backgrouhtiegel’s conception led Marx to conceive
alienation as a purely human situation man as @lsbeing. So that Marx’s conception of

alienation is articulated as a critique of Hegel.

What is central to Marx’s idea of alienation isdabMan is alienated from himself, nature and
society through his struggle with nature which mely is the exercise of labor. Alienation as
Marx conceived it also presupposes a teleologieéihiion of man as a species being. Through
these two ideas Marx conceived alienation as ativegaituation in which man is dehumanized

and estranged from himself and nature.

For Marx man is a species being. Beside the satisfaof his daily needs which are related to the
reproduction of life man is essentially a free aodscious being endowed with a potential to be
realized in history. As a species being he is aessgntative of the universality of man and the
realization of his potential must coincide with thealization of the whole humanity. It is only

through others and coupled with others that manrealize his species being which is beyond the
satisfaction of biological needs. As a speciesdenan is a human being with a capacity to change

and transform nature and himself in and of itself.

Man'’s relation to himself, society and nature is@xed through the exercise of labor. Labor is the
expression of man’s active capacities. Becausastéhvalue more than the reproduction of life,
labor is not a means to the satisfaction of ne#slvalue is not only instrumental but intrinsa t
the development of man as a species being. “Woferibim [for Marx] the active relatedness of
man to nature, the creation of a new world, inclgdthe creating of man himself’ (Formm,
1961:47). But as a result of the development ofstw of labor and private property, labor is
reduced from being an intrinsic component of masef realization to a mere means. It is no
longer exercised for its own sake. Rather it isreiged in order to procure what is necessary for
the self-preservation of the individual. As a résnén degenerates from a species being to a mere
thing devoid of the capacity to develop himselfeTieason is the alien character the product of
labor assumed. The fact that labor is exercise@ foarrow end thignified the product of labor as

opposed and against man. The alien character waugr of labor assumed would end up by



alienating man from his capacity, labor. The consege of which is the alienation of man from
himself, other human begins and from his specigagbelhus, alienation for Marx is man’s

estrangement as a result of the fundamental negafitabor and its product. Labor is so essential
to man that its negation would end up by alienatimn from himself and nature. Alienation is

thus, a process of self-alternation.

Parallel to Marx, Sartre propounded his theory dienation against the metaphysical
mystifications of Hegel's conceptions. Nonethelet® retained from Hegel the role of
externalization or objectification as alienatiororNloes Sartre confine the idea of alienation as a
consequence of man’s relation with nature throadpod. The negation of man’s self-realization as
a result of the corruption of labor is only half thie problem. We also find other dimensions of

alienation in Sartre.

For Sartre alienation is a state of alterity in evhihe individual is forced not to be what he reédl

or to be what he really is not. Sartre’s idea aéradtion, according to Pietro Chodi, presupposes
three elements. The first is the conception ofterise as a project in the attainment of ends. The
second is nature as a worked up on material (d @ekcarcity) which is necessary for the success
of the project and at the same time serves as agreaallow others to control and disturb the
project. The third factor is the existence of otlpeojects. “Alienation arises as the effect of
existence in the field of scarcity which turns practio-inret [the worked upon material] in to the
site of monstrous forces of the inorganic and deearity”, (Chiod, 1976:85). In the process of
alienation, then, we find two factors altering thdividual; nature and other individuals. But their
power is not equal in the alienation of the indiall Nature as the worked upon material is
necessary for the interaction of the individualhwathers. Its detrimental effect is to the extéyat t
objectification is inevitable. So that its role as alienating factor is necessary. The role of the
existence of others in alienating the individualaiso necessary since men live together and
develop to human beings through inter-subjectivBy. that alienation in Sartre is to a greater
degree associated with the existence of a muljgptgects in a situation conditioned by the

negativity of matter primarily and scarcity to aser extent.



The co-existence of multiple projects presupposemprocity as a necessary structure. Reciprocity
is a fundamental structure through which men becavhat they really are. Men conceive
themselves as a project in pursuit of ends andldewhrough the relation of inter-subjectivity
only because reciprocity is a fundamental struciuneh conditions the relationship between men
necessarily. However, in the context of scarclts & priori structure, reciprocity, is changediro
that which links men internally in to a structure struggle that connects men negatively. The
reason is the dehumanizing effect of scarcity wlarces men to oppose one a other and negate
reciprocity. Besides, man realizes his praxis bjgdification in which the structure of reciprocity
is objectified. This amounts to the concretizatadrthat which is fundamentally real and as such
conditions human relations. Thus, it is reduced aadated, so that because of the individual
project of objectification, the structure of re@pity is conceived as emanating from the praxis of
the individual. And the realization of the lattertails the negation of reciprocity. As a resulg th
individual denies the projects of other individuélsough which they, including himself, are
estranged.

“My freedom is alienated in the prescience of tiker's pure subjectivity which founds my
objectivity” (Sartre, 1957 p, 375 quoted in Chiot76:88). So that for Sartre alienation is man’s
necessary estrangement and alterity undertakemghrthe mechanisms of eraser and denial of
others as real projects. Existence as a projettirenas a field of scarcity and the existence of
others govern the process. They put the individttalpugh the structure of reciprocity, in a
situation where by trying to objectifying himself the expenses of others negates them and ends
up by negating the structure of the relationshigesfiprocity itself. The outcome is the always
intact situation of conflict and struggle in whiekerybody tries to stand at the expense of others.
Thus, alienation is a process of forceful alteratimdertaken via others and nature. “Alienation, in
being the real and rigorous process internal tas¥is¢em, produces itself in alterity and in virtafe

it” (Sartre, 1957 p.644 quoted in Chiodi, 1976:88).

Research Questions

What is/are the causes of alienation? Why is manatled from himself/herself, society and
nature? Is it natural and fundamental and theretoreurmountable? Or is it rooted in socio-
economic structures which can be overcame witlckfaage of these structures? And What are its
implications for the nature of man?



What the Research Sets out to do

The whole aim of the research consists in the gtemclarify and solving the above questions in
reference to the three thinkers. After the analgéithe problems and their solutions as they are
discussed in the thoughts of Wilhelm Frederic Helgall Marx, and Jean Paul Sartre, the research

will try to establish its own conclusion throughadysis, reflection and critical reflection.

What is striking to the whole project of the restaand pertains to the specified problems is the
points at which the three thinkers’ ideas on aliemaconverge and oppose one another. For Hegel
alienation is necessarily manifested in the selémalization of spirit and finite beings embarked
through various stages. So in Hegel alienationientified with externalization or objectification.
To say this in other words alienation is equal wiité relation the spirit and finite begins havehwit
the world of objects (the Subject /object mode @htionship). Since the world of objects is
reducible in the final synthesis to spirit, it islp an appearance to be resolved later on. So that
with the elimination of the relation, objectificati, alienation in Hegel is finally over come. For
Marx on the other hand, alienation is not equahwibjectification. Alienation is only a specified
determination of the relation or a specific modebfectification. For Marx objectification or the
relation is real so that not to be resolved. Nogletts, since alienation is only the specific
determination of objectification, without the rasidn of the relation it can be eliminated with the
change of the causes responsible for the specifidenof the relation entailing alienation. The
position of existentialism or Sartre is complexadirees with Hegel’s identification of alienation
with objectification. It also agrees with Marx’srdal of the possibility of transcending the relatio
Existentialism confers an irreducible charactethe objective world. As a result of these two
positions Existentialism holds that alienation caver be eliminated. For alienation is equal with

objectification and the relation is real and irdgable. (See Chiodi; 1976: page Xx).

Here the question of the subject/object relatidmjgctification) will be one of the central problems
of this paper. Its meaning and relation to alie@ratiand implications for the
possibility/impossibility of “de-alienation” woullde a point at which the research revolves. Itis a
this point that the views of the thinkers partiadlyree and partially disagree. So that the proldem
a cross cutting one. In addition, the analysistbéoconcepts which have an important bearing on
the theme of alienation, concepts like reificatialterity, recognition, reciprocity, scarcity, wile

vital. To conclude, after the discussion of eacghkiér’s views on the relevant ideas, questions and



problems, we will set out to compare and contiasir tviews. This will be followed by the analysis
of what remains of the comparison. Finally, theeeesh would try to resolve itself by establishing

a definite conclusion of its own.

The Significance of the Research

The problem of alienation is a profound one withhbitneoretical and practical significance. It is a
recurring human problem which attracted the atentof many thinkers before its systematic
philosophical treatment. In modern philosophy wishspecific formulation in Hegel especially, we

see a long series of debates among philosopherat M/ktriking to some of the participants of the
debate, Kierkegaard and Marx for example, is tle®ndtical formulations of the problem with its

solution in a way which would change the practgilation of the individual and society. Some
like Kierkegaard even go to the extent of demandinthange of the way philosophy is done or
knowledge is sought after. So, such debates cea &alirect influence on the way of life of the

individual. This latter demand is based in thedrisal process that gave birth to existentialism.

For, “Essentially the whole existentialist philobgpfrom Kirkegaard on, is, as Paul Tillich puts it
“an over one-hundred-old movement of rebellion aglathe dehumanization of man in industrial
society”. (Fromm, 1961:46). So that the significaraf a research on alienation is easy to see.

Since it is a profound human situation, alienatiemands critical reflection.



CHAPTER ONE

The Idea of Alienation in Hegel

Though Hegel’s idea on alienation is not explictveloped in the ‘Phenomenology of Spirit’ it is
an essential aspect of the whole movement of Spsjpecially at the level of self-consciousness.
Self-consciousness is located by Hegel betweenttier two levels; consciousness and reason. It
is a stage where Spirit as well as man gain seframess and struggle to attain freedom. What was
consciousness of objects turns into itself andadiecs itself. This self-discovery is the emergence
of self, Spirit and self-conscious man, whose prnmaoal is self-certainty. Since self-
consciousness can be certain of itself only throothter's recognition it externalizes itself. As a
result it is alienated from itself as well as imset in various conflicts the resolution of which

requires the dialectical movement of Sprit to thalflevel, reason.

Thus, Hegel's idea on alienation is to be foundhim detailed working out of the emergence and
movement of self consciousness. Self consciousisefi®e self-consciousness of both man and
spirit. Spirit through man’s self-awareness alsmes to know itself. And in its movement Hegel’s
idea of alienation is given. So that in order t@ sehat Hegel meant by alienation a general
introduction to the aim of the ‘Phenomenology ofrBpas well as its specific parts is necessary.
For the whole task two books are selected. The fidsich is allotted for the introductory
discussion, the meaning of the phenomenology aaedhiee stages on the basis of which Spirit
moves to Absolute knowledge, is a book by Robelbr&on entitled ‘German Idealism’. While the
book entitled “Genesis and structure of Hegel’'srf@imeenology of Spirit' a commentary on the
phenomenology by a distinguished French scholam Bggopolite is the main text on which the

discussion of the entire chapter depends.

According to Robert Solomon, Philosophy, for Hedelthe demonstration of the realization of
Absolute knowledge. Beginning with lowest formseliknowledge of objects and transcendental
self-knowledge (knowledge of forms of consciousnessessary for knowledge to be possible)
philosophy advances to knowledge of self and theldvas the manifestations of Spirit. The
movement and development of knowledge which mowesdrd by showing the insufficiency of
prior level culminates in Absolute Truth in whichl @he problems, contradictions, and

insufficiencies of the lower levels are negated.aiMs peculiar to this movement is its dialectical



nature. “The dialectic is... a complex interplay adnceptions, some of which are simply
improvements on others, some of which are indegasifes demanding synthetic resolution, but
others simply represent conceptual dead ends, vihitbate a need to start over” (Solomon,:200).
Thus, the ‘phenomenology of sprit’ is Hegel's pedphical account of the dialectical movement
of sprit towards absolute knowledge. By absolutevledge it means, according to Solomon, a
perfect knowledge of the whole which is a synthediparticular position, one sided views, and
different forms of consciousness. It is also thewdedge of the world in its different dimensions:
philosophy, art, religion and practical life. Itegual with the self knowledge of what Hegel calls
Spirit.

1.1. The Phenomenology of Spirit: Hegel's Philosoghin General

‘The Phenomenology of Sprit’ is divided into thnearts: consciousness, self consciousness, and
reason. The first deals with naive epistemologioaisciousness and is demonstrated in three steps.
These are sense certainty, perception, and unddimsta At the lowest level, sense-certainty,
knowledge is identified with a mere this or thatiethis grossly inadequate. Since there would be
no knowledge without concepts and sense-certagynowledge of the immediate without any
reference to concepts, it is not knowledge atPakception, in which concepts are used to organize

experience, is the first form of knowledge. Howeveis not adequate.

For the concepts in perception are “conditionedvensials”, which does not fully ground the
needed unity of experience. The level of understanélurnishes the needed unity by providing
concepts which are “unconditioned universals”. Wivate mere aggregates of perception in the
prior level ,a perception of a house, for exampieyhich distinct features are perceived without
invoking anything that would make the perceivedusaa necessary features of a house, are now
organized by use of concepts like substance inyawlach unifies experience. So at the level of

understanding real knowledge is attained.

The next stage, self-consciousness, turns thetineof the dialectic from the external world to

the self. “Consciousness becomes self consciousviess it understands itself as the source of the
understanding” (ibid:201). Self-consciousness ésdtudy of the self-whose genealogy ranges from
naive self certainty to unhappy consciousnessh@tbieginning, the self appears to be certain of
itself. But confused by the nagging of desire dmel ¢hallenges of life the supposed self-certainty

is lost and the self ends up by becoming unhappgaousness.



According to Robert Solomon, the main aim of theolehsection of self-consciousness is to
establish the thesis that the development of setths social. It is not psychological nor
epistemological. Solomon says that this is espgal@monstrated by the parable of the master and
slave. What the parable tries to ascertain is thatself is interpersonal and develops through
mutual recognition or, more strongly, develops tigto a confrontation with other people. The self
which found itself in this situation, tries to négat and move forward. In parallel, spirit as the
absolute truth of self-consciousness endeavorsrtisMaeedom by going beyond the master-slave
relation.

The self which found the inadequacy of its situatio the master slave relation declares that the
external world is meaningless and tries to encitssdf. This attempt towards autonomy would be
followed by a denial of everything including ondsa$ meaningless. Such a self called unhappy
consciousness by Hegel conceives itself as noihirgntrast to the divine reality it aspires to be
part of. It is an embodiment of conflicts. The danfbetween two consciousnesses, master and
slave, is incarnated in this consciousness indhm Df a clash between this world and the beyond.
The impossibility of harmony between the two worldsndicative of its utter unhappiness and
divided self.

The whole movement of self-consciousness from masaf-certainty to unhappy consciousness is
simultaneously a movement of alienation and sé#raltion. The inadequacy of the immediate
self-certainty led self consciousness to extermaiigelf in need of recognition. So it there by
alienated itself. The alienation is further strémegied in the subsequent levels till it reached
unhappy consciousness who is a wholly alienatedliton. These conflicts are to be resolved in
the final stage.

At this final stage, reason, the prior conflictatjpeent to the very mode of existence are to be
resolved. Reason negates and transcends the tofittveen self and others, man and God, and
the conflict incarnated in a single consciousn&gsrit as absolute knowing is disclosed in the
form of reason which is immanent in man and socely transcends them. Solomon says that it is
in religion, especially Christianity, that Hegeluftd the harmony for the conflict between the
divine word and the here below. For this harmoreyhistorical Christ is a symbol of unity. So in

the final result spirit is both substance and stuthg¢ once. Solomon concludes that “Reason in the



‘phenomenology”, therefore, “marks the synthesisanumber of conflicts that have been
introduced in the dialectic of the phenomenologgelit the inadequacies of traditional
epistemological thought, the resolution of the mastave relationship, and interpersonal conflict

(including the internalized conflict of the unhapgynsciousness)” (Ibid,205).

1.2. Self-Consciousness: Its movement from the ‘The I

to Unhappy Consciousness
Self-consciousness is the culmination of the moveraéconsciousness from the external world to
itself. The knowing of the external world presupgos synthetic a priori unity which conditions
the existence of the object. In this, the condgiohthe existence of the object are similar wité t
conditions of knowing it. These conditions as aoprisynthetic unity are contained in the
understanding. Though at first it does not appeanderstanding the fact is that in knowing nature
understanding only knows itself. As a result “smfisciousness is the truth of consciousness. [....]

its knowledge of another is a self-knowledge.” (Hyglite, 1974:143)

Self-consciousness’ thus develops in the attengptadve upward to liberty. Self-consciousness
which is primarily and fundamentally desire canaiattits aim only through another self-
consciousness. The two self-consciousnesses ahedich other and interact as well in a mode of
being which is externality or otherness. Hyppol@ints out that this movement leads to the
emergence of a dialectic of struggle for recognitichich entails two opposed selves and from that
conflict to liberty. What is noteworthy here is thihe element of externality (or the mode of being
of otherness) in which the actions and interactiamstaking place transfers itself into the interio
of self-consciousness. First, self-consciousnesssféife as its counterpart. Life opposes the goal
of self-consciousness which is to posit itself dgratself which is absolutely certain of itselifife

by inhabiting the realization of this goal forcedfsonsciousness to realize that life is the other
through which it is estranged. However, in orderatmuire the recognition self-consciousness
needs and which life refused to give, self conssnegs seeks recognition from another self-
consciousness. However, this will lead to a confligtween two self certain self-consciousnesses.
Self-consciousness becomes other to itself by apyeas other to the second self-consciousness.
Otherness incessantly defines self-consciousnessigh the second self-consciousness only

because life is the absolute other of self-constiess through which the meeting of two self-



consciousnesses is possible. Self- consciousnasmteanalized the otherness of life so that it is
rendered inadequate to itself- it is separatediwiteelf as both the same and other of itself. SThu
since life as other or externality is the fundaméstructure through which self-consciousness both
conceive itself and meet with other self-consci@sses, self-consciousness is always, as a result,
separated within itself and is estranged. Hyppddgs that the internalization of the element of
exteriority leads to the separation and reprodactibself-consciousness inside of itself. So that a
duality of a living self-consciousness arises.sTihovement culminates, via the liberty of the Stoic
and then the Skeptic’'s experience of profound tibein the unhappy consciousness “which is
always divided within itself, a consciousness baftlabsolute self-certainty and of the nothingness
of that certainty.” (Ibid, 156). According to Hyplde unhappy consciousness is an expression of
the pain felt by pure subjectivity as a consequariges complete alienation from its substance. As
a result, it is the truth of the whole dialectie tresolution of which would lead to an upward

movement of spirit to the level of reason.

The Essence of Self-consciousness

Now we shall in detail discuss the entire movenwrgelf-consciousness from its immediateness
to the declaration of itself as pure subjectivityunhappy consciousness.

To begin with self-consciousness ,for Hegel, adogrdo Hyppolite, is desire in the broadest
meaning of the term. The question here is, as Hytepauts it, why self-consciousness is desire in
general? The self discovery of self-consciousresssentially bound to its movement. Without the
latter self-consciousness can not come in to exgsteFor this movement in turn to be possible
there must be a world for consciousness. But thddwaf consciousness must not be there as a
given being in-itself which is for reflection onlut as an object in the negation of which self-
consciousness finds itself and poses itself. Hyppdtresses the difference between the two
worlds; the world for reflection and the world foegation, as he quoted from Hegel, “we must
distinguish two moments. In the first moment selfisciousness exists as consciousness and the
complete extension of the sensuous world is maiathfor it, but maintained only in so far as it is
related to the second moment, i.e. the unity df a@isciousness with itself.” (Hegel, PGI 131 as
guoted in Hyppolite 158). Thus, the status of tiessious world is no more than an appearance. Its
truth is contained in the | of self-consciousnessd equal with the self. For Hyppolite, if the unity

of self consciousness with itself is to be possthleugh an act of negation, then, the world must



not be independent rather dependent on self-cansoéss. As a result, self-consciousness
becomes the reality of being. For being existdlierappropriation of the | which establishes itself
for itself. In its immediateness, then, the | isi@iqwith itself. This self-equality of the I, which
Hyppolite called the ‘thetic I in reference to ¢he is not a mediated |. Through self-knowledge as
both subject and object it came to self recogniaiad immediately posed itself as it is equal with
itself. The thetic I, self-consciousness as setividedge “is expressed in the identity that I1=I. The
that is an object is an object for itself. It isnsiltaneously subject an object; it poses itself for
itself.” (ibid:158). The meaning of this discussisrthat the ‘thetic I’ which is equal with itseff a
theoretical | that comes to know itself as a subcimmediately recognizing itself as its own
object. Its self-equality relies in the fact thiaimmmediately knows itself as its own object withou
mediation of any third object. Contra posed to ffitshean stance, for Hegel self-consciousness is
a practical 1 which comes to itself through othejeats. Since its self knowledge is mediated by
the knowledge of objects consciousness has, seHetousness can not immediately posit itself
for-itself. It is not primarily equal with itselfRather, as a practical I, it posits itself for éifs
through the negation of the object. Thus, whileFdche self-consciousness is a theoretical | that
is immediately equal with itself for Hegel Self-smousness is a practical | that is not immediately
equal with itself. That means since self-knowledgenot primary rather mediated through
consciousness as knowledge of another, the prireamality, 1=I, dissolves and can not be the
starting point of self-consciousness. The thettccao not be posed in its absoluteness. In contrast
to the Fichean starting point Hyppolite writes bk tHegelean starting point as follows. “The
reflection of the I, which takes the sensuous wotth@ being-other, as its starting point, is the
essence of self-consciousness, which, thereforstseanly through this return, only through this

movement, qua self-consciousness, it is movemanitf, (158).

That is the | is always mediated through the negadif the object. Even in its recognition of the
world as dependent, the | is related to itself digiothe object. Nonetheless, this movement of the

self in negating the world and positing it self fizelf is what is called desire.

Then, the | as desire or a movement towards thatimegthe object is the essence of self.-
consciousness. Self-consciousness is action; iredésbor, and enjoyment which establishes itself
for itself through the negation of the object. dtgelf-consciousness to the extent that “it will be

able to objectify its certainty of itself by actirg the world; in desire, labor, and in enjoyment.



The world exists only to provide it only with theaasion to discover itself and pose itself forlitse
as it is in itself.”(Ibid,160) The final goal oflf&onsciousness is to affirm itself for itself s in
itself. Its organic aspect, the in itself, has ®orhodified in its interaction against the world and
present it self for self-consciousness as it wénts be. And action is its being- the how of this
actualization. More accurately it itself is acti@n agent and power of negation. | again quote from
Hyppolite.

“... The very being of self-consciousness, its beogrfor itself, was its action
(Tun). The word, which was for itself for consciuesss, in the strict sense of the
term, is preserved for self-consciousness, but asla vanishing moment. Self
consciousness is desire and labor. It negates thrtdvthat presents itself to it
and thus affirms itself in its independence” (1Git0).

Thus, externalization and objectification are tresemtial moments of the movement of self

consciousness. Later on we will see how this wolcessarily lead to alienation.

Through consciousness, desire starts from the gggumof the phenomenality of the world so as
to negate it. In self-consciousness it negatesvitidd and affirms itself. According to Hyppolite,
the object of desire is different from the objetsensuous consciousness. Any object in the face of
it can be said to exist as well as not to. Becadssiye would immediately appropriate it in order t
affirm itself. As a result the object of desirenst the particular object but desire itself or the
working out of the unity of self-consciousness tlgio the negation of the object. “The end point of
desire is not, as one might think superficiallyg #ensuous object. That is only a means-but the
unity of the | with itself. Self-consciousness &side, but what it desires, although it does natkn
this explicitly, is itself. It desires its own desi (Ibid, 160).

This is tantamount to saying that rather than tadiqular object self-consciousness desires to
affirm it self as desiring itself. Or to affirm @B as the final object, but as a subject, of & s
desire. As a consequence, it can not find itsedf s@nsuous object. Rather, as Hyppolite ascertains
self-consciousness can find itself only in anothetrr similar desire, in another self-consciousness.
This movement of self-consciousness to find itdeibugh the negation of the other situates it in a
condition in which it must interact with three ths) the word as embodiment of objects, life as
mode of existence, and another self-consciousnk&hws its own kind. As desire it can find itself
only in the final. For “Desire seeks itself in thther man, desires recognition from man” (Ibid,
160).



The First Appearance of Otherness

Before we see self-consciousness’s relation with ldst kind of desire, the dialectical movement
demands the treatment of the movement of self-couseess in life. The self-seeking movement
of self-consciousness is undertaken in life whiehvas as a medium. In its interaction with the
object through the negation of which self-conscmmass tries to affirm itself, it finds itself in df
Life is the broad and self-contained whole whiclpages self-consciousness as other. Even if it
dwells in life self-consciousness comes to the em@ss that life is something facing it. The
encounter is two fold. On the one hand, self-cansmess is part of life and its extension. On the
other, the vastness and complexity of life makesant alien to self-consciousness. Self-
consciousness who is subject can not wholly identgelf with life which is “the universal,
indestructible substance, the fluid essence thagisl to itself.” (Ibid 154). As a result, life is
same and other for self-consciousness at the dame \WVhat necessarily follows is the separation
of self-consciousness, through reflection, andrattion of itself as independent in opposition to
life. Accordingly, this necessary duality is thepogition of specifity, self-consciousness, claiming

to be independent with the universal, life.

The first appearance of the element of othernessoisonly in the direct opposition of self-
consciousness with life. The particular object aezomes independent for self-consciousness
which took the world as phenomena. According to pojipe, though self-consciousness seeks to
affirm itself absolutely for itself, it will encauer the opposition of the object which is no less
independent in-itself than it. The independencehef object is constituted in the otherness of
desire. A desire satisfied now appears recurrendking itself and the object in dependent of self-
consciousness. The nagging of desire by makingi¢led for the object necessary make the object
independent and itself the other of self-conscieasnSelf-consciousness can not negate the object
once and for all and is forced to seek the objBot.in desire it is not seeking itself, rather the

object. Thus, desire becomes the other of self@onsness.

However, self-consciousness which is essentiallyitéelf must attain itself. This is possible
through the presence of an object which is anabErconsciousness. The object now presented is
both an | and an object. This self seeking act @f-®nsciousness through another self-
consciousness has two consequences. While seltioosgess is able to find itself, its unity in

another, the element of otherness which reveasetf in relation to the independence of the object



is further strengthened. “Life is the only elemehtsubstantiveness, the other of the I. But when
life becomes for me another self-consciousness|facensciousness which appear to me at once
alien and the same, a self-consciousness in whashiedrecognizes another desire and bears on it,

then in this splitting and reproduction of itsedffsconsciousness reaches itself’ (Ibid, 163).

Thus, the existence and movement of self-conscesssris necessarily conditioned by the
existence of another self-consciousness. It is atsdess true that self consciousness is able to
attain itself through otherness, by appearingssliitas for itself through another self-consciogsne
and by appearing to itself as other through whiwd $econd self-consciousness finds itself for
itself. It splits itself, poses itself outside telf in another self-consciousness as for itsglpears

to itself and the other as other, and by negatag) appearance it appears for itself as well as for
the other self-consciousness as a being for-itdelust discover itself and be discovered: it inus

appear to itself as another and appear to anottieid; 163)

This movement of self-consciousness to find itdelbugh another self-consciousness is, in short, a
demand for recognition from the other as it wantbé seen-a demand the other in turn makes. But
this recognition of self-consciousness as for fitsehlways possible through otherness. This will
lead to the moment of the dialectic at which twdf-sensciousnesses, absolutely certain of

themselves, oppose one another to death for rec@gni

The Concept of Mutual Recognition

The movement of self-consciousness towards ans#ieconsciousness in order to attain itself as
for-itself is what Hegel conceptualized by the ide& the mutual recognition of self-
consciousnesses. For Hegel the idea of the mutagnition of self-consciousnesses, says
Hyppolite, is the expression of spirit realizingelf at the level of self-consciousness. Because,
self-consciousness which emerges in the mediunfeoposes itself as desire in its absoluteness.
Through the other self-consciousness it posed i@slond or outside of itself to find infinity or
poses itself as if itself is infinity. Spirit comés self recognition in the mutual recognition wfot
self-consciousnesses because self-consciousnéassifsetf not as this or that particular I. Butas
subjective inwardness- as subjectivity itself. Thugs a universal self whose subjectivity contain
the element of infinite. It is this universal selith its limitless inwardness that is affirmed et

externalization of self-consciousness which is sggkecognition from another self-consciousness.



As a result Spirit comes to self-knowledge throtigis universal self which is posited as if it is

infinite. That means it is Spirit.

In this movement self-consciousness for-itself bsadute self- certainty but for the other it is a
living object, a given independent being in the medof life. Since each self-consciousness can
attain its truth, to be recognized as it is foelitsby recognizing the other as it is for itsetien,

each must do what it demands of the other. Thuscavesay self-consciousness has come to
existence. “l am a self-consciousness only if Inglir myself recognition from another self-
consciousness and if | grant recognition to thetfibid, 1666). However, this does not mean, in
finding recognition from the other and in turn giag it, that self-consciousness does away with
the element of otherness. The very idea of selscimusness presupposes the element of otherness
as it finds itself in the horizon of life. It is by separating and opposing itself to life thadtarts

to emerge.

This opposition of self-consciousness with lifeahe opposition of self with the other. As it finds
itself encountering life, self-consciousness oppds@s other so as to pose itself as independent
being. Later on this other takes the form of ano#wf-consciousness through the negation of

which self-consciousness tries to affirm itself ifself.

“The element of duality, of otherness is precistilg Dasien of life, the

absolutely other, and ... this other is essentialdsire. To be sure, the other is
a self. This dialectical confrontation is the lasfsthe self as well as the other.
The other is lost because | see the other onlynt rhyself in it and not to

affirm it as a being for itself. And | am also loBbr in seeing myself through
the other, | have become for-an-other “I find mysal another.”(Ibid,167).

The concept of Dasein is here meant to discloserogss as the ultimate reality of life. Becoming
other through the opposition with life and alsotheo self consciousness is the fundamental fact of
existence. According to the Hegelean dialect thos can say that otherness is the being, the
Dasien of life. According to the dialectic, the aegtion of self consciousness within itself or the
confrontation of two self consciousness throughchihey are estranged is possible and real only
because life as other is the fundamental structoinglitioning the movement of self consciousness.
Since life is the fundamental other (and permageethains so) conditioning the movement of
self- consciousness, self- consciousness realigesin adequacy i.e. its equality and inequality

with itself at the sometime, by internalizing thinerness of life. As a result its separated within



itself or its confrontation with another self coimsness could be reduced to and in fact derive

their meaning from the opposition of life with setinsciousness:

According to Hyppolite, this dialectic which appg&o be the interaction of three terms, two self-
consciousnesses and the element of othernessrasility an interaction between two terms; self
and the otherness of life. Hyppolite stressesithatonly because life as the element of otherness
is there, is given, that self-consciousness oppiisel and its duality is issued. This otherness i
“life as the being of life”, being for another whitias not become being-for itself. Unconscious of
itself life is there as absolute otherness conaiitig the movement of self-consciousness. “For the
duality of the I, the fact of speaking of two setinsciousnesses, of a master and of a slave, is the
result of this moment of nature, the result of tleerness of life.” (Ibid, 168). Thus, otherness is
the essential element without which the self caindao All its attempt to negate otherness through
another self-consciousness entails otherness vidiokcessary for its genesis in the firs place. The
following words of Hyppolite shows how self and ethare inextricabley intertwined and widely

separated at the same time.

“The other appears as same, as the self, but deth appears as the other.
Similarly, the negation of the other, which corresgs to the movement of desire,

becomes self negation as well” (Ibid, 109)

Now, one can ask the implications of Hegel’s idéthe mutual recognition of self-consciousness
for the being of Humans as such. What does it nfggmman as part of nature and at the same time
differentiated from it and other animals, seek gggtion? The answer simply is that the essence of
self-consciousness is “being-for-itself in its pyrithe negation of all otherness.” (lbid,169).
Primarily man is one among living beings. It isrth@s a positivity, simply living consciousness.
In the course of life, however, it finds itself bgifaced by life. From that experience on it resdiz
that no mere life but the attainment of autonomeelsconsciousness is its essence. In the rise of
self-consciousness the living thing is transfornfienan its mere positivity, living being, to one
which has a negativity- a being the essence of Wwhiofolds by negating its particular
determination as life defined it. By negating itatpcular determination, it tries to rise beyondl an

above mere living and seek affirmation from anosef-consciousness.



The Master-Slave Dialectic

The experience of rising above life as an auton@mself-consciousness is achieved only by
risking one’s life. By risking one’s life, by oppag life, one becomes a self-consciousness who
needs the recognition of another to pose itseffua$. By doing what is necessary against another,
by waging war if necessary which in turn makes fheservation of life difficult, self-
consciousness seeks recognition from another. Acowstier which lead two self-certain
consciousnesses to struggle to death. However thlbgtseek is not the death rather a recognition
from the other self-consciousness. Accordinglygbgence of human life is different from animals-
a difference which makes the former capable ofitbpirlife, stresses Hyppolite. The struggle for
recognition is then a condition for a truly humatmperience. For Hege, says hyppolite, it is a

category of historical life which makes human eigraze possible.

In the movement of the dialectic, the strugglergmognition ,according to Hyppolite, leads to the
experience of another moment. This is the expegiefcunequal recognition between two self-
consciousnesses -the relation of master and slBve. master is a pure being for itself. By
opposing life, by risking his existence and stagdstill in the face of death, the master chooses
pure self-consciousness’. The slave, on the otéwed hsince it is afraid of death, chooses lifegath
than self-consciousness. So it remains in its padgHa mere living thing. As a result, the slave
recognizes the master as a being for itself buhhern is not recognized by the master. The truth
of this relation is the total separation of selflather. “The self is the master who negates life i
its positivity; the other is the slave, a conscimss too, but only the consciousness of life as

positivity, a consciousness in the element of haim¢he form of thingness” (lbid, 171).

Hyppolite says that this relation of master andeslas a new category of historical life paves the
way for a dialectical reversal according to whialetmastery belongs to the slave. The salve, who
is afraid of death enormously so as not to risklifesand become self-consciousness, experiences
another kind of death. This is a spiritual deatt thoes not kill biologically. Rather in it the &
kills his being and regains true essence. Butlicg to be possible the slave must confront life.
Thus “the two moments of self-consciousness, selflde, confront each other now as two unique
figures of consciousness” (lbid, 171).



If the dialectical reversal transforms the slavetwue master, then, how is the slave to become a
pure self-consciousness for itself? In order tddvainderstand the development of the slave, it is
first necessary to deal with the master. The masgher is not afraid of death raised himself above
mere existence. But the master is related to itselbure self-consciousness through the slave. It i
through the recognition of the slave that the mastevhat he is. Furthermore, he is related to
things through the slave and to the slave throbglgs. His relation to the slave is mediated by his
prior negation of things. By negating life, he bmeaindependent of things and so that the master

of the slave. Through the slave the master alsoysrthings.

The essence of the slave, on the other hand,eisitg defeat in the face of death made him the
slave of both life and the master. Whereas formiaster things have no independence since he
freely negates them via the slave, for the latiewever, things appear independently. Because he
encounters them directly objects face the slavéhair independence. What he can do is shape
things, not negate them. Therefore, he recognizesrtaster as pure negation. Nonetheless, the
independent self-consciousness of the master ipuretbecause it is mediated by and depends on
the slave’s recognition. On the contrary, the sla/enot recognized by the master. He treats
himself as he is treated by the master, he knoassté is a slave. But the slave treats the master
not as he treats himself and the master also ttgaiself not as he treats the slave. Hence,

recognition is one sided and partial.

What is striking is that the dialectic locates themality of the master in the insubstantial
consciousness of the slave. Here, one must askyagolite asks. “How can slave consciousness
be the truth of self-consciousness when it is altertiself and when its being lies outside of it?”
(Ibid,174). The answer lies in the transformatiéthe being of the slave owing to its movement to
the slave’s experience of fear, service, and labor.the movement the master is an essence, a
symbol of liberty towards which it must ascend.sTégsence, which exists out side of the slave as
long as he treats himself as a slave, starts teaappside of him when he is shaken by tremendous
fear. Such experience of fundamental fear make dlage break free from any particular
determination of life. The fear troubles him so imdkat he cognizes for the first time life in its
totality. He also comes to see the nothingnessygft@ to a particular determination of life. In
addition, the education he takes in serving thetenaBsciplines him so as to detach himself from

an attachment to a particular form of life. As aule pure self-consciousness-absolute negativity



begins to appear for the slave as real. Furthernior@ugh labor the slave concretizes the foritsel
of his self-consciousness by inscribing it in tlEntn the thing in itself he comes to see and raffir
himself, his being-for-itself. In the thing, hislfskeas gained actuality as well as permanence.sThi
being for-itself externalizes itself in labor andsges in to the element of permanence; laboring
consciousness thus comes to the intuition of indé@et being as an intuition of itself” (Hegel,
PGI, 119 quoted in Hyppolite, 176). Therefore, toenpletely separated self and other is once
united.

The master-slave dialectic has two dialectical egnences. The first is that through the slave’s
self intuition in the being-in-itself, it will leatb the stoic’s experience of liberty. Since thavel

has succeed in attaining liberty in the form ofitaition of the for-itself in the in-itself, sincés
liberty is equal with the domination of objectiveiibg by self-consciousness and discovering itself
there in; self-consciousness has transformed itsethe form of thought. This will lead to the
stoic’s experience of liberty which is but in arforof thought. The second point is that in the
master-slave relation the germ of unhappy consogasis planted. The relation of the master and
slave is of a similar kind with the relation betme®od and man as the unhappy consciousness
conceived it. Just as self as essence is oppostdothier as nothingness in the master-slave
relation, the particular, man, and God as the usaleare contra posed in unhappy consciousness.

Thus, the truth of the master-slave dialecticascgtm and later on unhappy consciousness.

Stoic Consciousness

The liberty of stoicism, according to Hegel, is thigher form of the labor of the slave that
concretized his for-itself in the in-itself. Therfibself of pure self-consciousness and the inHitse

the being of life are joined in the slave’s moldiofthings. This is equal with the rise of a self
consciousness which is a form, universal form, uglowhich the being of life is molded and
presented. Thus, self-consciousness has transfatsedtifrom a living self-consciousness into a
thinking self-consciousness. The truth of the skwelf-consciousness now appears to be the
thinking self consciousness of the stoic.

The decisive moment of the transition is the indosn of self-consciousness, its form in thing
ness, without there by ceasing to be consciousidss.identification of self-consciousness and
being-in-itself is effected while self-consciousmegemains what it is i.e. autonomous being for

itself. “Thus, to the extent that it is able to bew an object to itself without there by losinglts



and vanishing, self-consciousness is now thinkielfrcnsciousness.” (Ibid, 180). According to
Hyppolite, the act of thinking for Hegel is equaitlwthe realization of the unity of the | of self
consciousness and the being of life. In thinking khmust be concretized, must become its own
real object and as well the being of life mustifeeilentified with the itself. It is no longer atien
thing, but one with the I. “The | discovers itsaifbeing and remains close to itself in that other
ness.” (1bid,180) Thus, self-consciousness’ isathitith itself through objectification. However, it
would be soon separated from itself since the Illdideny its self which is objectified in the thing
and wills it self as a universal self independehtparticular life forms. This is because the
equivalence of thinking and freedom in thought whead to the act of positing oneself in abstract
freedom in stoic consciousness.

According to Hyppolite, thinking, for Hegel, is abstely bound with the notion of freedom. The
equivalence of thinking and freedom is derived tigto the identification of the act of thinking
with that of willing. That means when one thinks, i8 exercising the power of his will. This is
especially the case for a consciousness which tigkessence to be thinking. Through the act of
thinking it is realizing itself, it is willing itdé as a thinking consciousness. Thus, if thinkisg i
equal with willing and what one wills it itself @sthinking consciousness, then, one is affirming
itself as a free consciousness whose essencenlgnifyi Free because, thinking consciousness is
affirming itself in thought independent of any pewtar things. Since it aims at itself in thought
independent of any particular embodiment or thee difuation it is found in i.e. as if it is a spiit

is evident that it is free whether the freedomeal or merely apparent. Thinking consciousness is,
then, a self-consciousness that aims at it selftoefind it self and only itself in the elemerit o
being. Thus, the identification of thinking andddem is brought through the willing of one self
and only one’s self as a thinking consciousnesse $toic’ experience of liberty, observes
Hyppolite, is the identification of will and thoughStoicism, then, is the movement of self-
consciousness to find itself, amidst particulaed®inations, as thought. It is thought seekindfitse
everywhere. The motive of this movement is the mdeself-consciousness above life, the
attainment of freedom beyond any particular fornlifef But since freedom is sought in thought, it
is only formal and abstract freedom not real freedatained through the negation of particular
determinations. As a result, form and matter, selfl other, are separated once again. Self-

consciousness from a universal archetype of objectisanged into an activity of thinking affirmed



in abstract thought. Thus, we can see that seléaonsness is alienated from itself in the stoic

consciousness.

For what self-consciousness seeks is to affirmlifitise pure thought. As pure thought it is
indifferent to the particular situation it is found However, things remain what they are particula
determinations contained in themselves which nobsisti in opposition to form, thought or self-
consciousness. “When thought reflecting back oelfitdetermines itself as pure form, the
differences within life, differences of social pi@n, remain. The given content which, in spite of
everything, remains impermeable to thought is teed other which emerges at the endpoint of
this experience of dogmatism as determinabilityobee permanent” (ibid, 184). As a result,
though the stoic now has a universal will, sincewhids only himself in every determination, a

duality of content and form, between self and qtlseengendered.
Skeptic Consciousness

As a result, the development of self-consciousnems;ording to the dialectic of the
phenomenology, necessarily moves to the next stkggticism. Jean Hyppolite points out that as
the slave’s self-consciousness is the actualizaifaime being-for-itself of the master’s self, stoi
self-consciousness which attempted to preservéraesdom in thought, is abstract and formal
leaving content, the world of things, independe@h the contrary, skepticism exploits the
determinations of life and experience, and neg#iesm. It shows them to be dependent and
inessential. It makes them disappear in self-consciess. In skepticism, then, form is transformed
from a vacuous medium for the positing of the biatlimitless power of negation. In skepticism
“Form is no longer merely the absolute positivitly tbought; it is omnipotent negativity [...]
determination” (Ibid, 185). Therefore, the expecenof freedom in thought, freedom which

according to its essence is in-itself the negats/actualized.

The meaning of the actualization of the negatiaityl freedom of self consciousness is strongly
bound with the essence of self consciousness.cBeficiousness is action that establishes itself by
negating things. It is also endowed with a dimemsyb absolute freedom as subjectivity. Thus,
when skeptic consciousness is able to affirm itdelbugh the negation of particular things, it is
affirming itself, not as this or that particulaifseather as a universal self which | is the esseof

self-consciousness as an absolutely free and w~egaelf consciousness. Thus, skeptic



consciousness is the actualization of freedom a&gativity in their absoluteness or the essence of

self .

The skepticism Hegel is talking about, accordinddigplite, is ancient skepticism in contrast to
modern skepticism. The latter presented in theingst of philosophers like Hume doubts every
thing that attempts to go beyond the mere datumxpgrience. Ancient skepticism, on the other
hand, questions the validity of the irreducibletaietties of experience. One of the representatives
of ancient skepticism is Plato who questioned #adity of the world of objects and conferred them
task of the destruction of all particular deterniioi@s, so as to posit freedom in its absolute
negativity. For absolute knowledge to be possiblaust pass through this stage. And skepticism
as a particular school of thought as well as hisébifact has accomplished the task according to

Hegel, says Hyppolite.

Skepticism for Hegel, says Hyppolite, is the exgreee of the dialectic by human consciousness.
This can be clear if we refer to two essentiallgngicant points. The first is that the
‘Phenomenology of Spirit’ is the description of tm@vement of spirit and also self-consciousness
from narrow self-certainty to full realization obmplete self knowledge. As such every step
counts-every single step is universal and necesaady dialectic. Just like any other stage
skepticism is, then, the experience of the diatedhe dialectic at this specific stage with its
peculiar characteristics by human consciousnedse fihenomenology of spirit’, as a result, is an
external description of the internal dialectical vement together with the parallel human
experience by the philosopher. The second sigmifipaint concerns the meaning of skepticism as
devoid of a universal form and concept. The paldicthing can be a person, a thing or an idea. As
long as it is a particular thing without a univéram it is unreal. Thus, skepticism is a univérsa
experience by human consciousness of the nothiegnfegarticular things and their dependence
on self-consciousness. It is an experience the ecpece of which is the showing of the
nothingness of every particular that claims seitaiety. The relegation and reduction of the mul
tiplicities and differences of life which claimsdependence, to reduce them to their dependence on
self-consciousness. “All the differences withireJithe determinations of experience in knowledge
within life, the concrete and particular situatiansthe ethical world, are in fact only differences
within self-consciousness.” (lbid, 186). As sudme reduction and relegation concerns particular

selves also. Every particular self is vanity agjlas it claims to be independent, stable and real.



Through this negation of all and everything whaffimed, says Hypplite, is the grandeur of self-
consciousness. But only till it will fall beneatts ifeet. That means the result of the skeptic’s
dialectical movement is two fold. The first is thlesolute self-certainty of consciousness. Through
the negation of all the determinations of lifeiitds itself in absolute self-certainty and stads t
enjoy itself. This absolute self-certainty is ndétaoparticular | rather an | reflecting through the
very depths of subjectivity, contemplating itsédsalutely in its negativity, through the negatidn o

every contingency.

“Thus consciousness procures for itself the unshikaertainty of its liberty; it
brings its experience of liberty to light and raisé to truth. Thus, nothing
subsists except absolute self certainty. All valadispositions, are values and
positions of the I, but that | is not this or tharticular contingent I, the vanity
of which is also manifest. It is the very deptlsubjectivity which is manifested
only in this negative action with respect to alHpzular content.” (ibid, 187:8).

In short, all the elements of otherness in itsretytiis suppressed.

Nonetheless, owing to the famous dialectical realerthe misfortunes of this absolutely self-
certain and happy | will unfold soon. What it thbtig has completely over came, the differences
in life, the element of otherness and all contirges will reveal themselves in its own face. As a
result, it would become unhappy consciousness. lBw? The | that is absolutely certain of itself
created itself through the negation of everythilsg.€This self creation supposes negation which in
turn presupposes the existence and subsistencartiéytar determinations. So that it can be
negated and that the | can affirm itself absolutélgnce, the | can not completely disassociate
itself from what it certainly knows to be unreahel'subsistence of the contingencies teaches him
that he is not absolutely self-certain 1. If it weso, it would have disassociated itself from them
completely. It finds itself in conflict with what is not i.e, absolute self-certainty. As a resitilis
broken and finds itself as opposition, i.e, asipaldr consciousness. Thus, “the subjectivity df se
consciousness is a double consciousness.” (IbR), 118s a double consciousness of absolute self-
certainty, of particular consciousness (itself twe tside of particular consciousness) and the
opposition between the two. This duality, oppositay contradiction, is not internalized, however,
in the skeptic’'s self-consciousness. That is wioyatlarge extent, the skeptic remains happy
enjoying itself. As the truth of skeptic conscioess, unhappy consciousness internalizes the

contradiction and is divided within itself.



Hyppolite writes of this transition as follows:

“Yet the truth of this skeptical consciousnessrieappy consciousness in so far as it is
the explicit consciousness of the internal conttiidn of consciousness. Henceforth, it
will no longer be the case that an | will confr@rtother | in the midst of universal |, or a
master oppose a slave from the outside, with stwiciand skepticism the two
consciousnesses have become the split of selfioassesses within itself. Every
consciousness is double of itself; it is God andnna the heart of a single
consciousness.” (Ibid, 189).

Unhappy Consciousnhess

Unhappy consciousness is the truth of skeptic gonsness. What skeptic consciousness was in
itself, unhappy consciousness is now for-itselfhBjppy consciousness is a consciousness divided
in side of itself; a split of the reality of essenand the nothingness of actuality within a single
consciousness. According to Hyppolite self conssiass, for Hegel, as long as it is not united
within itself as a realization of reality and aditya is in principle domed to be unhappy
consciousness. The reason is that the proper nattisedf-consciousness is a self untied with itself
through the unity of actuality and essence unhagmsciousness, according to the movement of
the dialectic, is the necessary stage of the dpuatat of self-consciousness: A self-consciousness

to realize its essence must pass through this.stage

Unhappy consciousness is subjectivity feeling thim pf its inadequacy. For Hyppolite identifies
subjectivity with reflection on life. Subjectivitgis a reflection on life is the consciousness of the
inadequacy and the nothingness of life. So subjggctis constituted in reflection and that
reflection leads to a split from life. The splibfn life is realized in self consciousness which in
turn is separated within itself. Hyppolite concladbat this split, the impossible unity of the self

with itself in reflection, is the basis of subjetty or is subjectivity itself.

The main achievement of unhappy consciousness sigaia skeptic, according to the stage it is
found, is the concretization of the duality of tieal and the unreal in a single consciousness which
is divided within itself. The duality takes a numbef forms as between self-consciousness
absolutely certain of itself and a consciousneasfiéels its nothingness or between the divine and
the here-below. As such unhappy consciousness rogacied reality in the beyond and contra
posed to it the here-below in which it dwells. Teality of the beyond, infinity, even if separated,
exists only in relation to the specificity of selinsciousness. Then, self- consciousness within
itself oscillates between these two extremes; of,Gafinite reality, essence, and of man, finite



actuality, nothingness, non essence. In shortiuatgn of opposition between master and slave
within a single consciousness. “It is changeabds/jrig no essence, it is [unhappy consciousness]
the consciousness of its own contradiction.” (Idi€l4). It goes up, it goes down. Now connected

to the infinite, and now separated and falling$dinitude.

Though this subjectivity, this self- consciousnesspears to be a leap of freedom towards the
infinite to find there a truth it lacked within @ and attain a unity with itself, it is “a subjae
anxiety, the impossibility of escaping a dualitatis essential to the concept of spirit.” (Ibi@5)L
Thus, according to the Hegelean dialectic, thidigus necessary so that spirit, which appeared
for the first time in the struggle of two self- cmiousnesses for recognition, can move towards
self-certainty. Nonetheless, unhappy consciousmdksvercome its misfortunes by transcending
subjectivity. This it would do by alienating subjjedy itself and posing it as being. The out come
of which would be a union of self consciousness &aethg. Since the negativity of the I,
subjectivity as absolute and negative freedomesponsible for the separation of self conciseness
form its essence, the separation is concretizetlrihappy consciousness as a duality of self
consciousness within itself. Unhappy consciousmesdd resolve the problem by abandoning its
subjectivity. By abandoning subjectivity it meahsit self consciousness would objectify itself by
abandoning its essence i.e it will renounce acfldnus, it would be able to objectify itself in tigs
and be unified with itself. That means through skdhial it tries to overcome alienation. This
movement of unhappy consciousness is a movemesglfshlienation. So that it can be rejoined to

substance and be what it is, i.e, the for -itgethie in-itself. The movement has three phases.

The fundamental fact of unhappy consciousnessds ithis a changeable consciousness. That
means it is a consciousness that lacks a defiatigre of its own. As a changeable consciousness it
oscillates between two extremes. Now it takes lit ebe an absolutely self-certain I, next a
particular self consciousness without a universsierce or a consciousness with out self, and
finally a consciousness’ that is wholly without @sse so that meaningless and nothing. Un happy
consciousness is a changeable consciousness tingsswom one extreme to, through the middle
points, the other. The reason is the devastatifertebf its two fold separation. Primarily it as
subjectivity, is separated from life since as dsehsciousness whose essence is subjectivity it is
itself a reflection of life or it reflects on lifeThe outcome of which is the knowing of the

nothingness of life. As a result, it separatedfitsem life and searches for meaning inside oglits



It then gradually comes to affirm itself as abselytree | in abstract thinking. This is the staic’
experience of liberty. In the skeptic consciousrbss abstract freedom is transformed into real
freedom. For skeptic consciousness negates partittuhgs practically. As such it is an absolutely
self-certain |, freedom in negativity. Skeptic cosisness experiences itself not as this or that
particular consciousness, rather as specific consness whose essence is the universally real
subjective inwardness independent of any partidifaform. Nonetheless, it would discover that
it is not absolutely self-certain and universallgligt | rather a particular consciousness. This
awareness is equal with the discovery that its isedependent on particular things. It is only
through the negation of particular things thasiable to posit it self as an absolutely self certa

If they do not exist, it would not either. If it weean absolutely self-certain | that is universally
valid, it would have existed despite the non-exiséeof particular things. This self-discovery of
self-consciousness as a particular self meansffattethe existence of something essential,
essence, out side it. But since this essence exitsn self consciousness’ the fact that it isbie

to be untied with this essence forces self-consriess to project it in the beyond. Thus it is
rendered within itself. It is alienated from life avell as separated with in itself. This is unhappy
consciousness- that consciousness which, calletigelable ,oscillates between the two extremes.
It is a consciousness that is dual within itsel§ & result it is forced to identify itself with the
nothingness of life and project essence in the he&y®he essence is of self-consciousness’s with
which it is not able to be untied. An essence mtej in the beyond and contra posed to the finite |

as the result of the fundamental break.

The following words of Hyppolite summarize the siion well.

“It stands contra posed to itself, and it experiescitself as another self-
consciousness. Master and slave are now God and Blanf it is admitted that
man does not exist without God, then conversely dded not exist without man.
Yet unity can not absorb one of the consciousnéaseshe other. They stand
contra posed to each other in such away that unhapmnsciousness is the
continual transition of one self- consciousnesthother.” (Ibid, 196)

That means since Essence can not exist without salhsciousness which is particular
consciousness and unity is not yet possible, smifisciousness oscillates between the two

extremes.



(Unhappy) self consciousness conceived as a timm$iom nothingness to essence is, according
to the dialectic, points out Hyppolite, the conerekistence of spirit mediating the transition.c8in
spirit would come to self-realization through thedf €onsciousness of man, the concrete existence
of spirit is demonstrated in the struggle of selfigciousness. The struggle is unhappy
consciousness, as a changeable consciousness,gmakimttempt towards the attainment of
essence. In other words, it is spirit through tlaagition struggling to realize its self-knowledge.
The transition of unhappy consciousness from ngtiess to essence, according to Hyppolite, has
three phases. The first phase takes the form aflanentary opposition between essence as the
immutable and non-essence as the changeable. dimgtivn would fail at this stage because of
two reasons. The first is that unhappy conscioussnesdominated by separation and internal
conflict to such an extent that it is not able fte@ the transition. The second reason is the
contrasted terms are not developed fully, i.e., ithenutable as essence and non-essence as
changeable are too broad terms leaving the deveaopaf the transition in its infancy. As a result,
the transition would effect a second phase in whiehprocess would be complemented partially.
Rather than the immutable and the changeable, nodvadd man, the universal and the specific,
are contra posed. According to Hyppolite, Judaistié historical manifestation of the first phase
while Christianity would be the representative bé tsecond. After the world is divinized and
transition completed partially through the incaimatof Jesus Christ in the second phase, the last

phase marks the completion of the transition aedelization of unity.

What is Hegel trying to say here is that the inaian by making the appearance of the immutable
in earth would narrow the gap between both Godraad. As a result the attainment of essence by
self — consciousness seems convincing from ai@ebgooint of view. For it is believed in religion,
Christianity, that the incarnation is the concratian, of God in a human form. As such it would
mediate between the two poles. However, it is goiesble whether the appearance of God in a
human form makes sense. Another way of sayingishisat whether the claim of a particular man
to have an essence of God is acceptable. This deamly possible since it is impossible to have
the essence of God for an individual. What | amngyto say is that though it is believed in
Christianity that God appeared in a human formhia figure of Jesus Christ, it is not logically
plausible to accept such a statement. If therepeoaf for the existence of God one might agree

with Christians. But when there is no such prodfywould one accept that there is such thing the



incarnation which is the embodiment of God in a harform? They may point out the existence of
the historical Jesus Christ. Even if there is tilstohnical Christ believed to be the son of God, he
can not be the physical embodiment of God becaese lhuman only. As a result, one can see that

the claim to the reality of the incarnation is ungimcing.

Unhappy consciousness is self consciousness prgeits essence in the beyond. It is pure
subjectivity because it is a thinking self-conseioess expressing itself wholly in contemplation.
At the same time it is a self lost completely. Buaintrary to this, unhappy consciousness is
unwilling to objectify itself and as pure subjedtyvit continually negates its self objectified time
thing. As a result it is separated form itself. Tisawvhy it projects its essence, which it is urstol
objectify in the beyond and is in flight from regliBecause of this unhappy consciousness is a self
consciousness without self certainty. It is a setisciousness, of pure subjectivity, that is rdbjica
separated form itself.

Before we discuss the transition that is embarketiiee phases and which is the realization of the
essence of self-consciousness, let us remainectloesswhat this essence is. The tasks to be
accomplished by unhappy consciousness is to betedié itself, to be one with itself, i.e, to loe f
itself and in-itself at the same time. Unhappy citmssness is the peak of subjectivity, pure
subjectivity, which as for itself is opposed witkilg-in-itself. The opposition is between specifity
and universality( the specific and the univers8glf- consciousness failed to be self because it
continuously negated every determination it fousdlf in. Its incessant rejection of every concrete
situation makes it a self-certainty without truthaspired to pose itself, its being-for-itself time-
in-itself, but its negation of the given, concrstaation, left it with a self which is divided and
without identity with itself. “Self certainty”, asctains Hyppolite, “can not be in-itself without
losing itself and becoming a thing.” (1bid:203).ud) the prior alienation which we observed in the
very movement of self consciousness and accordinvghich the self separated itself, posed itself
as the other and through the negation of that otteete itself for-itself, must be complemented by
another self-alienation. According to this secomutlkof alienation, the self must pronounce its
subjectivity, abandon its freedom which is the rtiwgaand agree to be a thing without there by
negating it. It must agree to abandon its capaaitpegation which is equal with loosing itself
since that capacity is what it is for-itself. Otihen, as a result of the second alienation, tleas¢if

can be what it is in-itself for itself.



In the fist phase as is said, the self-alienatibrsubjectivity contra poses itself as changeable
consciousness with the immutable. Though both edss essence and non-essence, exist within a
single consciousness contra posed to each othkecoseciousness identifies itself with non-
essence. “Because it is the consciousness of dhisadiction, consciousness stands on the side of
change able consciousness and it appears to titsbké the non-essential” (Ibid, 197). Since its
essence is projected in the beyond, self-conscesssnecessarily tries to move upward and find
itself there in i.e, to join its self with essermed be untied with itself. Nonetheless, this upward
lead is doomed to failure in advance. Because thward movement itself is changeable
consciousness and the immutable | is posed asca#adsent in principle. Thus, the attempt of
changeable consciousness’ would fall to reachrdmestendent and necessarily falls into the realm

of non-essence.

In the second phase, however, the condemned upn@rdment of self consciousness is redeemed
in the immediate unity of the universal and thecffiethrough the incarnation. For the possibility
of this immediate unity two things have happeneke Tirst is that the misfortune of unhappy
consciousness is not only attributed to the notinesg of life but to the essence of the I. It is not
only the meaninglessness of life but subjectivitglf, as self internally rented and self opposed,
responsible for the misfortune of unhappy consaieas. The consequence of this self examination
is the development of both subjectivity and thesoiousness of life. The consciousness of life
unhappy consciousness holds become more profourd real. And the development of
subjectivity means that it is transformed in tooasciousness having a universal form rather than a
self of certain particular consciousness. The Jming of self-consciousness as subjective in-
wardness, is developed, though still a specificscmusness, in to having a universal form in

dependent of any particular consciousness.

The second cause making the immediate unity plesgbthe appearance of the immutable in
specific consciousness. Through the incarnationntimutable appears in a specific human form in
the figure of Jesus Christ. Through the incarnatimimmutable itself as God, is transformed in to
the universal embodied in specific consciousness.c#h see that both terms, the immutable and
the changeable, are transformed in to the univensalthe specific. The universal is embodied in
specific consciousness through the incarnation taedspecific is developed in to a subjectivity

having a universal form. The former yawning luca@arrowed as the result of the incarnation.



Thus, through Christ, the two are joined immediatelnhappy consciousness no longer remains in
the extreme, it is no longer a changeable conseesss It now has a universal form.; nor is the
immutable inaccessible. As God it has become theetsal embodied in specific conciseness. The
union, thus, is effected in the figure of Christ o8k incarnation transformed unhappy

consciousness from that which was merely attemptiregscend in to the ascent itself.

Nonetheless, the immediacy of the union, i.e, thenutable taking sensuous form, entails the
necessary vanishing of the immutable and makesutinen inadequate. This does not mean the
union is not effected. Rather it is effected abvadr level forcing unhappy consciousness to remain
in its bond, subjectivity. This leads to the lakape in which specific existence discovers itsglf a
universal in spirit and becomes “consciousnessit$etf of the reconciliation of its specific
existence with the universal.” (Ibid, 201). Thighe last stage of the phenomenology called reason
and at which substance and self-consciousnessdeslu

Another way of saying why the unity at the secohdge failed is that self-consciousness did not
conceive the unity, which is its object, concegdiuabut perceived it as a feeling. The
consciousness of the unity in self-consciousneastithought. Because of this the unity is alien to
self consciousness and it remained divided withself. As a feeling it is not genuine and it
disappeared immediately. If it were conceptualibgdself-consciousness, it would have been
genuinely united with itself. What self-conscioussi@vas unable to comprehend, Hegel argues, is
that, like Christ is the unity of the Immutable ath@ specific, it itself, unhappy consciousness, is
untied with its essence, the immutable. “One thengot the case for unhappy consciousness; that
its object, the immutable-which essentially fohés the figure of specific existence, is unhappy
consciousness itself, the specific existence ofsciousness.” (Hegel, PeG, 163 quoted in
Hyppolite, 208).

This anguish, a feeling of the absence of diviniyl] incite self-consciousness to express and
affirm itself for-itself through the negation ofitiygs as usual. Hegel further says that though the
truth is not evident for it, this consciousnessitself, has discovered the truth, attained itepse
through the feeling of the absence divinity. Beeatisough that feeling of absence, it has self “the
object of its pure feeling, and it is itself thddject.” (Hegel, PGI, 164s quoted in Hyppolite, 209)

In-itself, through the incarnation, self-conscioess is transformed and has become the universal,



the figure of the immutable. So the unity is congdieas long as self-consciousness is concerned

in-itself. But what about for it, for-itself?

For this to be possible self consciousness musplaisthe second kind of alienation. This second
kind of alienation is still negation but the seltish negate itself, not something else. Nonetheless,
through self negation, self consciousness is abfmd itself. Primarily, it tries to externalizeself

by negating what lies out side it. It continually that and reaches pure subjectivity as the peak of
the separation of self from substance. That pilienation, which fails to give self consciousness a
subsisting identity, is now itself to be negatedcérding to the dialectic, it is going to successed
because self-consciousness has agreed to whollgctdlj itself by totally alienating its
subjectivity-the negation of the negation

The movement begins by the abandonment of the ckainfreedom and autonomy. The
abandonment is essentially related to the recagnlily self-consciousness that God is the source
of the freedom and action- the being of self camsemness. The incarnation has changed the entire
meaning of the world. It has sanctified the woillirough the incarnation the world is redeemed. It
is transformed in to a world that belongs to Godroald that owes its existence as well as meaning
to divine intelligence. This is nothing else thaad3jave his only son, Chris, to save the world, to
save humanity. The in carnation is, thus, God'sodcedeeming the world. Thus everything in the
world is blessed through the savior, Jesus ChFistthe extent that everything in the world is the
creation of God, it is good. Thus, as long as tb#oas of self consciousness, its freedom in
negativity, owes their origin to the immutable, msi out Hyppolite, then, they are the
manifestations of the transcendence of God. Thrahghncarnation the immutable has divinized
the world and via specifity have become actualityeab sensuous existence is transformed in to a
symbol which represents the grace of God. When amtg, works or consumes... he is only,
executing what belongs to the immutable. Thusabt®ons, desires, and capacities are, in itself, a
gift from God but which self-consciousness exexignly for-itself. At the same time action is a
reality as the actuality of the divine. What sedfisciousness do, Hyppolite Stresses, in its silence
as well as “disquiet”, is experience what God a#dwAs a result, self-consciousness is not

autonomous as it used to claim.



Hyppolite writes of the renounciation of freedomrman’s essential act. “On all sides, action is
reflected toward a transcendent goal. Active cansriess merely appears to act. Inside and out
side it, God acts.... This recognition of God, whora acts, is man’s essential action.” (Ibid,211-
12). There by unhappy consciousness admits itsngptess and the greatness of the immutable.
However, not deliberately but due to the momennhetessity (through the dialectical reversal)
man who admitted his nothingness appears to be. @deaause it is man himself who posed and
recognized God. So what appears to be the huroiiadf man turned out to be its elevation. As
long as the recognition originated from the actnain, man has not totally abandoned his will not
alienated his subjectivity entirely. For the futllfsnegation and abandonment of the will, unhappy
consciousness must transform itself to ascetic @ounsness. Accordingly, the self renounces its
will and action, and alienates its being for-itssftirely and becomes a thing. “In posing itselaas
thing, through asceticism, obedience, and the afiien of its particular will, consciousness
discovers-or we discover for it that the thing imanifestation of the self and that self is uniaérs

self and universal being for-itself” (Ibid,213).

In order for this to be possible, i.e, unhappy ctmssness alienate its subjectivity wholly, become
a thing and through that become a universal sklfhe contents of specific consciousness must be
destroyed. The ascetic will try to accomplish tiiough alms giving, thanks giving, fasting and
penance. So that the self can totally be free ohtwHyppolite calls ‘the guilt of action’.
Furthermore, he points out that the medieval Gansthurch has played an important role as a
mediating factor. It facilitated the unity by prasag the two extremes for each other. The motive
of the mediation is the destruction of specific ®tiausness and there by the advancement of the
self to universality. When the self has accomplishas it will feel as well as comprehend the
nothingness of both its action and being. It hasalbee a thing. And through the mediation of the
church it is transformed in to a universal selfughit has finally found itself in the thing anceth
thing in itself. The unity is established and treanig-in-itself and the being-for-itself are untied.
Seen from a higher point of view, the unity is thst stage of the phenomenology. Reason, which
is spirit’s self realization through the self's tynof the in-itself and the for-itself. “The selieing-
for-itself, thus become the unity of selves, unsarself rediscovering itself in being. This being-
for-itself of the in-itself is spirit.... This newage is the unity of consciousness (the in-itselif) a

self-consciousness (the for-itself), that is, reégtbid).



Here one can argue that it is not at all clear Belf-consciousness remains in that unity to be a
self. If the self has totally alienated its subiptt which is equal with the destruction of specif
consciousness, then, where comes the for-itsaliant-self? It seems that in rejoining itself with
substance the self is totally lost and what is ie#he thing. It may be said that in the univessf

the for-itself of self-consciousness is maintain@d. spirit which is simultaneously subject and
substance keeps the for-itself of self-consciousaége. This seems hardly the case. Only one side
of the coin is glittering as the result of the boghout of the other. In objectifying itself, sedflost
and the thing only has become real. Though itfigcdit to see the point, Hyppolite concludes in a
way that does justice to both sides: objectivity asll as subjectivity. “Thus, the whole
development of unhappy consciousness expressegwvetopment of subjectivity which renounces
itself and through this self-negation reestablishigigctivity. But that objectivity is no longer the
pure and simple in-itself, it has become the ieHtfor it-self or the for-itself in-itself, a sutace

that is at the same time subject, a substancedsats itself as what it is” (Ibid, 204).

This, movement from substance to subject and froljest to substance, according to Hegel, is a
double movement of alienation. Attempting to fitskif the self is lost in the first and according t
the second by losing itself, it has regained it3dégel concludes about the double movement as

double alienation as follows.

“One aspect of the movement is that by which sultgtalienates itself from its substantiveness
and becomes self-consciousness; the other is yhathizh self-consciousness alienates itself and

become thing ness, or universal self.” (PGS 05epiot Hyppolite, 204).

1.3. The World of Spirit or Spirit as the World and Beyond

Self-consciousness developed fully and through ¢etmself-alienation gained universality led to
reason. This universal self-consciousness, reasmt become a thing in-and for itself, i.e, spirit.
Thus, the truth of reason is spirit. Reason whereldped fully abandons its mere potentiality,
universal self-consciousness, and becomes the widnld world is spirit and by reflecting back on

the world as history, spirit knows itself and beesnabsolute spirit.

According to the dialectic of the phenomenologyriss: absolute self-knowledge, history, and ‘a
we’ or cogitamus. The essence of spirit as absaelieknowledge is, as the last section tired to

show, its development from narrow self-awarenesdréedom and complete self-knowledge



through the development of self-consciousness. ,Tleisus discuss spirit as a we and history.
“spirit is a we”. According to the dialectic, thewklopment of self-consciousness presupposes the
existence of multiple self-consciousnesses. Thesldpment of self-consciousness is a process
which demands the recognition of other consciousngglf-consciousness can not develop in
isolation. Rather develops through inter-subjecteationships through which it gains as well as
grant recognition as an independent and free beibging for it self. Thus, unlike Descartes’ pure
and isolated I, the cogito for Hegel is not thenpaif departure of the dialectic. Opposed to alsing
consciousness which stands on its own and is abldevelop in isolation, a cogitamus is the
starting point of the Hegelean dialectic. The cagitis is the co-existence of multiple self-
consciousnesses as a we. This is the a priori tondor the development of self-consciousness
which would take the necessary form of mutual redomn in which, however, conflict is inherent.
This cogitamus, nonetheless, is not a mere weis- $pirit at the same time. As the necessary
struggle as well as mutual recognition of two selhsciousnesses is the first appearance of sprit
mediating between them, the cogitamus is spritisgras a background for the development of
self-consciousnesses. Or the cogitamus, the cteexis of multiple I's at the same time, is the

coming to itself of sprit.

Thus, sprit is the cogitamus as opposed to thetaxagfi the development. The various self-
consciousness find themselves through it and vezear Spirit does this by allowing conflict and
harmony which are the necessary conditions of éveldpment. At the same time, it goes towards
itself by transcending the multiple self consciasses. Thus, sprit is a we which preserves
multiple I's at the same time transcending thempifi§ is this we precisely in so far as it
simultaneously brings about the unity and the sejmar of the I's” (lbid, 324).

“Spirit is History.” As we observed reason marke fhist reconciliation of the individual and the
universal. For this reason or universal consciossiits object is the world in its totality. The wbr

in its totality is not equal with nature. Naturg@resents spirit out side of itself. Since it istlos
nature spirit incessantly negates its determinatiomature. Through the continuous negation ends
in defeat i,e, spirit is unable to find itself iratare, nonetheless it transforms nature to have a
spiritual essence. “Spirit is thus the genuine tgeent of that universality which self-
consciousness reached as Reason” (lbid, 326). Rtha conceiving itself as subjective self-
certainty in its immediateness or as the negatfdremg... spirit “knows itself as this world, as the

world of human history, and conversely, it knows thorld to be the self” (Ibid, 326).



Spirit as a we, a cogitamus, is what has been sisclin the last section. The dialectical

development as the world, which we are going tewlis now, has three stages; immediate spirit,
spirit alien to itself, and self certain spirit. 8de three moments of the development of spirit have
respective counterparts in world history. These @he ancient world of Greece and Rome, the

modern world, and the contemporary world.

Primarily “spirit exists immediately. It is thers a historically given i.e, the existence of a peop

a community of individuals aware of themselves iag in the concrete totality of a people”
(Ibid, 334). There is no separation or oppositietween self-consciousness and the world nor with
self-consciousness itself. Self-consciousness reljdistinct from substance which is manifested
in self-consciousness as its goal and its in-itsgyiirit is this substance which is divided inte th
individual and the universal. These respectivelyndeelf consciousness as self-certainty and the

goal towards which self-consciousness must evolve.

According to Hyppolite, this first moment, for Heges represented by the beautiful ethical life of
the Greek polis at which sprit and also the selfrimediately one with it self. Every section of
practical life, the state, the familial ties, theones... are lived by the self as spontaneous
extensions. It finds itself there wholly. No elemeh otherness is manifested in the Polis. Nor is
there an opposition either between the self andotiis or within the self. There is only simple
differences like the distinction between human & divine law. The distinction is such that one
is constituted in the other. As a result, moraktgqual with the custom of the polis and the self
united with itself to the extent of acting instiively or spontaneously. The same is true for spirit
Spirit is synonymous with nature. It is immediatelgtied with itself through nature and the
harmonious ethical life of the polis. However, filreblem is that immediate unity is the anti-thesis
of the essence of both the self and Sprit ,Hypalibserves. The genuine unity of spirit is not
immediate rather is a mediated one which can bkzeelaafter the posing and working out of
contradictions. The same is true for the self. 3&lécan realize itself only after its essentiguna,
subjectivity as negativity, is posed in opposittorbeing and that opposition is synthesized. Thus,
according to Hyppolite, this first moment of thevelpment of spirit represented by the Greek
polis must be negated. “Because the ethical warlthmediate, it must be undone, but because the
immediateness is a beautiful moment in the devetoprof spirit, spirit always seek to rediscover

it and reflectively to reconstitute it” (Ibid.357).



The next dialectical moment concretized in the ingdism of Rome marks the emergence of the
self. The self appears immediately as universalviaid in and for-itself. This validity is issued
from law that conferred equality to all. As the ukt=f the destruction of the polis by war the
citizen is replaced by the private person who islesive person and the negation of particular
determination. His being is posed through law wteskablishes private property as the goal. The
self no longer finds itself in the state, or sogiator in private property it seeks. This
transformation which granted universal validity ttee self and made its actual content private
property, ends up by alienating the self. Hegehiifies the universal validity of the self with its
loss. “The universal validity of the self is thaligy that has become alien to it. That validitythe
universal actuality of self, but such validity mmediately its surrender; it is the loss of theeass

of the self” (Hegel, PEG;40 quoted in Hyppolite 936For the essence of the self is not equal with
private property.

The dialectical import of the Roman world of lawtiee emergence of the self. The self which is
universal immediately is an embodiment of a conttaah. For a genuine universality of self-
consciousness is a result of mediation and sedfiation. A universal self in immediacy is an
illusion. Thus, the self in the Roman world is ertd and alien to itself. Its essence eludes ie Th
Roman world of law is, nonetheless, the emergericthe fist form of spiritual self. In this
spiritless world of Romans as compared to the lfeawr Greek city, spirit has come to self-
awareness for the fist time. According to the diid@l movement, sprit will recourse to the second

stage, the world of culture and alienation, at Wwhias completely alien to itself.

In the latter world spirit will gain real conteritrough the abandonment of its immediate self. As a
result of self-alienation it would be substantivéyppolite summarizes the transition from the
immediate self to spirit alien to itself via theiRan world of law as follows. “... The immediately
universal self which give rise to a world and whismo less immediately its own contrary must
voluntarily alienate itself. That alienation allowse constitution of a new reign of spirit, a regio
at the end of which the self will have made itseliversal. This reign is that of spirit alien tedtf
which opposes immediate spirit (Ibid, 375).



The World of Culture and Alienation

The history of Europe from the middle Ages to tighteenth century is called a period of culture
or civilization. To the dialectical movement it repents a concrete illustration of the development
of spirit to universality through the negation bétself's immediate universality posed in the prior
moment. The Roman world of law equated the condérself with private property. But the self
did not find itself there. At this stage self colssness negates its particular determination and
takes wealth and political power to be its esseBaeonly till it will find out that they are nothg.

As a result it will alienate itself and transforitself to faith and pure intellection which are
moments immediately prior to the realization ofuangal self.

The world of culture, according to Hyppolite, issdominantly a world of alienation. Culture is
simultaneously the cause and out come of the $ielfiadion of sprit. Spirit for which the new
world appears as other alienates itself to finelfiteand be substantive. Culture is then the
expression of this movement of sprit. Since spedlizes itself through self consciousness, the
outcome of the actions and movements of the indalidelf-consciousness are called culture.
Thus, this world of culture is a world of alienatidHyppolite confirms this by saying that “unlike
the first world of sprit, the second is not harnows totality quietly resting in itself, it is tqgrn
divided world, a world of spirit become alien tsadtf.” (1bid, 377)

The world is substance which in turn is the contdrdpirit. When the world becomes alien to self-
consciousness, spirit is separated from itself. Toatent of self becoming other to self
consciousness, spirit is estranged from itself € @rstinctive characteristic of this stage of $pgi
that substance has become of the self an alierdwomivhich it no longer recognizes itself.” (ibid,
378). Hyppolite warns here that we must not foagéindamental fact. Everything exists in spirit.
The world which exists in opposition to self-comamness is spirit in opposition to itself. “It is
merely spirit that exists, as opposed to spirit Kmws itself: it is a world of immediate self whi

is thus posed in its exclusiveness, no longer gmssoitself” (379).

The peculiar character of this stage is the movéméself-consciousness as self-negation. The
self which discovers its emptiness in its immediatéversal self continually negates itself and

acquires substance. Conversely, the movement gubstance form, order and performance.



Through self negation, the self which is emptyngaubstance and there by transforms substance.
This, according to Hegel, is the development ofurel through self-alienation.

Nevertheless, the action and development by meanbioh substance becomes actual

are the very estrangement of personality, for th which is valid in-and-for-itself

immediately that is, without estrangement, lacksstance and it is the play thing of

tumultuous elements. Its substance is there fereety alienation, and alienation is the

substance in which spiritual powers arrange theresinto a worldand there maintain

themselves. (Hegel, PGS 40 quoted in Hyppolite.308)
As a result of this movement, the self alienatidrsirit, which gave rise to substance spirit is
united with the objective world. This unity whick actuality or a presence, however, is not a unity
of self and essence genuinely. In the former whathieved in the form of actuality is the unity of
spirit with the objective world which is not yetethunity of spirit with its essence. In this latter
unity, spirit would become for it self what it is-itself and would know itself as such. In the
former, however, spirit is united with the world i is not yet developed fully so as to be the
essence of spirit. The genuine unity is to be zedlin the beyond, in faith. Now the world of faith
the beyond, is opposed to the here below, pureccmmness with actual consciousness. The
dualism, according to Hyppolite, is the mark of thehappy consciousness of spirit; spirit that is

strange to itself.

That means the union achieved as the result ofdhkzation of culture entailed a more acute
alienation. Though the self which was empty hasumed content, that content is mere
contingency, not its essence. Faith is posed agtbeondition for the real unity. Though the
consciousness of faith projects its essence i¢lgend, Hyppolite says that unity has an objective
character for consciousness. Because in that aarseess content as the substance of spirit is not
merely desired. Rather is represented essenti@aith and culture stand contra posed, but both
are forms of the alienation of the self. The selttainty of self consciousness has become alien to
itself in the one world as well as in the otheBidl, 381). The two worlds oppose each other to the
extent that man lives in the earthly which lackseege and searches for his essence in the city of
God which is far from actuality. Spirit is separhteetween two selves; actual self and absolute
self. The separation is “a dualism which expresisegorment of spirit obliged to live in one world
and to think in the other” (Ibid, 380-381).



The dualism is further expressed in the oppositbrfaith with pure intellection. Faith is the
objective representation of essence since it pasdsaffirms the immutable. It is an in-itself that
posits essence objectively. Due to this substamiis®e, faith lacks the certainty of self
consciousness. On the contrary, pure intellecsmsubjectivity that is absolutely certain of itsddf

is a for-itself that freely negates and reducesyhimg to itself. However, it lacks solidity-is
devoid of substantiveness which is the mark ohfafthus, the two oppose each other necessarily.
The opposition between faith and pure intellectisnmanifested, observes Hyppolite, in the
Enlightenment’s combat against faith. The enlightent represents pure intellection over and
against faith by worshiping reason as the ultintaiteria of reality. As a result spirit here is ledl

in two worlds. Although they are the anti-thesiseaich other, pure intellection as well as faith
represent some part of the essence of spirit. spirif] finds pure intellection, which reduces
everything to the self, as well as pure essencechwis thought that lacks the movement of

intellection. Faith is merely one element the oiBeroncept” (Ibid, 382).

Both worlds lack something essential in respedh#&r peculiar constitution as a result of which
they do not separately exhaust the essence of. Sponetheless they have one thing in common,
says Hyppolite. The two worlds which owe their exdpve value to the difference between them
and exist as long at they are opposed, entailntedgether, a fundamental truth. This is the rgalit
of the unity of spirit through the dissolution dtcontradiction of the two worlds. From the actual
world pure intellection posed it self as concepbtigh the negation of everything else. And
through the negation of all content as the vanitife faith posed spirit, in its substantiveness,
the final essence. What we have is concept, thadelf, on the one hand and on the other spirit as
substance, as an in-itself. The remaining tas& imite the two worlds by reducing them in to one
and destroying the contradiction. This is to beeadtimough or by religion which would unite pure

consciousness and actual consciousness or faithcaoe pt.

Another way of describing the progress is by refigrito the two moment through which spirit
developed to self realization. In the moment offtret alienation, spirit is untied with the objeet
world through actual canorousness. But since acaabrousness lacked essence sprit is alienated
from its self. As a result, the dialectical movemiead to the second moment which represents the
separation and opposition between self and essdegelop the separation further and poses it as
the opposition between pure intellection and faith.



When this latter opposition is suppressed as tHediseovery of spirit in both worlds and the
negation of everything else, there remained notkinge untied. For the out come of the second
alienation has incorporated the result of the finsiment, developed it fully and finally negated it
in its self discovery. Religion is, thus, the de@smoment of the dialectic representing spiritt tha
has untied its pure consciousness and actual aussw@ss. Prior to the emergence of religion as
the highest dialectical moment, the self gainedensiality by posing itself as concept and reducing
everything else to itself. And in religion througie unification of actual consciousness and pure
consciousness, concept and faith, a dialectical embrthat goes parallel to the self-discovery of
spirit, “it has denounced the alienation where bgnniransposes the world here-below to the
beyond; that is, it reduces these two worlds inrte in which over coming all self-alienation, sprit

becomes absolute freedom.” (Ibid, 384)

One can see that pure intellection is actual constiess developed fully while pure consciousness
is represented by faith. Thus, the unity of puréeliaction and faith is a unity of actual
consciousness and pure consciousness. It is aafrsfyrit with the world, a unity of substance and
self-consciousness (as a universal self) — a wiigprit with itself without any further alienation
This is a last stage of the phenomenology, reaabmwhich a higher synthesis is brought to

existence through religion.

1.4. The Idea of Alienation in Hegel

As our discussion of the movement of self-consaiess, as Hegel analyzed it and Jean Hyppolite
interpreted, testifies it is simultaneously a moeetof alienation. The self, from the “theti. It

the resolution of unhappy consciousness, is neglgsahenated from itself and nature. The same
is true for spirit. In what follows we will discuske idea of alienation as Hegel conceived it. The
meaning of alienation, how it is actualized esgdfcia relation to the essence of self, whethas it
wholly negative or has some positive significarmed the possibility for “dealienation” are the
primary points of the discussion. What we needdarhn mind is that the self is action and moves
necessarily (which entails externalization), themadnt of otherness is the inherent dynamic of life
(which entails estrangement), and the essence eofséif is not subjectivity or objectivity in
separation. But both in a united form. As long laes $elf claims to be one without the other and
thinks that it is a self, it is the embodiment ohtradiction and alienation is dancing at its very

heart.



Self-consciousness is action and moves necessaiiyhout movement there is no self-
consciousness. From the world of objects, as coasoess, it moves to itself and discovers itself
as self-consciousness. It also moves from one mbtoethe other in order to develop fully and
realize its essence. Self-consciousness is prinadtion. As desire or labor it acts against the
world of things. It proves its self certainty fdself as well as for others by confronting and
negation the world. So it must necessarily extéaal self. In that self externalization it poses
itself out side of itself. It appears to itself sam@nd other at the same time. It is separated withi
itself. For without that separation it is not abdepose itself outside of itself. The separatiothis
indication of the disparity of self-consciousnesishwitself. Thus, it is estranged from itself. In

order to fulfill itself, it externalizes it self drthat externalization alienates it from itself.

Self-consciousness always finds itself in life whis same and other at the same time. It is able to
pose itself as self-consciousness by separatingamitia posing itself to life. As subjectivity & i
reflection and the consciousness of the inadeqaiogthingness of life. So life is the fundamental
other to self-consciousness. It does not findfiiselife. It is estranged from itself as a resoiltthe
otherness of life. The otherness of life force$-sehsciousness to realize that otherness in itself
and be separated from itself. The otherness of later on takes a form of another self-
consciousness through the recognition of which-gatisciousness affirms itself as it is for itself.
However, even in that recognition the element beatess is not suppressed. Because the second
self-consciousness in turn demands recognitionsatfeconsciousness necessarily appear as a self-
for-other. Beside the separation of self whicheiguired so as to pose itself out side of itself laad
recognized by the other as for-itself, it has beeather for the other self-consciousness as well as
for-itself. It is estranged from itself and loststf.

“The other appears as same, as the self, but thealse appears as the other. Similarly, the
negation of the other, which corresponds to the enmnt of desire, becomes self-negation as
well” (Ibid, 168).

The alienation of self from itself, its estrangemand loss is presented in two moments of the
dialectic profoundly. These are the master-sahadediic and unhappy consciousness. In the
master-salve dialectic the slave, before he redaimeessence by dominating the object, is a figure
who is totally alienated from essence. The idesd butside of him in the master and the slave is a

mere living creature not far from the way an anitheds. He is recognized as such as the result of



the fear to oppose life and arise above it. Noy aglthe salve unable to pose it self as it is for-
itself. It is a mere consciousness in which, asogpf to the self of the master, otherness is
concretized. Thus, the slave is a figure whicheeents the total loss of self. In the consciousness

of the slave, self-consciousness is alienated fteaff as well as estranged from life.

When it comes to unhappy consciousness the conteeyns evident. As pure subjectivity,
unhappy consciousness has self, but as self wkid¢btally alienated from substance. Since the
essence of self-consciousness is equal with bothjestivity and objectivity, unhappy
consciousness through incessant negation retaingdcsivity only and failed to objectify itself.
So that unhappy consciousness is a self whichverreqgual with itself. It is completely alienated
from its essence and estranged from life. It ie that through the negation of the object it hizsltr
to externalize it self. But since it also furthegated its particular determination it remaineel§ s
pure subjectivity, which is not equal with itsdlfs is also true that pure subjectivity, freedom as
infinite negativity, is its essence. But only hasfeit essence. That is why, then, it is required to
negate it and realize its essence in its complsgenes, the in-itself which is for-itself. Fromigh
arises another kind of alienation-alienation whadjectifies. Rather than that which splits the self
and reprocess it in the other, there by estrangifrgm itself, the second one unites the self with

itself by objectifying it.

Alienation as Objectification and Externalization

What has been discussed so far ascertains thattdia for Hegel is necessarily interrelated with
objectification or externalization. Self-conscioass which is primarily or essentially desire or
action tries to realize itself by acting agains thorld of things. That means it tries to actualize
itself through externalization or objectificatioff.o objectify oneself in something external is to
consume or fashion or otherwise use it to satisieed” (Palmentaz, 1971:72). According to my
understanding of the Hegelean analysis of the memrof self-consciousness, externalization
refers to the first moment while objectificationr{aéns to the second. Accordingly, the self tries t
externalize itself by consuming and shaping thithgsugh negation. The out come of which is the
alienation and separation of self from itself adl as from life. Because it there by negates what i
externalized. Nonetheless, according to the seocumdent, the self totally alienates itself, negates

its pure subjectivity, its negative capacity, arebdmes objectified a thing which is no more



capable to negate. Any ways, alienation for Hegatacessarily related with objectification and

externalization.

Alienation: Negative or Positive

Alienation for Hegel is not wholly negative. Thest moment is both positive and negative while
the second one is positive. Let us see first toergone. By alienating its subjectivity, renourcin
freedom, the self is objectified. It is transformatb a universal self and is untied with itseld S
that the second moment of alienation is positivailg\the first one is both positive and negative at
the same time. The self is alienated from itselfaasesult of the movement of desire as
externalization. This situation is negative becahgeself is estranged from itself, become other as
a result of externalization. Nonetheless, the #sinahas a positive import in so far as
externalization allows self consciousness to cagiteelf as object so that making the future unity
of being-in-itself and being-for-itself possible advance. So that what is a wholly negative
situation in which the self is estranged from fised given a positive significance. As a result
Peitro Choidi says that “... it would seem that ttiea of alienation is incompatible with anything
that is seen as positive since, in this case, #madd for delineation would loose all sense”
(Ibid,1976:80).

Alienation or Estrangement

The two words seem to have a similar meaning. Bettfm to refer to the becoming other of self.
However, alienation seems more broad and inclusivestrangement. Because it necessarily
entails the meaning of estrangement as the loselbfind something more, the separation of self
within itself. Pietero Chiodi argues in the comgrand says that alienation is the loss of setha
other (Entfremdung) while estrangement (Entausgpraan be translated by the term session (See,
Chiodi, 1976 pa. 125). For Jean Hyppolite the ¢aseich that estrangement (entfremdung) is the
becoming alien of self and is more profound thaanaltion (entausserung). Because alienation
does not necessarily indicate the becoming of atinértends to separation. As for me leaving a
side the relation with the German words, alienaithe separation of self and becoming other to
itself. Because the separation is fundamentalttieself is estranged from itself. So alienation is
estrangement plus separation. If we look at theemmnt of the self in the phenomenology, the
self is always in split but is estranged only oftBecause through separation it sometimes reaches

itself even if for a moment. “... a self-consciousmeswhich desire recognizes another desire and



bears on it, then in this splitting and reproductiof itself self-consciousness reaches itself”
(Hyppolite, 1974:165). Although the self has reathself through the other it is at the same time
estranged there. Because it there by necessapbBaap as a being for other. Thus, for Hegel, too, i
seems that alienation is found with separation estthngement. What is peculiar to his position,
however, is the positive significance of alienat@nce only through alienation as separation and

estrangement, that the self can realize itself.

The Inevitability of Delineation

For Hegel as alienation is necessary the over agwirnt is also inevitable. This is related to the
movement of spirit which realizes itself throughe tBelf's renounciation of its subjectivity.
Through the destruction of specific consciousnegstransformed to universal self which is spirit
preserving and transcending multiple self-consaiess. Though it is not clear how the self remain
so if its content is destroyed, it is dealienatediigh objectification. That means the subject/cbje
mode of relation in which self-consciousness stamgd®pposing the world is suppressed in the
unity of being and subject, Spirit, which itselfdoenes substance and subject at the same time, has

related itself and become Absolute freedom.

As a result, the movement of the dialectic has camen end through the development of
insufficiencies and the resolution of contradiciioihe whole development is a double movement
of alienation; from substance to subject and fraoimject to substance. We can conclude by quoting

the following words of Hegel again.

“One aspect of the moment is that by which subgtatienates itself from its substantiveness and
becomes self-consciousness; the other is that bghwéelf-consciousness alienates itself and

becomes thingness, or universal self” (Hegel, 2&epiin Hyppolite, 1974:204).



CHAPTER TWO

The Idea of Alienation in Marx

The whole philosophy of Karl Marx, according to #eec Bender, is informed by three
fundamental principles. These are the historicguiarent, the argument on economy or practical
life and the ethical argument. The first one cated the whole tradition of western philosophy
with historical materialism. It criticizes, Bendgays, western philosophical tradition as one sided,
abstract and idealistic in favor of historical nratksm which is a dialectical philosophy of change
and becoming. The second thesis of the philosophyarx, says Bender, concerns the nature of
man and argues against his alienation from it. Aagial reality which alienates man must be
rejected and replaced by one in which man overcdnsealienation and realizes his essence fully.
In relation to this, capitalistic mode of productjdor Marx, is social reality in which man is
alienated. Thus, the capitalistic mode of productiaust be rejected and replaced by one in which
man develops fully. The third thesis called thengroic argument concerns the economic super
structure or practical life. For Marx the laws tigatvern the economic structures grounds the entire
development of practical life and the complete tgwment of which would ultimately and
dialectically lead to the down fall of capitalisrmcathe emergence of a new mode of social
organization called communism. (See Bender, 1972:p1

Marx’s idea of alienation has similarities, diffaces and oppositions with that of Hegel. Just like
Hegel, Marx conceives alienation to be essentiglgted to the self- realization of man in the
process of history. Unlike Hegel, however, alieoratior Marx is not necessary in the sense that it
is not the inherent aspect of the necessary dewelnpof man in history, rather its corruption.
Nonetheless, alienation acquire the status of sdgega the capitalist system which necessarily
alienates man. Nor is it equal with objectificatioAlienation is the necessary product of
capitalistic mode of production which estranged woeker and humanity in general through and
by the alienation of labor. To Marx’s idea of aliion thus, the concept of labor is most important.
As it will be evident, the idea of labor is essaltyi related to Marx’s idea of human nature and its
realization. So rather than alienation what is ssagy for Marx is the development of man through
various historical periods of which capitalism iseo As a result of capitalism alienation is

inevitable but only till it will be over come in ather historical period, communism.



Erich Frormm summarizes the interrelation betwden human potential for freedom, alienated

labor and its overcoming in communism as follows

The concept of active, productive man who grasgsembraces the objective world with
his own powers can not be fully understood withbatnegation of productivity; alienation.
For Marx the history of man kind is a history oétimcreasing development of man, and at
the same time of increasing alienation. His conadpsocialism is the emancipation from
alienation, the return of man to himself, his sedfalization”(Fromm, 1961: P.43).

Marx’s idea of alienation is, thus, essentiallyatetl to the notions of human nature and labor. As a
result, in this chapter we will begin by discusswgat Marx meant by human nature. A discussion
of the causes and different manifestations of atien would follow and finally we would see the
theoretical as well as practical overcoming of radt®on in communism. In so doing, we will, as
much as possible, discuss the thought of Marx latica to Hegel. Because, Marx, who developed
his thought against the Hegelean background, hdsriueh to draw as well as reject from Hegel.
Of all ideas, the dialectic according to which eweing moves through insufficiencies and
contradictions, through the negation of them, sd th develop itself fully and realize itself, ties
the thought of Marx with that of Hegel. A dialectichich is a philosophy of movement, of
becoming in the process of history marks the mabf Hegel with Marx. “... focusing on the
guestion of the dialectical aspect of Hegel's molohy will illustrate the most fundamental sense
in which Hegel influenced Marx. A dialectical phslaphy such as that of Hegel or Marx will be
essentially a philosophy of becoming which, onansdtated into terms of human action, is
essentially historical, for it is only in the fluxf history that these actions become interrelated”
(Bender, 1972:2-3).

The discussion and exposition of the ideas of Mamalienation and related themes in this chapter
depends, to a greater extent, on Marx’s ‘Philosojgind Economic Manuscripts’ of 1844. It also

draws from Erich Fromm’s book entitled ‘Marx’s cemt of Man’.

2.1 The Nature of Man

Erich Fromm begins the discussion of Marx’s conagpian by saying that unlike sociologists
who take man to be a white sheet of paper, a tabsk Marx has a definite idea of human nature.
This nature of man, however, is not equal withdharacter of man prevalent in certain society or

a particular period of history. It is the generature of man, man’s essence in contrast to difteren



forms of the existence of man in history. Accordyngviarx differentiates, Fromm observes,
between two kinds of appetites or drives. “... Margtidguishes two types of human drives and
appetites; the constant or fixed ones, such asdramgl the sexual urge, which are an integral part
of human nature, and which can be changed onhhemr form and the direction they take in
various cultures, and the “relative” appetites, akhare not an integral part of human nature but
which owe their origin to certain social structurasd certain conditions of production and

communication” (Fromm, 1961:25)

The first kind is that which is fixed or constapgrt of the essential nature of man and changes
only in its form. The need for food and the sexdrale are of this kind. The second type is called
relative or artificial appetites the origin of whigs related to certain social structures or peculi
conditions of production and communication. Thedhé&® money as a result of the capitalistic
mode of production is characteristic of the seciype of wants.

Human nature for Marx is not an abstraction whimding inherent in every individual, actualizes

itself necessarily. Rather it is an inherent hunpatential as a naturally given potential and

develops only through social and historical procktan remains the same as a raw material of this
potential and at the same time changes and transfbimself through history. Thus, history is a

process man creates in the movement of self-ré@lizdt is inextricably related to the process of

work and production in which man creates and realizimself. Marx also conceived man to be

essentially activity. Fromm says that, for Hegegmis said to be alive to the extent that his is
productive and is related to the world productivelat is, not passively as a receptacle, but
actively through incessant action by means of wiiehlranslates his potentialities into actualities.

Fromm writes the following relating the nature acimas conceived by both Marx and Hegel.

“For ... Hegel, as well as for Marx, man is alive pmh as much as he is productive, in
as much as he grasps the world outside of himeethé act of expressing his own
specific human powers, and of grasping the worlthlhese powers. In as much as
man is not productive, in as much as he is recemivd passive, he is nothing, he is
dead. In this productive process, man realizesolia essence, he returns to his own
essence, which in theological language is nothitigeio than his return to God”
(Fromm, 1961.:30).

According to Fromm, central to Marx’s idea of hunemsence is the notion of movement owing to
which man passionately endeavors for its objedh la¢oretically and practically. The movement

is not mechanical, rather conscious, passionatrgetic and vital. “The principles of movement



must not be understood mechanically but as a dcresgtive vitality, energy; human passion for
Marx “is the essential power of man striving enéiogdly for its object” (Fromm; 1961:30). We
can see for ourselves the essentiality of moverfentarx in relation to the essence of man. In
the ‘Philosophic and Economic Manuscriptghalyzing the estrangement of man as a result of
alienated labor in which activity appears as patssor suffering, Marx asserts that life is nothing
else than activity “what is life but activity” (Marl844:74).

In order to understand Marx’s idea of human natGremm points out, understanding his idea of
the relationship between object and subject is sgzng. Unless the crude senses of man are
humanized, man is not different from animals. F@nnto become a human being the whole of
nature as well as the world of objects must be Hupea. If man seeks what he desires
animalistically, objectification and appropriatiovould turn out to be the loss of the object and
oneself. But if, on the contrary, man is able tadifiohis senses to the extent of transforming crude
nature to human nature and his artificial behaviorehat is natural, then, the object would be the
confirmation of his being. And the distinction beswn subject and object would be transcended.
For this to be possible on the one hand, the csadses of man must be modified, developed and
become proper human senses and faculties. Onhlikelwnd, nature, the world of objects, must be
transformed into objects proper to the sensesehtiman being. When senses are related to the
object as an end in itself, the object would batesl to man and to it self in a human way. As a
result of which the human being, his senses andtipah faculties like the acts of loving and
willing, will be related to the object and to itel a human way. In the process, Fromm says, love
has an important role. Because the desire for ajmyment of the object are devoid of egoistic
intent, satisfaction generally becomes a humasfsation.

“The eye has become a human eye when its objecbéeame a human, social
object, created by man and destined for him... Theyenses] relate themselves to
the thing for the sake of the thing, but the thisglf is an objective human relation to
itself and to man, and vice versa. Need and enjoyrh@s lost their egoistic
character, and nature has lost its mere utility thye fact that its utilization has
become human utilization (Marx, 1844: quoted inrRro, 1961:84 ).

Thus, an activity which is real to the extent thhgtassionately strives for the object in a human
fashion, is the realization of the essence of nfes.a result, objectification and appropriation
would be the affirmation of the being of man in tiigect. On the subject/object distinction and its

dissolution in a genuine human activity, Fromm sigd “... the object is an object yet it ceases to



be an object, and in this new approach man becomesvith the object, although he and it remain
two. Man, in relating himself to the objective wbtiumanly, over-comes self-alienation” (Fromm,
1961:33). The fact of remaining two while unitedoa®e seems the creation of a synergy in which

two distinct things are united as one while being.t

The essence of man as activity, active and prodeicglatedness to nature, is the direct result of
the reason that man is what Marx calls a specieggbés a species being man is a free, self
conscious, and universal being. He is in activateelness to nature which is its in organic body.
He is nature’s extension but a self-conscious exben Unlike animals which are spontaneously
identified with their life activity, man distingthes himself from his life activity to the extentath

he is conscious of himself. Thus, he is both aexitand an object, of himself. Self-consciousness
basically differentiates him from animals. The m@asaccording to Marx, is that man is a species
being. “Man is a species being not only in the sghat he makes the community (his own as well
as those of other things) his object both theaa#yicand practically, but also (this is simply
another expression for the something) in the sdéingke he treats himself as the present, living
species, as a universal and consequently free 'b@ayx, 1844.75). That means he is a species
being in the sense that he considers himself asng Irepresentative, in flesh and blood, and also
mind, of the whole humanity and nothing short ob&a symbol of the entire race. So that man is
a free and universal being. Bender says that teeisp character of man lies in the reason that man
“as one who recognizes that his fulfillment lieshis proper integration in to the common life of
mankind as a whole, rather than asserting his iddality to the determinant of his fellows”
(Beader; 1972:7).

Nature, according to Marx, forms the physical bdsis the species character of man. Both
theoretically and practically nature is the inongabhody of man with which he must interact
continuously and also the direct means for his- ggHservation. Furthermore, nature is essential
for the realization of man in that it is the maakon which he acts, exercise his being in the form
of labor. Nature is the material for his activeguotive life. The universality of man arises from
the fact that, as a representative of the spebesnteracts with nature more universally. As a
species being he is also a free being. The reastirai the aim of the interaction with nature goes
beyond the preservation of life. It is bound toiast for its own sake ,creativity itself. Through

active relatedness with nature he fulfills himsaiid transforms his potentiality into actuality. So



that man is a free being to the extent that heaotse with nature and creates freely. “Productive
life is ... species-life. It is life creating lifenlthe type of life activity resides the whole clcaea of

a species, its species character and free consatbivgy is the species character of human beings”
(Marx, 1844: 76).

Marx says that the creation of the objective wotle transformation of inorganic nature, is the
proof of the species being of man. It is evideit thoth animals and man produce. However, the
intent as well as the how of the production diffgreatly. Animals produce instinctively what is
necessary for their survival. They produce onlyrteelves and produce according to a standard
that is peculiar to their species. On the contraayn produce not only himself but the entire world.
He produces consciously and freely. In fact, maabile to produce marvelous things when he is
free form any physical need. He also produce nd¢ ancording to a standard peculiar to his
species but according to the standards of any epess a result, Marx concluded that man is able
to create in accordance with the laws of beautyastertains the species character of man through
the productive relatedness of man to nature andljeztive world as follows.

“It is just in his work upon the objective worldathman really proves himself as a
species being. This production is his active spekiie. By means of it nature
appears as his work and his reality. The objectlafor is, therefore, the
objectification of man’s species life; for he nander produces himself merely
intellectually, as in consciousness, but activelyd & a real sense and sees his own
reflection in a world which he has constructed” (Mal1844:76-77).
For Marx, then, free labor, as the medium througirctv man is actively related to the world and to
himself, is the means through which he realizeebgence. Thus, as it is central to Marx’s concept
of human nature, it is also the primary and solesedor alienation of man in capitalistic mode of
production as a result of which it takes the forfraleenated labor. Erich Fromm says that Marx
primarily called the productive activity of man fsattivity and condemned labor as perversion of
self-activity. “Marx originally called man’s fundn “self activity”, not labor and spoke of the
“abolition of labor” as the aim of socialism. Latewhen he differentiated between free and
alienated labor, he used the term “emancipationabbr’ (Fromm; 1961:40). As a result, he
equated the aim of socialism with the abolishmdnabor. Later on however, he differentiated
between free labor and alienated labor, regardedadimer as the life activity of man and called
for its emancipation. Fromm observes that Marx hetained the conception of Hegel for whom

labor is the “act of man’s self-creation” (Fromn961:36). Similarly, for Marx labor is an activity



in and of itself, not something to be changed iateommodity which is its perversion and
degeneration.

According to a passage quoted form ‘Capital’ byrrng, labor for Marx is a process in which both
nature and man take part. Man who is part of natlisénguishes himself from and opposes
himself to nature in order to secure the fruitsnafure in a form suitable for his desires. This
interaction with the external world changes natumd transforms the nature of man as well. Thus,
labor is a process in which man, in his own willautonomy, begins to interact with nature and
shapes and control the material relations he hasnaiture “labor is the self expression of man, an
expression of his individual physical and mentalvers. In this process of genuine activity man
develops himself, becomes himself: work is not aniyeans to an end — the product — but an end
in itself, the meaningful expression of human epehgnce work is enjoyable” (Fromm, 1961:41-
42). Thus, as free activity, the significance didais equal with the realization of the essence of
man. But labor is changed into unfree, forced s #lienated labor when it is reduced to a
commodity, into a means for the self preservatibman. The result is the alienation of man from
himself, other human beings, his species being,ratdre. Thus, the alteration and estrangement
of man.

2.2 The Idea of Alienation in Marx

According to Frederic Bender the idea of alienat®aone of the three pillars on the basis of which
the whole philosophy of Marx is formed. In combinatwith a critique of practical life which is
based on capitalistic mode of production, and &cahdritique of Western philosophy, the ethical
argument, according to which Marx condemned anjespthat alienates man from his nature and
sought to replace it by one in which man fully ieahis potential, is the principle of the thought
Marx that guides the entire movement of his phidgo The same is true for Erich Fromm.
Fromm says that “the central theme of Marx is ta@gformation of alienated, meaningless labor
into productive, free labor” (Fromm, 1961:43).

Marx’s idea of alienation is expounded in the ‘Bedphic and Economic manuscripts’ together
with the idea of human nature and the over-cominglienation in communism as a condition for

the actualization of genuine human existence. latvibllows, we would discuss Marx’s idea of

alienation focusing on its meaning, i.e. what ai®@n means for Marx, its relation with concepts
such as objectification and reification, and itaszs as well as different manifestations.



Marx begins the analysis of alienated labor byssiregy the failure of political economy to explain
the emergence of private property and related itikascapital, labor, exchange, competition...
etc. The causes reside in the method of politicahemy which assumes as a fact what it should
have explained. As a result, Marx claims, rathentla primordial condition, the analysis of
alienated labor shall begin from a contemporaryneoaac fact. This fact is the increasing
destitution of the worker in proportion to the ambof objects he produces. Through the analysis
of this fact, Marx delineates the causes of aleth&abor in which lies the cause as well as feature
of the alienation of man.

Marx says that the more the worker produces theeHesbecome himself. The worker becomes the
cheapest commodity when he produces more and rfibne. devaluation of the human world
increases in direct relation with the increasehm value of the world of things” (Marx, 1961:71).
This devaluation of the human world is the workddss of self and reality as the result of the
product or labor. The product of labor, accordiagMarx, is the actualization of labor. It is the
objectification of labor. However, the conditiorettvorker is found is such that objectification, the
inscription of labor in an object and its presaptain a particular and definite form, appears ¢o b
the loss of the object. “This fact simply implidgt the object produced by labor, its product, now
stands opposed to it as an alien being, as a podependent of the producer... The performance
of work appears in the sphere of political as @atrdgn of worker, objectification as a loss and

servitude to the object, and appropriation as atien” (Ibid, 71).

According to Marx the worker in the product of labor does not only aim at the objectification of
labor, its becoming of an object. The object doetsamly exist external to the worker but exists
autonomously and confronting the workers. It idargger under his control. Rather the object rules
over and opposes the worker as an alien being. liflehevhich he has given to the object sets itself
against him as an alien and hostile force (Ibig, A2 a result, the worker is destituted to thenpoi
of starvation. In capitalist mode of productiorg tlorker risked not only the means of his physical
existence but also the means of his life activitge reason is the alien character of the relation
between the worker and the product of his labors Threlationship of the worker to the external
world of objects i.e. to nature “as an alien andti®world” (Ibid, 72).



Now it is obvious that the worker creates everyghty means of nature. Marx says that without
nature the worker can produce nothing. Natureasnieans of his production in two senses. First,
nature provides what is necessary for his physigmtence. Existing without nature, without what
nature provides, is unthinkable. In the secondesamsture is the material upon which labor can be
exercised, be creative and alive. Without natwaeot, which is so essential for the activity of man
would be non-existent. Marx argues that the morae appropriates and exploit nature, it becomes
less the source of both his physical existencetlam@xercise of his labor. Since the exploitatibn o
nature necessarily leads to its diminishing, thekeowill be unable to interact with it directly én
will be forced to accept work. He is forced to elrea means of his existence by selling his labor.
The direct result of which is that he has becomeeker for the sake of preserving his life. This
reduction of labor into a commodity, Marx saysthe enslavement of the worker in to the product
of labor. For, from now on, he is unable to contt@ object of labor and no longer to produce in
labor freely. “The culmination of this enslavemeigsthat he can only maintain himself as a
physical subject so far as he is a worker, anditligbnly as a physical subject that he is a vwork

(Ibid, 72). That means not as a free and univdrsiilg i.e-species being.

This alien character of the relationship betweenvibrker and the product of this labor is only the
result of a much fundamental alien relation. Tkishie relation of the worker with the activity of
production itself. Marx underlines that how coulee tworker be alienated from the product of
labor, unless he is alienated in the activity afdarction itself? Since the product is the finabfy

the production activity, it is the summary of tHiemation in production. “Production itself must be

active alienation — the alienation of activity ahé activity of alienation” (lbid, 73).

According to Marx the alienation of the worker iroguction is constituted by the fact that he is
lost. When he is at work he does not feel himselb¢ alive or at home. Self- denial, a feeling of
misery, physical and mental mortifications are aehkgeristics of the worker when he is in the
activity of production. Since his work is not votary, since work, rather than being done for
satisfying a need, is reduced to a means for thisfaaion of other needs, its alien character is
evident in the fact that it is abandoned like egpwhen there is no direct compulsion to do. In
short, the alien character of forced labor is dtutsd in the fact that it is not part of the intalg

nature of the worker, i.e. it is external to therkey. In addition to the above features the exferna

character of work, according to Marx, is evidentha fact that work belongs not to the worker but



to someone else. In that the worker himself, ag Eshe is at work, is not his own rather belongs

or is owned by someone else, the capitalist.

As a result, Marx says that man is estranged toeittent that he feels himself to be alive and
active only during consumption and procreation. Sehactivities which are in fact truly human
degenerate into animal functions. For they arersg¢p@ from other human functions since what is
of human is lost. Man finds himself in his animah€tions and the distinction between the two has
become insignificant. This de-generation, estrareggms the overall result of the alienation of
man in the activity of production. The cause is #tien and external character of work and the
result the degeneration of man. The relationshighef worker to the activity of production,

according to Marx, is

“... the relationship of the worker to him self ageal being, activity as something

alien, and not belonging to him, activity as suffgr(passivity) physical and mental

energy of the worker, his personal life (for whalife but activity?) or an activity

which is directed against himself, independent iof Bnd not belonging to him.

This is self — alienation against the above memitibalienation of the thing” (ibid,

77).
In this passage is also vividly exposed Marx’s idéalienation. The supreme end of man in life is
or must be man. His development and realizatiomspotential through activity. Anything which
assumes independence over and against him, wélt bltn drastically by changing everything
positive and good into its opposite. What is ndtaral good; strength, activity, production and
creativity, is altered into something unnatural dvatl; suffering, passivity, emasculation and
mortification. As a result of the independence amérship of what is external and alien to man
over him, man is estranged. This is expressedsdrfdelings of misery, self-denial and self loss

which are at the same time the manifestationsiehation.

Form these two conditions of alienation, alienatiorthe product of labor and alienation in the
activity of production, Marx infers a third kind afienation. This is the alienation of man from his
species being. It can be remembered that manpe@es being. His is a self-conscious, free and
universal being. The species character of manesdi his relation with nature the condition as
well as result of which is free and creative prdduc To the extent that man makes, through
active relatedness with nature, the expressioffeohhd himself his supreme goal, he is a species

being. The free construction of the objective wpdd consequence of his active relatedness with



nature, is the objectification of his species beig the goal of species life is activity itseligt
expression and realization of human potential. H@we alienated labor changes the active
relatedness of man with nature in such a way tpatiss life is separated from and reduced to a
means of individual life. Man produces in alienakaldlor, not for the fulfillment and flourishment

himself and humanity, but to maintain his individphysical existence.

This separation of species-life from individuakliénd its reduction to a means, according to Marx,
necessarily leads to the alienation of man fromcigse being. The direct and necessary
consequence of which is the alienation of man fraature and himself. The alienation of man
from himself and nature is actualized in his relaship with other man. That means the alienation
of man from species life, himself and nature esthils alienation from other man. For man,
according to Marx, is related to himself throughestman and vice versa. Marx claims that which
is real for man in his relation ship with labor attte product of labor is also real for his
relationship with other men, their work and thedarats of their work. “A direct consequence of
the alienation of man from the product of his laldmym his life activity and from his species lige

that man is alienated from other man, when manroats himself he also confronts other man
(Ibid, 77).

Marx argues that the fundamental and primary caftisee alienation of the worker is the fact that
the production of labor as well as production ftbellongs not to the worker but to the capitalist.
The argument has two grounds. The first is thatesthe capitalist owns the product of labor and
the production activity as private property, therkes, in production, is thus alienated from
himself. Not only does the product and the produrchctivity not belong to the worker. But the
worker himself belongs to the capitalist. As a tedwe is alienated from species life, nature, and
other men. According to the second argument, siheealienation of man from himself, species
life and nature is realized through his relatiopsiith other man only then, that the alienation of
the worker is actualized in his relationship witie tcapitalist. Marx says that the worker, through
alienated labor, creates and actualizes a reldtipnsf another man to labor. This other is the
capitalist who does not work but possesses workta@groduct of work. Thus, Marx continues,
contrary to the principles of political economyvate property is the realization of alienated labor
“Only in the final stage of the development of jatir property is its secret revealed, namely, that i
is on the one hand the product of alienated ladxad, on the other hand the means by which labor

is alienated, the realization of this alienatidnid] 79).



The argument is two faced and far from being clEar. private property is both the cause and the
necessary result of alienated labor. Nonethelessgims that the process is a dialectical one whose
accomplishment took several hundred centuries. Aicgly, capitalism would be the final stage

in which private property is developed fully as tesult of the complete alienation of labor. It
seems that, primarily, external circumstances tlitescontraction of nature forced man to abandon
free production and sell his labor. This is equahwhe beginning of private property and division
of labor. For to sell labor as a commodity therestrhe someone able to buy it. Thus when both
developed fully through dialectical relation oneagls the other i.e. alienated labor entails pevat

property and private property becomes the causesthss realization of alienated labor.

Let us go back to Marx’s discussion of the relatetween the worker and the capitalist according
to which the worker through his relation with abiéed labor created the relation of the capitatist t
the object. The relation is reminiscent of the Hege dialectic of master and slave. Just like the
master who is related to himself and to the woflclgjects through the slave, the capitalist is
related to himself as well as to the object throtlghworker. Marx distinguishes three features of
the relation between the worker and the capitalibe first is that the capitalist acts against the
worker in the same way as the worker acts againstdif. However, the worker does not treat the
capitalist as he treats himself nor the capitafisait himself as he treats the capitalist. Thithes
very relation of the master and slave in which gegtion is partial and one-sided. But the other
two features of the worker/capitalist relation diffimarkedly from the master slave relation. The
second feature identifies the practical mind sehefworker in relation to production and the resul
of production with the theoretical mind set of tapitalist. As a result, which is the third feature
the capitalist experiences everything the workes &gperienced. “... everything which appears
with the worker as an activity of externalizatiamdaan activity of alienation appears with the non-
worker as a condition of externalization, a comditiof alienation” (Marx, 1844:300). In short,
according to Marx, both the worker and the castalre alienated as a result of alienated labor. In
contrast, the master in Hegel has a different@atfisciousness, a consciousness of freedom and of
being for — itself, from that of the slave who doed even have a consciousness to distinguish
itself from mere living objects. So one can coneltidat where for Hegel the slave is a figure who
is completely alienated from himself, and the nasbesome extent since his autonomous self
depends on the recognition of the slave, for Masthlihe worker and the capitalist are alienated

from themselves, nature and other human beings.



2.3 Alienation, Objectification, and Reification
Alienation for Marx is, thus, a result of alienatidbor owing to which man is estranged form

himself, other men, species life and nature.

“Alienation (or “estrangement) means, for Marx,athman does not experience
himself as the active agent in his grasp of theldydsut that the world (nature,
other men, he himself) remain alien to him. Thepdtabove and against him as
objects, even though they may be objects of his owation. Alienation is
essentially experiencing the world, and one seléspeely, receptively, as the
subject separated from the object” (Fromm, 1961:44)

For Marx alienation is not equal with objectificati As is evident from the prior discussion, Marx
equated alienation with objectification only in apdalist mode of production in which labor is

alienated. It is clear that man who is activityezrtlizes himself necessarily. In this interaction
with nature he tries to objectify himself througtbdr. Marx has said that the product of labor is
labor concretized and actualized. This objectifaratis not necessarily alienation so far as two
conditions are fulfilled. The first is that labomust not be alienated. The second one concerns the
way in which man is related to nature. He mustddated to nature in such away that the subject
object distinction must be avoided. This is possihen man has humanized both his crude
natural senses and the objects of nature. Thisinm would be achieved when man drops his
egoistic urges and relates himself to the objecthe sake of the object itself in accordance with

the essence of the particular organ in activity.

But this is not the case for Marx as long as thedd®n of man hitherto is concerned. The
subject/object distinction is inherent in all redats of man with nature so far. So it is not avdide

and its realization is regarded as the aim of comsm. Let us focus on the first requirement
according to which objectification would not entallenation but only if labor is not alienated. In

free labor man objectifies his species being. sljust in his work upon the objective world that
man really proves himself as a species-being. ptoduction is his active species-life. By means
of it nature appears as his work and his realibe ®bject of labor is, therefore, the objectifioati

of man’s species life” (Marx, 1844:75). Thus, foraM, objectification, which is necessary, is

positive as long as labor is not alienated.

When it comes to the capitalist mode of productrowhich labor is alienated the significance of
objectification takes the opposite direction. Thglbuvork and its product man loses himself as

well as the object. The cause is the external amthtural character of forced labor-labor as a



commodity. As a result, objectification would be tloss of the object and the appropriation of the
object alienation. “The performance of work appeiargshe sphere of political economy as a

vitiation of the worker, objectification as a lcmsd as servitude to the object, and appropriatson a
alienation” (Marx 1844:71). Appropriation appears aienation because the more the worker
exploits nature, it would cease to be the sourcéi®physical existence as well as the exercise of

his labor. As a result, he would accept wage lalfuch is the alienation of labor.

One can see that, therefore, objectification ircddrlabor necessarily leads to alienation — the
estrangement of man from himself, his species bamadure and other human beings. As the
alienation of man from labor is realized in hisate@n with other men, the devaluation and
dehumanization of the human world continuously eéases with the increment of the
objectification of alienated labor. In the meandirthe power of objects grows so monstrously that
it assumes objective character and rules overuhgh world absolutely. People have began to see
and shape their identity as well as personal wmlahips through and as the relation between
things.

Rather than humanizing nature and their naturabWeh, men, controlled by the now objective
relation of things, thingnify their relation. saatithey appear to be no more than objects. The ide
is what Marx calls reification or fetishism.

“our own product is turned against us. It appeatedbe our property, but actually
we are its property. We ourselves are excluded foare property because our
property excludes the other person. Our objectshiir relation to one another
constitutes the only intelligible language we usthwne another. We would not
understand a human language and it would remaimaut effect on the other
hand, it would be felt and spoken as plea, as ajingg and as a humiliation and
suffered with shame and with a feeling of supglicaton the other hand, it would
be heard and rejected as effrontery or madnessaM/eo much mutually alienated
from human nature that the direct language of tiésure is an injury to human
dignity for us, while the alienated language of emhive values appears as a
justified, self-confident, and self-accepted humigmity” (lbid, 124).

According to Fromm, not only the object but theigband political structures that are created by
man become his rulers above and against him. Sortha sinks into a fragment no better than a
tool. “It is not only that the world of things beue rulers of man, but also that the social and
political circumstances which he creates becomgsasters ... The alienated man who believes
that he has become the master of nature, has bebenstave of things and of circumstances, the

powerless appendage of a world-which is at the same the frozen expressions of his own



powers” (Fromm, 1961:53). Therefore, in capitahsbde of production, objectification, which

culminates in reification, is the necessary martwel as a actualization of alienation.

2.4 The Final Dissolution of Alienation

For Marx alienation would be overcome in a socialde of production which does not alienate
labor. This social arrangement called communisnceors not only the economic aspect of life
but also the overall development of man. It is thet actual realization rather the condition for the
full realization of the potential of man. In comnem man is affirmed with all freedom and
autonomy. The advent of communism and its actusbizas related to the negation of private
property. By private property Marx does not meayssFromm, objects created for use. Rather the
ownership of the means of production by certairugrof people called capitalists who, as a result,
can hire the worker under certain terms the lastéorced to accept. ““Private property” in Marx’s
usage, then, always refers to private propertyiwitiapitalist class society and thus is a socidl an
historical category: the term does not refer tagkifor use, as for instance, in a socialist sgtiet
(Fromm, 1961:33).

According to Fromm, socialism is not a flight froreality nor an abstraction and loss of the
objective world. Nor is it a return to a primitiggate of nature. For Marx the aim of socialism is
not the increment of wages nor the establishmeregaoglity of income. An increment of income,

Marx says, would be nothing else than a better waga slave. It would not restore the human
dignity for the worker and work. The case is similagarding the establishment of equality of
labor. It would only transform the relation of tiverker to production into a relation of every man
to work in which society would be the capitalish. $hort, socialism is not only the economic
betterment of the worker. When socialism aspiresliolish private property it is not then to

transfer property to the worker so that it can tmproved economically. Rather the aim is to
abolish alienated labor, the root cause of humemaiion, so that man can develop, flourish and

be what he really is.

Man is, says Fromm, the supreme end of socialidmis“to create a form of production and
organization of society in which man over comesradtion from his work, from his fellow man,
from himself and from nature in which he can rettamimself and grasps the world with his own
powers, thus become one with the world. Socialism Marx was, as Paul Tillich put it, “a



resistance movement against the destruction ofitogecial reality. It is nothing less than cregtin
the condition for the truly free, rational, actimed independent man: it is the fulfillment of the
prophetic aim, the destruction of the idols.”(Frorh861:58)

The question is, then, how is that alienated labath the abolishment of private property, over
come in communism? According to Marx, communism, thg condition for the genuine
development of man, overcomes private propertyva phases; crude communism and positive
communism. The first represents the dialecticalettgpyument and negation of private property
while the second is the positive expression ofoercoming of private property.

Crude communism aims to negate private propertyradity. It does not avoid the distinction
between capital and labor nor destroy the rolewarker and capitalist. It extends the role of the
worker to all men and changes society into a usalecapitalist. The two parts of the relation,
labor and capital, are developed to a supposedersality that all men find themselves in a
condition of labor and capital is accepted as thigarsal power of the community. The society has
become a community of work and of equality of wagdence crude communism negates the
personality of the individual in the same way awgie property did. It does not allow the free
development of individuality. Thus, crude communissnthe logical expression of private
property, of the relation of the worker to his lalimder private property in a system which claims
to be communism but in actuality is a disguised emde communism to the extent that it does not

over come private properly genuinely and extendgdte of the worker to all men.

According to Marx, crude communism expresses itgeltwo forms. The first is a form of
universal envy which attempts to reduce and leeglrdeverything into a common level. General
or universal property, which is now the aim of e@ubmmunism, is opposed to individual private
property. The aim is the negation and reductioarof individual private property which exceeds
the common level set by crude communism. The seisoticht the power of private property grows
out of control in such a way that it tends to dmgteverything incapable of being possessed as
private property. Talent and sentiment can be rapat. Marx argues that the evidence for how
insignificant the appropriation of crude communibes in its destruction of the world of culture

and civilization.



More than anything else the destructive effectratle communism is shown, claims Marx, in its
attempt to own collectively what is exclusively v@aie: marriage. Crude communism opposes
marriage with a community of women according toakhivomen become communal and common
property. For Marx this aim of possessing womarectively is an evidence for its crude and
unreflective character. It is the expression ofitlimite degradation of man, laments Marx. If man
interchanges his personal and individual relatiaih & single woman by that in which he is related
to a community of women, it is the indication oétbomplete alienation of man from his species
being. For, according to Marx, the relation of méth a women is the most immediate, necessary,
and natural relation a man can have with other mubeng. It is the reflection of the degree to
which nature has become human nature to man aed/ersa. Since the relation of man to woman
is the integral part of his nature, man’s natupacses relationship is demonstrated in it. Ther@xte
to which man has become man, has become a gemenes being is revealed in marriage. Thus,
to the extent that crude communism attempts to teegearriage, it is the representation of the
perversion of humanity.

“The relation of man to woman is the most natumehtion of human being

to human being. It indicates, therefore, how fammanatural behavior has

become human, and how far his human essence hasnbea natural

essence for him, how far his human nature has beawmeture for him. It

also shows how far man’s needs have become humads,nend

consequently how far the other person, as a persags,become one of his

needs, and to what extent he is in his individuxatence at the same time a

social being. The first positive announcement a¥gbe property, crude

communism, is therefore, only a phenomenal forthefinfamy of private
property representing itself as positive commun(tiid, 88-89).

Marx says that what would follow crude communism,ita more developed form of expression,
even if it is conscious of being the overcominglénation and the return of man to himself, and
also is able to abolish the state, is influenceatrolled and debased by private property. As long
as the developed form of crude communism has ndemstood the positive nature of private
property, especially in relation to marriage anel tluman nature of needs, it would not be able to
reconstitute man properly. Marx argues that it gessped the concept but not the essence of
private property. That means, for the genuine &eateoon of communism, the proper
understanding of the positive nature of privatepprty is essential. In addition, the overcoming of

private property must entail and be accompaniedhbyhumanization of both nature the natural



behavior of man. Marx says of communism as the owering of alienation and all the conflicts of
life as a result of alienated labor, and as a dawdifor the full and real actualization of human
potential in the necessary progress of historyhgvis:
“Communism is the positive abolition of private peoty, of human self-alienation,
and thus the real appropriation of human natureotigh and for man. It is,
therefore, the re turn of man to himself as a dodia. really human, being, a
complete and conscious return which assimilates th# wealth of previous
development, communism as a fully developed n&orals humanism and as a
fully developed humanism is naturalism. It is thefirdtive resolution of the
antagonism between man and nature, existence amthes, between objectification
and self-affirmation, between freedom and necesdigtween individual and

species. It is the solution of the riddle of higtand knows itself to be this solution”
(Marx, 1844:89).

If communism is the overcoming of alienation aneé tleturn of man to himself through the
positive abolition of private property, then, ingfabolition lies the solution for all oppositidaut,
how? How is the opposition between essence anteekss, freedom and necessity, objectification
and self-affirmation, man and nature, individuat apecies, man be reconciled? How does the
positive abolition of private property entail theconciliation? And, what does Marx mean by a

positive abolition of private property?

For Marx the development towards communism is arabhBind necessary process. The necessity
is, according to him, contained in the nature a¥gie property itself. Just like alienated labor
caused private property, private property wouldagrmommunism. For Marx all the development
of the objective world is constituted in and can d&@eplained from the view point of the
development of the economic system. All the segmentthe objective world like religion, the
family, the state, law, morality, science, art .c,athich expresses the alienation of man and in
which man is alienated, are particular manifestegtiof production and fall under its general law.
Thus, when private property is abolished, man wadrcome alienation and return to himself
from all these forms of both production and ali@rat “Religion, the family, the state, law,
morality, science, art, etc are only particulamisrof production and come under its general law.
The positive super session of private propertyhasappropriation of human life is therefore the
positive suppression of all alienation and therretaf man from religion, the family, the state, etc
to his human i.e. social life” (Ibid, 90). The ké&y the over coming of alienation as well as the

return of man to himself, thus, is social life.



For Marx activity, mind, free labor, the human sigance of nature and the significance of man
for himself as well as others ... all gain their eegeas well as their human worth in being social.
Society, according to Marx, must not be understoogpposition to individual life. Individual life
itself is the expression of social life. There is difference, let a lone opposition, between
individual life and species life. As a result, ldentifies, through society, man and nature as one.
“Thus society is the accomplished union of man wigtture, the veritable resurrection of nature,
the realized naturalism of man and the realized dmasm of nature” (Ibid, 91). This seems an
idealist and abstract claim for Marx who criticizége whole tradition of Western philosophy as
idealist and abstract. He further claims that ofividual life species life is affirmed and spediés
ascertains itself in species consciousness ants@dsa thinking being universally. Though man is
a particular individual he is also the whole whosadjectivity, experience and thought, is the
expression of society. This seems a reference ggelHer whom the life of the individual is the
realization and expression of spirit. Nonethelésseems that Marx is arguing that alienation can
be over come only if the individual is able to idgnhimself with society to the extent that
subjectivity, both theoretically and practicallg,the expression of social life. His claim is diéfist
from Hegel only because he invoked no supra naamtély and added the practical dimension of
life along side the theoretical. With that exceptio mind, Marx’s claim is as bold and idealistg a
that of Hegel. In certain respects he even surpabeeidealist and abstract claim of Hegel. For
Hegel has pointed out that opposition betweennbeidual and life, the element of otherness, is
the fundamental background at which the individiaaiceives himself, develops by separating and

opposing himself with life.

It is possible to see how species life is affirmedndividual life. Because, when the individual
does not reduce his species being into a meanthéomaintenance of his individual physical
existence and exercises his labor freely, thems beereby on the way to realize species life. But
say that this would amount to a whole sale idegdifon of individual life and social life in such a
way that subjectivity is both the realization angression of social life seems a bit difficult to
comprehend. Where of subjectivity, individualityomid come unless the individual is able to
conceive himself, as a particular individual, ipa&ation and opposition to life and other human
beings? One of the reasons for the difficulty ompoehending Marx’s position could be the

always in tact compulsion of the individual, fosiance in the form of scarcity, under necessity



which forces him to pursue his particular inter&stcessity may also defy the complete merge, the
social union, by setting apart the individual freocial life through the inscription of the laws of
dynamism which breeds difference. To interpretditigation in a way which favors the position of
Marx there must be at least a very sophisticatedizztion which would compensate for the
categories of difference and scarcity. In fact Mlaas underlined the role of necessity in the march
towards communism. The following passage quoteah f@apital’ by Erich Fromm confirms this.
“Beyond it [the realm of necessity] begins thatelepment of human power, which is its own end,
the true realm of freedom, which, however, canrffuonly upon that realm of necessity as its
basis. The shortening of the working day is itsdamental premises” (Marx, capital Ill; 945-6
quoted in Fromm, 1961:76). Nonetheless, Marx hddlyalaimed that the way towards the
realization of freedom in communism solely depeadshe identification of individual life with
social life which is attainable through the socation of labor.

Marx says that just like private property is theseus expression of the alienation of man, his
becoming of alien and objective entity for himsad#fvoid of all human sense, and sinks into the
level of objects, the positive abolition of privgieoperty would entail the sensuous appropriation
of the essence of man. The appropriation wouldorestnan in his objectivity as well as
subjectivity when he pursues the object in accardawith his essence i.e. actively not in
immediate and exclusive consumption or in the fafrpossession, having. The human senses
which are alienated for the reason that they séek dbject in order to have it, would be
“delineated” and will be restored to their essemten they are, along with the positive abolition
of private property, related to the object in thght manner. This rightful manner of relating
oneself to the object is akin with the seekinghe bbject for its own sake, dropping immediate
and exclusive enjoyment in which egoistic drives mherent, and in affirming our humanity in
relation to the object. As a result, the sensesealkas the object are transformed in to the senses
and objects of a human being. Transformed in suefathat not only the individual affirms the
humanity of himself and others in relation to thsgeot, but the object also does the same. The
direct consequence of this, according to Marx,his émergence of social organs in which the
object as well as man is transformed in to a sauigéct, and society becomes a being for man

through the object. Hence, rather than being logheé object, the appropriation of the individual



would become the appropriation and objectificatainthe whole humanity. Because he would

affirm humanity as a whole in his appropriation.

Marx writes of the transformation as follows:

“The super session of private property is therefdhe complete emancipation of
all the human qualities and senses. It is this aripation because these senses
and qualities have become human, from the objeetivevell as the subjective
points of view. The eye has become human eye whebject has become a
human, social object, created by man and destioechim. The senses have,
therefore, become directly theoretical in practi@dey relate themselves to the
thing for the sake of the thing, but the thinglits®an objective human relation
to itself and to man, and vice versa. (In practicean only relate myself in a
human way to a thing when the thing is related inuanan way to man). Need
and enjoyment have lost their egoistic character] aature has lost its mere
utility by the fact that its utilization has becormeman utilization ... It is only
when the object becomes a human object, or obgebiivnanity, that man does
not become lost in it. This is only possible whes éobject becomes a social
object, and also when he himself becomes a soeiafjland society becomes a
being for him in this object” (Marx, 1884:93).

The relation has two sides: objective and subjecti¥an as a subject can develop his faculties and
senses true human faculties and senses, whenjtdatiab reality becomes a human reality. On the
subjective side the senses and faculties must aleVedely as a subjective human faculty capable
of human joy and affirm themselves as human faesiltBut this is possible when the objective
world is in turn transformed into a human world eTéxternal reality must be transformed in such
way that it affirms and actualizes the reality ahtan faculties and senses. As a result, through the
object man finds himself and becomes his own objectit is only when objective reality every
where becomes for man in society the reality of darfaculties, human reality, and thus the reality
of his own faculties, that all objects become fon the objectification of himself. The objects then
realize and confirm his individuality, they are loiwn objects i.e. man himself become the object”
(Ibid, 94). According to Marx, the accomplishmerit this second task has been undergone
throughout the previous ages. Especially natuiahse, though in alienated form, has contributed
a great deal. What basically remains is the transtion of natural science into a human science
which, by transforming the natural world into a lamone and making man its primary object,
would realize the union of man with nature and tling=or this to be possible, Marx says, sense
perception must be the method of science. As dtresan would become “the direct object of
natural science, because directly perceptible isnfan directly human sense experience as the
other person who is directly presented to him seasuous way” (Ibid, 97).



Then, what remains for communism to achieve uniertdackground is the humanization of the
senses. Especially the humanization of needs. Bpitatism has created and always creates
artificial needs for the satisfaction of which marifers. Fromm points out that only on the basis of
a specific view of human nature that Marx made diginction between true human needs and
artificial needs. Though the distinction may appearrely subjective, for Marx “man’s true needs
are those whose fulfilment is necessary for thaization of his essence as a human being”
(Fromm, 1961:63). Generally speaking when socialisnable to discern and eliminate those
artificial needs unnecessary for the full realiagatof man, then, one can say human behavior as
well as needs are humanized. “The principal goadamfialism, for Marx, is the recognition and
realization of man’s true needs, which will be pbkesonly when production serves man and

capital ceases to create and exploit the falsesneglethan.” (Fromm,1961:63).

For communism to be real and the realization of g@muine, two additional things, according to
Marx, are necessary. These are that the indepeadgnman must be positively affirmed and that
it must be evident that the contradiction of lifeated as a result of private property can be dolve
only practically. According to the first, man rathtean posting an alien being, like God, for the
creation and continuity of his life, he must seatthature and man is its source as well as
responsible for its continuation. This must beraféd, Marx says, not negatively in the form of
atheism which negates the claim of religion. Raghasitively by acknowledging that nature and

man are their own source and continue to evolvéhein on account.

According to the second principle, real practicatian is only able to actualize the aims of
communism and resolve the contradictions of capitalMarx writes

“It is only in a social context that subjectivisnrmda objectivism, spiritualism and
materialism, activity and passivity, cease to bérmmies and thus ceases to exist
as such antinomies. The resolution of the theaktiontradiction is possible only
through practical means, only through the practicahergy of man. Their
resolution is not by any means, therefore, onlyr@lem of knowledge, but is a
real problem of life which philosophy was unablestdve precisely because it saw
there a purely theoretical problem” (Marx, 1844:95)

For the full realization of communism as Marx cames it, social harmony, argues John
Palmentaz, is necessary. Palmentaz stresses thatbgnand through a society which is

harmoniously united that communism would achiesddeal and live up to its promise. The idea



of social harmony is held by Palmentaz especialycampensate what is lacking in Marx in
relation to the practical and detailed means fer dlgtualization of the ideals of communism.
Palmentaz identifies social harmony with a straegoetween people to the extent that they share
common standards of life that would secure theeroall development and prohibit the rise of
conflict. If it arises, they would be able to solvaithout much loss. Social harmony, according to
Palmentaz, might be defined “as a condition in Whieople are so strongly attached to shared
standards that conflicts seldom arise among thewhwahen they do can be settled by procedures
they all accept as just” (Palmentaz, 1975:427)h&ed standard of justice, loyalty, trust, affetio
equality, freedom, in short, love is the essentiidlie for such a society to be possible. As altesu
of social harmony the society would be one in whadwerse competition and conflicts of all sorts
are avoided. Above all organized violence as a @sm to solve problems must not be
speculated even, Palmentaz points out. All soundesh would lead to the rise of conflicts must
be dried. If problems, conflicts and crimes arigey must be solved by moderate means. For
Palmentaz the key for creating such an harmoniagety lies in the betterment of social
conditions. Since social conditions are held respe for all kinds of ills in society, changingdan
transforming social conditions is considered tothee true solution for all social problems. Once
society is able to attain a certain level of hargjothen, the achieved harmony itself would
function as a source for more integration and fklunent. So that through social harmony a
society “whose members do not resort to force foose their wills on one another, who share the
same ideas of justice, settling disputes amicadty, living trust-fully and affectionately together,

as free men and equals” (lbid, 397), can be acHieve

Thus, through positive suppression of private priypevhich is practical, man appropriates his
object in a human fashion in which the humanitytlué entire race is affirmed. Alienation is
overcome and the object/subject distinction tranded in a much profound unity of the subject
and the object in which man is his own object draldbject is the realization, the objectification,
of his essence. Man is affirmed in all his potdn@aad autonomy. Communism is actualized as a
condition for the realization of man with all hiseédom. Therefore, it seems that Marx is able,
arguing for a practical social union of man andurgtto resolve all the conflicts between man and
man, man and nature, individual life and specfes freedom and necessity, essence and existence,
objectification and self-confirmation. The key fgetunion of the subject and the object in which

man is able to objectify himself at the same tinffleraing himself. Thus, according to Marx,



through free labor in communism, man is able tor @eene alienation once and for all and ascent

to the realm of freedom.

Erich Fromm concludes of what communism would eeadis follows:
“For Marx, socialism meant the social order whiclermits the return of
man to himself, the identity between existenceemsdnces, the overcoming
of the separateness and antagonism between subjett object, the
humanization of nature, it meant a world in whiclammis no longer a
stranger among strangers, but is in his world, vehke is at home (Fromm,
1961:69).



CHAPTER THREE

The Idea of Alienation in Sartre
Jean Paul Sartre works out his theory of alienatiathe book ‘Critique of Dialectical Reason’ the
main aim of which is uncovering the meaning, inggility and truth of history. For Sartre history
is a dialectical movement that totalizes the tatadj praxis of individuals. Hence individual praxis
is the origin and reality of the totalizing devehognt of history. This totalization which is effedte
through individuals praxis entails alienation aseault of the realization of the praxis of the
individual.

We find two types of alienation in Sartre which aedated to objectification, scarcity and
exploitation. According to the first, the individuemust necessarily interact with the material
environment. This relation is conditioned by theyatevity of matter and causes the domination
and negation of praxis by worked matter. Thus, abjjeation leads to the loss of the being of the
individual and his estrangement. According to ®attis is a primitive kind of alienation caused by
the counter finality of worked matter negating g®ject of individuals. The second kind of
alienation is the negation of man by man through destruction of the reciprocal bounds of
interiority. As an extension of the negativity obfked matter antagonism and separation connects
individuals negatively. So that rather than recauy the project of the other each tends to denial
and negation of the end of the other. As a resualh m3 alienated from himself and other men
through scarcity and exploitation.

Sartre expounds these two forms of alienation tinaine analysis of the necessary movement of
individual praxis. Praxis which originated from debecomes, as multiplicity of praxis and
through its relation with the material environmetie totalizing movement of history. According
to Sartre this totalizing movement of history iglialectical progress which can be comprehended
by dialectical reason or historical materialismyonfhus, in order to understand Sartre’s idea of
alienation it is necessary to begin with the disows of historical materialism. Then we will
proceed to his analysis of the nature of need aaxigat individual level. Finally we will see his
idea of alienation as the inherent aspect of theement of praxis and its relation with worked
matter. All the discussion relies on the ‘CritiqufeDialectical Reason’ which is the major work of
Sartre according to commentators like Pietro Chiodi



3.1. Historical Materialism

Sartre opens the introductory part of ‘Critiqueélectical Reason’ by claiming that historical
materialism has an absolute validity both as a mmré of being and as a theory of knowledge.
Sartre differentiates the dialectic of historicadterialism from the concept of rationality found in
science. For the scientific pursuit rationalitycisnstituted in its method of investigation which is
subordinated to the concrete data uncovered, at idntifies reason with the mind as an empty
unifier and takes reason to be independent of amicplar system. In contrast, the dialectician
situates himself within a definite system and dedina reason. The dialectic of historical
materialism, say Sartre, locates rationality athtbart of the object itself. It is both a movemeht
the object and a method to comprehend this moverfiéot the dialectician, it is grounded on a
fundamental claim both about the structure of tha& and about that of our praxis. We assert
simultaneously that the process of knowledge idedial, that the movement of the object
(whatever it may be) it is itself dialectical, atids two dialectics are one and the same” (Sartre,
1960:20)

At this point Sartre is troubled by the connectimiween being, action and knowledge. He points
out that for Hegel the identity of being, actiondaknowledge ascertains the “apodicity” of
dialectical knowledge. For Marx, on the contrarging is irreducible to knowledge and action is
more effective than knowledge. The problem, howgeigeiSartre argues, that how can one and the
same movement govern these multiple processedsslfgranted that thought is both being and
knowledge of being, would not this entail a necgssantradiction between the knowledge of
being and the being of knowledge? Sartre says ekiah if dialectical reason is capable of
demonstrating that thought, as being, is containgtle single movement that animates the whole
of history, this would not there by resolve thetcadiction. The problem is to establish the identit

of being and knowledge with out relapsing in tdeitidealism or empirical contingency.

One of the theoretical stances propounded in resptmthe problem is what Sartre calls external
dialectical materialism. It consists in the elintina of knowledge and positing of being as it is
without any medium or perspective. The object olutht, for dialectical materialism, is nature as
it is without man. Since knowledge is the relatioh man with nature, argues Sartre, the
elimination of man in relation to being eliminatesowledge also. In Dialectical Materialism the

nature of man is assessed from out side througiraldaws which are believed to be contained in



nature as extra human entity. The movement begims flead matter and through natural history
culminates by viewing man and social history aseit¢ension. Sartre claims that since social
history is derived from natural history which isotlght to be governed by pure, universal and
dialectical laws, man and society are reduced #mdsbjects. “... thus, a position out side man,
and on the side of things is adopted so that tea @n be seen as thing signified by things rather
than as a signifying act” (Ibid, 27-28). Man is uedd to a mere bundle of particular reactions due
to physio-chemical processes. And the notion dhtrsirelegated to that of expediency as if it is a
result of a designed test or trial. So that Sastrgs “The advantage of this conception is that it
avoids the problem; it presents the dialectic,iarpand without justification, as the fundamental
law of nature” (1bid;27).

Sartre argues that external dialectical materialisndealism disguised as materialism. External
dialectical materialism is self-contradictory sirités a doubling of personality. Sartre’s argument
is that if man is reduced to a mere bundle of dedageactions, determined by natural laws, how
can he be said to know either himself or nature?r&also argues that the laws of dialectical
materialism are constructed from particular lawd applied to universal phenomena. However,
according to him, no one is able to decide againgt favor of dialectical materialism. It must be
left to the concern of metaphysical speculatiorr. Fartre dialectical reason is possible only as a
human praxis for men in a particular society atdain level of its development. Sartre says that
the social world determines the possibility as vasllreality of dialectical reason. “In short if tbe

is to be any such thing [historical materialismjpt@oduce it and to have it imposed on one, to live
it and to know it, consequently, this materialighi exists, can be true only within the limits of
our social world.” (Ibid,35). Sartre concludes thiugh the conditions which make the dialectic
possible are contradictory, it is owing to theinttadictory movement that the dialectic movement

is made possible.

In order to justify dialectical reason Sartre preg® five governing principles. The first argueg tha
dialectical reason is valid a priori necessarillge® prior validity is not a constitutive reasonath
determines experience in advance. Rather, it igtpeori universality and necessity of dialectical
reason in every experience. There by, however, myaki for the dialectic to transcend any
particular experience. Since experience can nairgtanecessity for the reason that it is a mere
fact, Sartre locates the necessity of dialectiedson in the general movement of history.



According to the second principle, Sartre claimat ttihe duality between being and knowledge
must be rejected. It is true that being can notréduced to knowledge. Since dialectical
knowledge, as a whole, grounds itself in itsellettically, then, it also grounds the unity of lapin

and knowledge. “Being is the negation of knowledaied knowledge draws its being from the
negation of being” (lbid,35). Through the negatiointhe other one makes its own existence

possible.

The other principle ascertains dialectical reaserha only truth of history. The determinism of
Dialectical Materialism as well as analytical remsoust be rejected. For the world would be an
illusion and man a mere object other objects. 8ambntends that it is only in virtue of dialectical
reason that the unity of necessity and freedonossiple. Man creates the dialectic to the extent
that the dialectic created man. This is a conttamicbut a contradiction that must be, points out
Sartre, lived dialectically. In addition, Sartreaichs that there is no such a thing as men or the
nature of man. What exits is people or individuadso individually totalize and in turn are
totalized by the particular society they belong That means the dialectic which as totalizing
movement springs from the actions of individualdum defines them as a historical and social

totality and totalizing movement.

The fourth principle of historical materialism Idea the reality of thought in material objects and
of material objects in thought. The reason is gdmahin the fact that thought itself is a material
being so long as the dialectic is a materialistedizc. As a result, it necessarily refers to attio

Sartre says that thought in fact is only a momdnacation. Thus, praxis is the reality of the
dialectical movement. The praxis of each is relatethe world of things through the praxis of the
other and to the other through things. The out cdigaeifies man while humanizing objects. The
dialectic is, according to Sartre, nothing elsenttias relation of praxis with objects and the pgax

of the other. The dialectic also makes praxis clgpab transcending the object which is given

through the praxis of the other by making the fedfgpear as an object.

The last principles of the dialectic confirms tlesultant nature of the dialectic as conditioned by
past movements. According to Sartre, the dialestiteither a blind force nor a metaphysical fate.
Even before it can be a totalizing force the ditdets a result of certain basic conditions in a

specific society owing to the relation of the tamg praxis of individual. What it issued from



these relations of totalizing praxis determinesdbetent, the sequence of negations, the moments
of struggle, the nature of conflicts,...It is alsovgmed by the structures of materiality, past
conditions, the perpetual interaction of internatl &xternal factors, and the interplay between

different forces. Sartre summarizes the point 4e\is.

“... Itis first and foremost a resultant; it is ntite dialectic which forces historical men to
live their history in terrible contradictions; isimen, as they are, dominated by scarcity and
necessity, and confronting one another in circumsta which history or economy can
inventory, but which only dialectical reason carplein. Before it can be a motive force,
contradiction is a result... The dialectic, if it std, can only be the totalization of concrete
tantalizations effected by a multiplicity of totatig individuals.” (lbid,37)

The existence and intelligibility of dialecticalason is mainly attributed by Sartre to the notibn o
totalization. Dialectical reason, says he, as adaboth being and thought can be said to exist and
is intelligible only if there is a developing tatzdtion that can be grasped immediately by a thbugh
which perpetually totalizes itself in its grasptioé totalization from which it emerged and rendered
itself the object of the totalization. The notiohtotalisaiton, thus, guarantees the existence and
intelligibility of the laws, movement, content, etof dialectical reason. As a result, Sartre think
that it is necessary to ask what he calls the fomesteal question. “Is there a region of being where
totalisaiton is the very form of existence?” (1iZi8)

Sartre makes a differentiation between the notibtotality and totalization. Totality is a passive
residual of a past action while totalisation issa#@loping activity. A totality, according to Sastre

a being, a natural or created object, which, thostgkingly independent of its parts, is related to
itself either directly through its relation to thparts or indirectly through its relation with the
relation the parts has with one another. “A toyaig defined as a being which, while radically
distinct from the sum of its parts present in idirety, in one form or another, in each of these
parts, and which related to itself either througtrelation to one or more of its parts or throitgh
relation to the relations between all or some efith(lbid,45)

Ontologically, a totality has a status of the inartthe in-itself. Sartre takes an object created f
non-utility purpose, a photograph fore example.sTdtject as an inert or in-itself is a totality by
virtue of a past action which enables it to be ttuted as a totality. But since the action hasidie

in the object, the totality together with its syetils unity is only an in-itself, an inert-a residlioda



past action. And as a result of its being in ertdy, its existence in the outside, the synthetic
unity of the inert as passive totality decompostsice, the passive totality faces the lot of inéni

disintegration.

When it comes to objects created for utility pugyasbjects like tools, machines, consumer goods,
Sartre says that the present action which attetoptsilize them makes them appear like totalities
by reviving the praxis which, in their creationtalized them by working out their inertia. Sartre
calls the relation these objects have with mentmp@anert as a result of which they attain a
practico-inert status. By this he means the contihel objects enforce on men through the
contradiction of the inertia of the objects and firaxis of men. Let us take a bath room to
concretize Sartre’s notion of totality. A bath roeth shower, a toilet seat and a sink for washing.
The bath room is a residual of past action. Buarasbject for use its synthetic totality is kepteal

by human activity which continually keeps it fornsidtegrating by the act of utilization. As a
totality it is related to itself through its relati with the shower or the washing dish or through t
relation these two have with one another. In additi acquires it's meaning through the constant

usage of men, but it is not equal with any of #leEments in separation.

Sartre says that without an activity everything idofall back to the inertia. It is owing to an
activity that a developing unification, which givassynthetic unity to the inert and transform it to
the practico-inert, is issued. Totalisaiton jugeliotality keeps synthetic labor, which conditions
the relation of the whole to its parts and to ilf,salive. Nonetheless, different from totality
totalizaiton is a developing activity which contewuunifying as long as the praxis of men is
exercised. Totalization is an act on the practitald in order tosynthesizethe complex
multiplicity. It is praxis attempting a formal ugjtan organization of the diverse elements of the
practical field. Thus, the field i.e the materimveonment is the undifferentiated correlative of
praxis and its milieu. While praxis is the prin@pf the movement of totalisation as a developing

unification aiming at the synthetic unity of thevelise ensembles of the field.

The movement of totalization, according to Sarr@s two moments; that which unifies and that
which differentiates. The first unities the diffatmted elements of the field while the second
differentiates the undifferentiated elements andosp them to one another so that they can be

unified. This double movement of totalziation, acting to Sartre, is dialectical reason itself-its



existence and movement. It is only within the cahtd totalziation that all the laws of dialectical
reason acquire validity as well as intelligibiliffake, for example, the negation of the negation. |
can be an affirmation only within the system oftatation. A determination in the practical field
iS a negation since praxis separates certain eksniiem the formerly established unity. It then
opposes that separated element to the rest antbfds\ee synthesis through the opposition. While
the first determination is a negation, the finahftiot in the process of differentiating unificatias
the negation of the negation. Sartre summarizesntbeement of totalization as a unification
through differentiation in the following manner.

“Within the practical field, the correlative of pxis, every determination is a negation, for
praxis, in differentiating certain ensembles, egelsithem from the group formed by all the
others; and the developing unification appears $iameously in the most differentiated
products (indicating the direction of the movemeim)those which are less differentiated
(indicating continuities, resistances, traditiomstighter but more superficial unity), and in
the conflict between the two (which expresses tresept state of the developing
totalisation). The new negation, which, in deteiimirthe less differentiated ensembles, will
raise them to the levels of others, is bound tmiekte the negation which set the ensembles
in antagonism to each other. Thus, it is only withi developing unification (which has
already defined the limits of its field) that a elebination can be said a negation and the
negation of the negation is necessarily an affiiordt (46-47)

Sartre claims that ontologically viewed, dialedtiogason is the movement of totalizaiton itself
while epistemologically it is the apprehension loé tmovement to a knowledge which is it self
totalizing in its attempt of comprehension. Busstdbes not mean that the movement of totalizing
knowledge is, as a comprehension of ontologicalliiton, a new totalization. Rather dialectical
reason is a totalizing process contained in aiaigl process. Or the words of Sartre “totalization
must include within itself its own reflexive retbiation as an essential structure and as a

totalizing process within the process as a whdlati(47)

For Sartre the backbone and spring board of thecariinvestigation, which is a task of the
philosopher, is the fundamental identity betweenlite of the individual and human history. This
ontological identity grounds the complex relaticgtvileen freedom and necessity as the essential
moment and ultimate reality of the dialectical mment. The unifying synthetic movement of the
dialectic connects freedom and necessity permanemtiey oppose one another perpetually.
Necessity is issued by the movement of the freddizotg praxis of the individual when it becomes

the movement of history. Nonetheless, Sartre shgs mecessity exists neither in the freely



developing interiority nor in the passive diversififield of exteriority. Rather it is alive thene i
the movement from one to the other. The individesleriorizes his interiority through labor
which, as objectification, unties and puts a marnkilee inert. On the other hand, he also, through
his interaction with the field, interiorize extenity. Interiority is the subjectivity of the indigual
which expresses itself in self-conscious and freip. However, it is a priori determined, to a
greater or lesser extent, by exteriority. Extetjois that which constitute or is constituted by
nature, created objects, the agent and others asriahabegins. This also includes different
ensembles like groups and the dialectical proceddta system. In short, exteriority is what Sartre
calls objectivity. Thus, in the interaction betweé#lme two; in interiorizing exteriority and
exteriorizing interiority, resides necessity. Thisa certain level of the dialectical process mefer

to by Sartre as the practico-inert.

In this dialectical movement, according to Sarthes power of exteriority is immense. It is the
motive force of the dialectical movement by coratitng man both from within and without. In the
first case, it conditions the praxis of man thromged. For man is, as Sartre says, a material being
with material needs. And from without it conditionhsn by forcing him, as a result of his relation
with the inert, to interiorize exteriority and netériorize the exteriority of worked matter. From
this results what Sartre calls practical multigyicivhich is the relation of matter to itself thrdug
human praxis which changes inert matter into wornkedter. Practical multiplicity as the out come
of the unifying inertia of praxis issues necessitych in turn severely determines the being of man
and his relation with other men. The following catain summarizes the dialectical movement
which began by the relation of praxis to the ir{#re relation between exteriorized interiority and
interiorized exteriority), and through worked mattas practical multiplicity (re-interiorized
exteriority) ends up by severely determining tHatrens of men.

“Thus we shall never find men, who are not medidtg matter at the same time as they
mediate different material regions. A practical tiplicity is a certain relation of mater
to itself through the mediation of the praxis whirhnsforms the inter into worked
matter, just as the collection of objects whichreunds us imposes its mediation on the
practical multiplicity that totalizes us. Thus, thistory of man is an adventure of nature,
not only because man is a material organism withema needs, but also because
worked matter, as an exteriorization of interiorigroduces man, who produces or uses
this worked matter in so far as he is forced tanteriorize the exteriority of his product
in the totalizing movement of the multiplicity whitotalizes it. The external unification
of the inert, whether by seal or by law, and th&dduction of inertia at the heart of
praxis both result in necessity as a strict deteation at the heart of human relations”
(Ibid,71-72).



A newly constructed village composed of 2 dozensaidominium resident buildings can be
considered as an example of practical multiplicitiie buildings sequenced in a row are related
through the sharing of different resources likeenatnd electricity generator, pavement and
parking area. They determine the way the resider@sThe structure of the buildings determines
the life of the people by prescribing acts which ba under taken in the house and outside it. The
coloring, the thickness of the walls, the directitvey have in relation to light, the open space
between two buildings all affect the way peoplelidmong other things they condition the mood,

the sense of closeness or separatedness, of itientss

The out come of this vast and vicissitude dialettmovement of totalization, history, imprints
man, who as a particular moment of the dialectializes, and is totalized, with a contradiction
with himself. Man is opposed to himself as a pracared a producer. Necessity defines him as a
product of worked matter according to which he irstathe status of the inert through
objectification. Sartre says that whenever thisviddial looks back on his life he finds himselfas
robot reified through the inert. On the other hapihxis makes him capable of transcending his
reified, objectified self. This dictate of necegsiaccording to Sartre, produces “within every one
and within every multiplicity the continually reseld and the constantly renewed contradiction
between man-as-producer and man-as-product.” iBjdThis is nothing else than the structure of
alienation. Through practical multiplicity and owjito the dictates of necessity, man is defined by

matter, opposed to himself and becomes other tgdifm

According to Sartre, this unraveling will show al&ion to be the a priori condition of human
praxis. The activity of the individual is alienatedd his human relations are reified only because
alienation exists as a priori as a structure tbatiions the practical relations of the individbal

the object of his praxis and to other individudlsis in the concrete and synthetic relation of th
agent to the other through the mediation of thegland to the thing through the mediation of the
other, that we will be able to discover the foummtatof all possible alienation” (Ibid,66).
Furthermore, the uncovering of the structural cbodiof alienation would lead to the discovery of
the practico-inert as a domain in which is estaleldsan equivalence between what Sartre calls
alienated praxis and worked upon inertia. Thusfdipwing the movement of the dialectic as it
reveals the connection between the organic anthtirganic, man and matter, praxis and worked

matter, we shall see Sartre’s idea of alienation.



3.2. The Reality of Individual Praxis

Individual praxis is the fundamental basis of higtas a movement of totalizaiton. It is only as a
consequence of individual praxis as totalizatioat thistory is a movement of totalization. For
individual praxis which is dialectical and totakzéhrough itself is a movement of action that
transcends contradictions through negation. Itl$® @ real medium through which matter is
transformed. Sartre attributes the reality of actio need. According to him, need is the first
appearance of totality, totalizaiton and the negatf the negation in the relation between man and
the material ensemble. In this relation which i9Jaivocal bond of interiority” need manifests
itself as lack on the side of the organism. Thekls the first appearance of negativity as a tesul
of which the organism is set in contradiction wiitle inorganic environment.

The organism tries to resolve this negativity lnscending the organic towards the inorganic. So
that the negation of the negation appears foriteetime. This movement of the organism is also a
movement of totalization for the reason that thgaarsm transforms the material ensemble into a
field of possible appropriation. The organism afigdectical being interacts with the environment
dialectically i.e. totalizes it through unificaticand differentiation, and through the negation of

negation which is the self affirmation of the origamn.

Sartre says that when need appears the inorgasemdae is transformed into a totality with a
passive unity. As an organism whose being is &estamust interact with the environment so that
it secures existence. This interaction which isessary transfers totalisaiton and contradiction
from the organism to the inorganic environmentit®&a the inorganic is transformed into a totality
with passive unity. Nevertheless, the organisnifescied back to the extent that it transforms the
inorganic. The organism which is a being with booflanteriority must externalize itself. This is
equal with saying that it falls under the contrbtiee laws of matter. Sartre says that the organism
can in fact assimilate itself to matter and appedprwhat it needs when it has changed itself into
inorganic materiality, into the inert. “The man éed is an organic totality perpetually making
itself into its own tool in the milieu of exterityi The organic totality acts on inert bodies tigou
the medium of inert body which it is and which iakes itself. It is inert in as much as it is alyegad
subjected to all the physical forces which reve#b itself as pure passivity, it makes itself iner

its being in so far as it is already externally #mebugh inertia itself that a body can act on hapt
body in the milieu of exteriority” (1bid,82)



Thus, the organism by exteriorizing (externalizimigglf, i.e, by making itself a tool, an inert,
through the medium of which it interacts with théegnal, is able to attain inertia. A man digging
can be an example of how man changes it self dardo work on matter. The man who is digging
can do so by imitating the movement of the todlslids, he digs: it bends he bends... Inertiais a
kind of force and principle of movement owning tbieh it organizes itself, and unifies the field
and appropriates what it needs. This leads to,rdoapto Sartre, the origination of instrumentality
purpose and labor. The organism has become itshoeams, instrument, in order to secure itself of
its own end, while the movement is made possibléhkyprocess or organization through inertia,
labor. Thus, contrary to the prior transference clvhis from the interior to the exterior, the
organism transcendes exteriority towards integorithe organism is now able to control and
overcome the inertia of things through its own deped inertia. This is equal with the
preservation of its existence and the emergengeaxis. In this latter transcendence the organism
projects itself into the future. The future is it@ad with its end. As a result, what Sartre calls
dialectical time came into being. Dialectical tinsea principle of living unity through which the
organism synthesizes the past and the future thrtug present and identifies the future with its
end. That means, the organism, being certain ogxtstence at the present time also becomes
certain that the future is equal with its secunegdtence.

According to Sartre, this dialectical identificatiof the future with the existence of the organism
as certain is disturbed by the fact of scarcityar8ity breaks the cyclical process by falsifying th
identification of the future with the past. Sartlaims that this break is necessary so that the
organism can become, rather than the end of nekdeson, its own destiny. Thus, the break, by
changing the future reality of the organism in tsgbility, makes the transition from function to
praxis real. That means scarcity throws the orgarfiem its future which is projected as real back
into the present at which it realizes the possibitif its impossibility. This realization of the
possibility of extraction give raise to praxis. Bhuaccording to Sartre, praxis is exteriorized

function or transcended interiority.

Praxis which emerges from need in such a way @alization through which the organism, by
moving towards its end, transforms the materiakerige into a totality. The aim of praxis is to
reestablish the organism which is negated by itk lim the relation between need and the

environment. The movement of praxis as totalizaitoposes a passive unity on the field so as it



can exploit the environment as a means, as aftwals purpose. However, the inertia of the field
acts back on praxis and moves it with passive gamhn its turn. This is the penetration of praxis
of interiority, by the forces of exteriority. Asrasult, a new kind of relation between praxis dred t
material environment arises. That means the midiigls of the material field drive their
organization from the unifying movement of praxtss only in relation to and through this unity
that they meaningfully exist. While praxis, as suleof the unified field, is forced to re-interipe
exteriority. It is penetrated by exteriority to bugn extent that a passive unity, the inert, dotama
at the heart of the organism. But the synthesizimgyement of praxis is still able to workout

exteriority owing to its univocal bond of interityi

According to Sartre, the reality of labor is stripntinked to the preservation of the organism.
Having this end in mind, man interacts with andfiesithe material ensemble so that the field can
furnish what is needed. This is done through thestraction of tools and the devising of strategies
according to which the field can be unified andabgect sought attained. Hence, labor is a totaling
movement whose aim is to organize the means smattain the end. It is exteriorized function i.e.
as need raised from function, labor raised frontdnéds the expression and realization of the two
fold relation of the organism with itself and theveonment. On the one hand, a relation of
interiority of the organism with itself makes thaification of the field by man possible. On the
other , a contradiction between man and the enmisim arises according to which man partially

determines and negates the environment.

For Sartre the movement of labor is equal withdeamding this contradiction. It constitutes the
environment as field of its possibility and negate3he specific aim is the partial determination
of the whole, the field, which would lead to aniffation through opposition. Labor is, then, this
movement which separates itself from the whole @stipg itself for itself. But this separation is a
moment that must be transcended or resolved. Hessitabor is able to reintegrate itself with the
whole, is not even able to survive. Before the w@dittion is resolved, it seems that it can be
resolved in a number of ways including reintegratemd extinction, the separation leads to the
opposition of man with himself. That means whenxjgraletermines and separates the field
through a developing unification, man is conditidriEack by the inertia of worked matter which

oppose man to himself by separating him within feifins



“Thus, he sets himself in opposition to himselfotngh the mediation of the inert and conversely,
the constructive power of the laborer opposes Hré tp the whole in the inert within the natural
unity” (Ibid,89)

When the process of the development of labor reaah#s peak, the relation between man and the
inert would interchange. This developed form isspecialization of labor as a result of division of
labor. It would invert the relation between a maud @he inert by making the inert the one who
defines man. The inert, in this case the machiatrohines the environment and constructs man in
its own image. As a result, the machine attainsnéeriority, though a false one, since it had
become capable of relating itself to itself andtieer machine. Man, in contrast, is characterized
by exteriority. That means man is dominated bynfaehine to such a degree that he becomes the
tool of the machine devoid of any bond of intetyprrather overwhelmingly dominated by
exteriority. Further more, since labor is a relatinetween men its domination by the machine
alters the relation between man as the relatiowdsst tools. This reification and the becoming
object of man, together with the prior moment inichhthe negativity of matter haunts back man
and separates him within himself, is alienationnN&gattacked by the inertia of worked matter and

exploited by the machine. It is out of this thatt&adevelops his idea of alienation.

However, we have not reached the dialectical lav@hich alienation can be comprehended fully.
For this genuine intelligibility a discussion oktnelationship between men, prior to its reificafio
is necessary. Although human relations are comditidoy social, historical and technical milieus,
Sartre claims that, referring to Marx, human relasi must be differentiated from any mode they
might take in a specific society in which they danalienated and reified. The point is that social
and historical conditions do not generate the iglabetween men. They only determine its
specific content. The cause and foundation of ¢etion between men is human relation itself. As
such labor is not the foundation rather presuppasedationship between them. Labor is only a
specific organization of this relationship. So g¥eing, from the constitution of a group to the
organization of society, follows from the primarglations of men. “The relation which have
established themselves between those initially raggéd objects, men, were not products of
problems of the organization and division of la@n the contrary, the very possibility of a group

or society being constituted depends on the perntawtuality of the human relations” (Ibid,96)



For Sartre the relation between men is, surelglation of exteriority. But it is only the relatiaf

the exteriorization, reification, of the objectiveation of interiority. To the extent that the des

of exteriority determine it, it also transcendsnthigom within. It is not a mere outcome of social
and technical conditions. According to Sartre,ufrtans were mere results of certain conditions, it
would be difficult to say that they are reified.idtreifOied because it is primarily a free aciyia
project which attempts to transcend particulardnisal conditions. “... men make history to the
extent that it makes them. This means that relatibatween men are always the dialectical
consequences of their activity precisely to theeeitthat they arise as a transcendence of

dominating and institutionalized human relation§id,97)

So the human relation is a dialectical relation aihaccompanies and is accompanied by the
individuals’ relation to materiality both within enexternal to him. According to Sartre, this
relation is not a potential which exists in evernedout realized in few. This would make it a
subjective disposition liable to external forces its realization. It is rather the integral paft o
humans the possibility of which is related to evétyng human. Viewed from this perspective
isolation or a particular oppressive relation, fmyween a master and a slave, is a particular
realization of this relation. “Human relations’ anefact inter-individual structures whose common
bond is language and which actually exist at evaogynent of History” (Ibid,99). Different from
language as inert totality or a developing tangéion, the relation between men, when it is
reduced to the actualized relation of men who iared together, is neither totality nor totalisatio

It is, according to Sartre, a constantly changurgimited spread of reciprocities “It is a changing
indefinite dispersal of reciprocities” (Ibid,1000his indefinite dispersal of reciprocities rests on
two elementary forms of relations: duality and itin Whatever the case, reciprocity is the

foundation of relation between men.

Reciprocity

Reciprocity is a binary relation or a relation beem two men in which they recognize each other
mutually. It is the actualization of a relation whj though it appears at a particular time, happens
as if it has existed always. For example, a ratatietween two men who share a taxi happened at
that particular moment. But it is the actualizatimina relation which has existed for eternity by
making their interaction possible. The tie betw#dentwo individuals is reciprocity which is given

in advance as a timeless structure of every onee@ed/ thing. According to Sartre, reciprocity is



not an abstract universal link that ties people likachines. It is not either an inborn will from

which arises a desire to treat everyone as anreitskif.

Reciprocity is, rather, the mutual recognition loé fprojects of individuals. The individual who is
situated in a particular social and historical eantis defined in advance by collective praxis.
Nonetheless, through the actualization of his gr&e tries to transcend his being which is defined
by the historical situation. This praxis of theiindual as a project of transcendence demands
recognition from the other who in-turn seeks thmeaecognition. So reciprocity is a concrete
bond between men who have ends projected intoutiseef Thus, the individual praxis is the sole
factor in determining the bond of reciprocity. Tlgbuits content is already determined by
collective praxis and the material ensemble to Wwhit belongs, individual praxis, as the
actualization of the project at hand, determines ghrticular bond of reciprocity each has with
everyone. It is from the point of view of the prcfj@f each that the humanity and personality of

every one is assessed and recognized.

Thus, it is easy to see that reciprocity is in catliopposition to alienation and reification.
However, according to Sartre, it does not saveviddals from alienation and reification. The first
reason is that reciprocity is mediated by workedtenawhich as a foundation of institutions that
define men in advance, conditions reciprocity. Bhiger reason lies in the fact that reciprocity is
not a relation in which men regard each other as.e8ince man is a material being concerned
with the future he does not even regard himseldrasnd. For the sake of safe guarding the future
he works on matter by changing himself into a medise aim is the transcendence of man
towards the world through objectification. Then,nmas his own end is the other that he will
become in the future. “Consequently, insofar as pngject is a transcendence of the present
towards the future, and of myself towards the worlalways treat myself as a means and can not
treat the other as an end” (Ibid,112)

Thus, alienation is not even far from reciprocithieh is its fundamental opposite. This can be
seen in the structure of reciprocity which, throuighrealization, makes an alienating relationship
possible. The structure of reciprocity has four svay realization which finally would lead to

conceiving the other as an object. The first ig fbat like me the other is also the means of his

own transparent project. Secondly, the individualrecognizing the other as a praxis tries to



incorporate him in his own developed totalizaitdihe third point is that the recognition of the
other in his march towards his own goal is conativrethe same way as | conceive mine, and

finally, |1 consider myself as his means and objant vice versa.

On this basis Sartre differentiates between negatwnd positive reciprocities. In positive
reciprocity, individuals make themselves the meainthe project of the other in order to become
their own means in their respective project. Thal gan be a shared one or a separated one. When
it comes to negative reciprocity the individual,iltserving the other, refuses to see himself as a
means in the project of the other and in factstteeuse that service into a trap by means of which
the other is changed in to a means. This, accortingartre, is a struggle in which men try to
manipulate each other by reducing themselves im@ans in the project of the other. So that they
can delude the other and make him their own mdauisthe struggle is not, Sartre points out, a
combat to death as Hegel claimed. Here Sartre seéenmterpret Hegel saying that the clash
between two self-consciousnesses is a struggléiohwone seeks not the mere defeat of the other
SO as to gain its recognition rather its death. tBetjust like Sartre, the struggle for Hegel is a
combat, tough fought till death, it is not the deat the other but a recognition from the defeated
other that self consciousnesses seeks. Thus dt ithe death of the other that the individual seeks
Rather, the manipulation and destruction of thggetoof the other is a means for the success of
one’s project the possibility of which is negatiywealetermined by scarcity of some sort. That
means, matter mediating between the projects aftbendividuals made antagonism and struggle
inevitable. Thus, reciprocity, through scarcity ahé negativity of matter, entailed alienation in

which men refuse to recognize the project of theeoand in fact treat the other as an object.

In order to demonstrate the point we can look at fithumane relations emerge out of their
humane counter part. According to Sartre, sinceyesert of relationship relies on the bonds of
reciprocity, even the relation between a capitaist an exploited laborer emerges out of it. For
the relation to be possible each must recognizeapily the free individuality of the other. Sartre
says that on the part of the capitalist their agigeés based the recognition of the freedom of the
laborer who accordingly, agreed to work freely. iRexcal relationship even holds for the relation
between master and salve. Though the master napécidy makes a recognition of either the
freedom or humanity of the slave, an implicitly @gaition is betrayed by his denial and every
attempt to deprive the slave the means of develapritas only because the master knows that the



slave is capable of human flourishement that hesavery measure to inhibit any means towards
that end. Though the m aster-slave relation seeansfetched, the point is that inhumane
relationships develop out of their human countettspalhus, reciprocity engenders alienation
through the constraint of scarcity. However, it s made clear that reciprocity is not the cause.
Rather, the negativity of matter is so monstrow theven changes reciprocal relationship in to
relations which are alienated. The fundamentalityakenation is, therefore, unmasked by its

destructive effects on reciprocity.

However, it must be emphasized that reciprocityta@ios the possibility of “dealienation” though
the constantly lived violence of matter makes dgaltion either a possibility only or that which
disappears the moment it is effected. This carelba & the complex structure of human relations
as a result of the existence of plurality of memtHis complex web of relation of a multiplicity of
human organisms, each is related to the other ghr@dfirmation and negation. The plurality is,
according to Sartre, the organic dispersal of dsyas drawing its reality from social milieu,
institutions and instruments. Through the negatibthe multiplicity, the praxis of each advances a
unifying project. Thus, it affirms its project thugh transcendence. However, it is also negated by
the movement of the praxis of the multiplicity oEmor a multiplicity of men negate a multiplicity
of other men. Thus, we can say that though it sionest connects men positively, reciprocity is
severely conditioned by the relation of each tarathe complex web of relations of multiplicities
of human organism. Except for the possibility o&lination it contains reciprocity is, therefore,

changed through the negativity of matter in to aiom@ of alienation.

3.3. Matter as Totalized Totality: Scarcity

It can be remembered that the human relation tgallyi united by worked upon matter. Matter
issues that initial unity as a result of the sysihieg action of praxis which has unified it.
According to Sartre, the relation of men to maiteronditioned by the structure of scarcity. Every
determination of matter by men and vice versa iglitmned by scarcity which is a fact of history
initially transferred to matter from men. ScarciBartre says, though contingent is a fundamental
and universal relation of man to man through thelmtion to matter. The quality of man as human
and its history as human history is possible assalt of scarcity. It is that which make man what i

is.



Scarcity is contingent for the reason that it isgdble to imagine unlimited resources and a world
without scarcity. But it is impossible to imaginewveorld without praxis or labor since the
utilization of even unlimited resources requabdr. Thus, whether there is scarcity or not matter
would determine human relation through counterliypa.e. by negating it. However, without
scarcity the quality of men would change. For stais the sole factor in determining the relation
of human beings to every other and to matter. Bexaf this, according to Sartre, the contingency

of scarcity attains a status of necessity.

Sartre is here envisaging two types of relationveethh men and matter. The first is conditioned by
the contingency of scarcity which assumes a nepesbaracter by defining men as what they are
at present. The other is a relation of men withtenadnd through matter to each other without
scarcity functioning as a condition. What is comntorboth these relations is what Sartre calls
counter-finality. Worked matter swallows human psa&nd returns it as a counter force that
annihilates the ends of men. This is primitive raditon which negates men by contradicting their
end. As a result human history appears as non-hunsdory. For the totalizing movement of

history tends towards the negation of man. “Histaty this level, has a fearful and depressing
meaning; it appears as though what unties men igen demonic negation, taking away their
substance, that is to say, their labor, and retgriti against all men in the form of active inertia

and totalisation by extermination” (Ibid,123)

Sartre coins scarcity with the possibility of huntastory. But this is not equal with saying thag, h
claims, the possibility of all history is determthby scarcity. Scarcity determine the possibility o
human history and is, as such, its basis. But ggaaccording to Sartre, does not determine the
reality of human history. He is saying that scarcét the necessary, but not sufficient, cause of
human history. Without it there would be no humastdny. But for the latter to be possible the
existence of other factors are necessary. Accolgititere are human societies without history. As
a result of the lack of other factors these soeseked a repetitious way of life in which they are
adapted to scarcity. They are able to keep a mimraquilibrium between their need and scarcity
so not break the repetitious way of life which evdid of civilization. So, for Sartre, the ideaaf
people with no history is not absurd since scareitlyich is universal, is no more a rule than the

possibility of human history.



Scarcity, according to Sartre, is the negativetiataof the organism to the material environment.

It is a quantitative fact that marks the insuffietg of a certain resource in relation to the number
of men in a specific milieu. In the environment mare related to each other, to different

structures, and to the environment itself. As ohthese structures, scarcity fundamentally relates
men to each other and to the environment negatively

By changing the environment in to a practical fiefdension, scarcity mediates between the praxis
of men. Through that mediation a negative unityrassferred from matter to men. That means the
totalization of matter, via scarcity, unites mersirch a way that antagonism and struggle become
inevitable. Because scarcity puts the being of maguestion. So that the possibility of extinction
is brought at the door of each. “This means, tleegfthat the first totalisztion effected by
materiality manifests itself (in a given societyddmetween independent social groups) both as the
possibility of universal destruction and as thenpanent possibility that this destruction through
matter might come to any individual through thexgsaf other men” (Ibid,127)

Thus, scarcity severs the human relation of reciprdy changing everyone into a threat for the
existence of the individual. The mere fact that timeltiplicity of individuals means the
consumption of resources and products the indiVidaads. By interiorizing the environment as a
danger to human life, which leads to the annilolatf resources, everyone annihilates the other.
Sartre says though “Scarcity is not the absoluteossibility of humans” it makes co-existence
impossible. As such society is a rationally stratifensemble which selects its dead in advance.
Behind this deliberate stratification lies the couatativity of each member as the reality of society.
Every one has a possibility of survival and no anedispensable. The fact, according to Sartre, is
that every body sees himself and others both assailge survivor and as avoidable surplus
members. This truth which is contained objectivayyevery one makes the individual a being at
stake. Though he tries to transcend the dangere@lzing his praxis, the individual is doing
nothing-else than digging his own grave. For theartte consumes, the lesser the probability for
him and others to survive. That means his pragisyns to him as counter-finality through matter.
The consequence is the becoming other of man dtigetbecoming other of his action. By this
Sartre means that the impossibility of co-existeseparates each of them since every one is a
danger to the survival of the other. Since the damgmes to the individual from himself also, he
becomes the other to himself. The otherness isaowd in and expressed by the fact that each



treat all as a surplus from a strange land whoméats to get rid of. “Through socialized matter
and through material negation as an inert unityn,n& constituted as other than man, man exists
for every one as non-human man, as an alien sp€tied,130). In light of the non-existence of
such thing as human nature, for Sartre, one miglktld meaning and validity of the categories of
human and non-human. Sartre says that even if tser® such thing as human nature, non-
humanity comes from the humanity of man a resultaokpecific relation of man to the
environment. This relation, dominated by scaraityakes the relation between men a non-human
kind. Sartre ascertains that in the realm af@ty every one contains an inert non-humanity
which is the interiorization of the negation of mby mater. Thus, non-human relation is the

expression of the negativity of matter which det@esa man through scarcity.

Sartre works out the destructive effect of scaragainst reciprocity. In reciprocity everyone
recognizes the project of the other to the poirihte#fgrating it with his own praxis. Sartre sayatth
since the history of men is a history conditiongdsbarcity, reciprocity is unintelligible without
scarcity. But the non-human relation brought byr@ba would not exist without the reciprocal
relation of men as the foundation of all relatigestaining to men. Scarcity, as the relation of
everyone to matter, then, changes, through redtgr@l men into men of scarcity, into both cause
and victim of scarcity. It finally becomes a socisfructure that determines the material

environment objectively.

As the relation of each man to the other, whicta ieelation of exteriority mediated by matter,
scarcity defines each man as external object. Bgaatso unites every potentially dispensable
group in to a totality who works to wards the newgabf all but the preservation of itself. But this
negative unity is a false reciprocity since theugras united externally as discrete entities are
enveloped. However, reciprocity continues to existl the forces of interiority and exteriority
oppose one another abruptly. Thus, every one répegjthe praxis of the other only partially and
does this as a discrete entity isolated by the thetyaof scarcity. That means the two centered
joint of reciprocity is broken into multiple dis@eentities who recognize each other as one who is
dominated by the external. Sartre writes “In p@@&procity, that which is other than me is also the
same. But in reciprocity modified by scarcity, d@me appears to us as anti-human in so far as this

same men appear as radically other-that is totsegatening as with death” (1bid,132).



This, according to Sartre, is an outline of thetraa$ but basic structure of the reification and
alienation of human relations. It entails the fappearance of evil in the form of the non-humanity
of praxis. The interiorization of scarcity througte perception of the praxis of the other as non-
human dissolves the immanent bond of reciprocitiie Tawareness of the impossibility of
coexistence leads to the denial of reciprocitylfiteg making all, in relation to every one, an
objective danger. “Thus, man is objectively constitt as non-human and this non-humanity is
expressed in praxis by the perception of evil asstihucture of the other” (Ibid,132). What betrays
the domination of alienation over and against medjy is the proliferation of conflict and
antagonism even when there is no material scartitg.reason is the transformation of every one
in to men of scarcity who regard all as the othet as an embodiment of evil who must be fought
back and annihilated. In short, violence which @ots men now through their separation, makes
the fundamental fact of the alienation of man real.

Sartre asks, how can matter as scarcity unite regatively when free human praxis is a complex
web of reciprocal relationships. “In other wordsjeg that the possibility of totalizing comes from
praxis, how can matter control totalizing actiomotigh scarcity so as to make totalize every
individual totalizaiton?” (Ibid,134). He answersathmateriality determines them and unites them
negatively because scarcity makes the interiotioglaof reciprocity powerless. What do exist is
people untied and separated by matter so as begamirobject or a means in the project of the
other. That means no one can help being swayedhéyirtertia of matter. The developing
totalization effects the interiorization of negatiwunity which ends by reifying and destroying
reciprocity. This in turn would be exteriorized time synthesis of the world which has become a
site of conflict. And then re-interiorzation follex. making the process necessary and alienation
inevitable. Sartre concludes “we are united [neght] by the fact that we live in a world which is
dominated by scarcity” (Ibid,134)

In order to demonstrate how scarcity alters mefalsjfying reciprocical relationships we can take
people waiting for a taxi as an example. It is 8i@ée morning. At one corner of Addis there are
about 25 people waiting for a taxi. Some of them @stless to arrive to job while others have
private maters to attend to. All are in a hurryteiftwo minutes a taxi arrived peopled by 10 men.
At the moment the door is opened and before th@lpda taxi get out, the 25 people ran to the
taxi strangling and colliding with one another. Tpgople fall on the asphalt while a woman could



stand on her feet after an awkward move becausigegbush she received. After a bitter struggle
14 managed to get into the taxi. Ten of them secarseat while the remaining four embarked in a
verbal fight for the unoccupied 2 seats. They athusee another for a while and finally 2 of them
were forced to leave the taxi which concluded tesbal and physical friction. We can see that the
whole relationship is not a humane one in which lthenanity as well as the ends of men are
recognized. They were encountering each otherlatsman entities in a violent structure defined
by scarcity. So we can say that they have becaher ot their attempt to hold a seat in the taxi. It
is only because such an incident is a common faaveryday life in Addis that the visible
alteration is concealed. So that the example shmove men negate and alter each other in a

structure conditioned by scarcity.

Just like Hegel who interpreted the confrontatibnman by man in terms of the confrontation of
man by life as its foundation and cause, Sartre Hzt men negate each other only because matter
negates man. Since life is inconceivable withowt itteraction of praxis with matter, worked
matter through scarcity negates man and the negafionan by man is the interiorisation of the
negativity of matter. “... under the rule of scarcitiie negation of man by man, adopted and
interiorized by praxis was the negation of man katter in so far as matter is the organization of

his being outside him in nature” (Ibid,151)

3.4. Worked Matter as the Alienated Obijectificationof Individual and
Collective Praxis

Sartre hopes to work out a general relation of toamatter regardless of scarcity. To account for
the relation of praxis and worked matter withowalving scarcity seems hardly possible. For
scarcity conditions this relation. Sartre aspikesid so by relegating the mediation of scarcity to
the back i,e he is trying to develop a logical cinee that can explain the relation of man to mmatte
regardless of scarcity. In view of the fact thaidarction negates the negation of scarcity a pe@sitiv
relation between man and worked matter in whickiprianscends scarcity is possible. However,
this does not mean that the possibility and irgddility of history is conceivable without the

negativity of matter. Rather as the fundamentalcstire of existence, the negativity of matter

conditions every thing including alienation.



This, according to Sartre, is the level of objécéfion in which the genuine foundation of all
alienation is uncovered. This alienation is difféardrom and is the basis of the otherness
engendered through scarcity. Objectification whgpositive in the sense that it is the realization
of praxis and its transcendence of scarcity, ie #ie foundation of alienation according to Sartre.
In the prior moment it is through scarcity that taahegated man. But now in this second moment,
which Sartre recalls the moment of labor or manttenawithout presupposing scarcity, in and of
itself, defines and negates man through objectifioa Objectification which is the realization of
praxis through the production of tools and goodsnécessary for man to exist. It is also the
medium through which matter estranges and negaes Inis the realization of the domination of

matter over man as a result of which man beconies. al

For Sartre capitalistic relations of productionwhich the few exploit the majority is not the real
foundation of the domination of man by matter. Ratbart of the entire dialectical problem and its
specific realization. It is objectification gendyathat causes alienation. At this level the real
foundations of alienation appear: matter alienatatself the action which works it, not because it
is itself a force nor even because it is inerti#, liecause this inertia allows it to absorb thetdab
power of others and turns its back against evem. 6im the moment of passive negation, its
interiorized scarcity that made every one appeaoth@rs as other. In the moment of labor-the
human moment in which man objectifies himself iodarcing his life—the inertia and material
exteriority of objectification means that, whatewse human relations may be, it is the product
which defines men as others and constitutes theanather species, as anti-human; and that it is in
the product that people produce their own objetgtivwhich returns to them as enemy and
constitutes them as other” (Ibid,151). Accordinglys is a level in which alienation reigns through
objectification. Sartre hopes to analyze and dslthe structure of objectification as counter-

finality and necessity.

Matter as Inverted Praxis: Alienation as Objectification

The relation between matter and praxis causes epfinality by inverting praxis against itself.
The inertia of worked matter swallows the inertfapoaxis and returns it back against itself as
fatality. This fatality is the opposition and desttion of either praxis or its end by the negayit
worked matter through objectification. Counter-fitya for Sartre, is the primitive form of

alienation which sets the counter movement of madigainst praxis. Counter-finality, then,



alienates man by drawing him into the sea of o#&srthrough the violent snatching of his ends-
his being. For counter-finality to be possible Sadutlines three necessary conditions. The st i
that for worked matter to invert praxis, the neededativity must be given by matter as its natural
disposition. The second is the fatality of humaaxp® which is caused by reasons related to the
physical surrounding. And as fatality it must degtthe elements of the field systematically.
Nonetheless, it must be absorbed by the inertimatter on the last resort. The final and most
important condition, according to Sartre, is thenawnality of the actions of praxis. The actions
must be undertaken by every one and every whedeldserations of every day life. But this does
not mean that they are universal. Rather are ginei@ne as part of every day life in a specific
context which, nonetheless, has a universal appdase actions, according to Sartre, are

numerous, identical, irreducible and are unifiedh® matter they unify.

Counter-finality can be understood as unintentidndl destructive out come of deliberate actions
which are conceived necessary for the continuatibfife. But from the point of view of the
dialectic, it is the domination and determinatioh man by the negativity of matter. The
determination is so violent that it has a charastierof fatality. In order to demonstrate his id&a
counter finality, Sartre discusses the case ofcaljural China. In need of more arable land the
peasants of China cut down trees in large quasitifidhe result of this deforestation is over-
flooding that destroys their lives. The act, thé&ing down of trees, is numerous and part of every
day life. The peasants have to cut down trees &otiiey can get more land for ploughing. It has
also a fatalistic character. They destroy treessimaly and systematically. The counter-finality
which disrupts their life through the destructioh tbe harvest and the village has a natural
character. Over-flooding as a result of deforestais the out come of the natural disposition ef th
Chinese land. We can also mention the counteritiynad over-ploughing in Ethiopia which causes
drought.

Sartre says that praxis is made other through tfigation. These acts which unified matter are in
turn unified negatively by the coming back of thertia of matter from outside. The cutting down
of trees lead to deforestation which entailed dherding which, in turn, unified the peasants from
out side and negatively as a danger to be residtetleing realized, human ends define a field of
counter-finality around themselves. Through thetyuof counter-finality deforestation negatively
unifies the enormous masses who people the graatgslChina” (Ibid,164). Thus, deforestation,

through over-flooding as interiorized exteriorityegatively unites the peasants. The reality of



counter-finality as depicted by deforestation is transformation of the demands of men from
matter in to a demand of matter from men. That rmgaaxis ends up by becoming other than what
it is. It is praxis, through objectification, thedused the field of counter finality which is thédieu

of otherness. Sartre says that objectification hes exteriorization of interiority is the unity of
praxis as other and becomes alienation throughirttegiorization the forces of exteriority as
counter-finality.

Sartre says that men loss their humanity for tlegtlwhen, trying to transcend the conditions of
materiality, they objectify themselves. This losghe humanization of matter which subsequently
came (equal with) to have a life of its own anded®ine the life of men. This particular coin of
Gold which is used as a medium of transaction fic18pain for example came to life as result of
human labor. But it gradually acquires a life af @wn, becomes independent and other. Not only
in its material configuration but it is other pregy because it manifests itself as counter-final.

“... Since it was other through its inertia, through molecular structure, and

through the reciprocal exteriority of its parts,athis to say, as matter, it

absorbed recurrence and made of it into a sortpafrdaneous resistance on the

part of matter to the wishes and practices of nmanthis case, inertia itself

merges with alterity, and become a synthetic ppilecproducing new forces. But

these forces were negative; gold took on a ‘lifat®fown’ mediating between

real praxis, whose unifying power and negativityalssorbed, and the mere

succession of physical phenomena, whose dispelsioexteriority it re-

affirmed... this magical life turns praxis back oseif and transforms ends into

counter ends.” (Ibid,173)
All the discussion soar ascertains the supremadihefeality of worked matter over and against
man. It confirms the essentiality of worked mattéuile betraying the inessentiality of man and his
praxis. As a result, Sartre asks whether a duaismatter and man arises. He also asks the reality
and status of man in relation to the dominatiopmaixis by worked mater. Instead of dualism, he
says, the dialectic is a dialectic of monism actcwydo which the opposite between man and
worked matter is a moment of contradiction to beheed. Sartre argues that since everything in
the world acquires its meaning through social Merked matter is able to define man through
social life. Thus, the world is a world for manidta human world. Yet the universe and everything
in it are material entities. All existence is matkrThis contradiction, Sartre say, must be reswlv
in a way which does not subjugate man to matten b act on matter and produce his life as a
material being only. But he is still and primardyhuman being. Even for man to be alienated he

must be free primarily. Thus, it is only throughdadoy man as a free being that matter gets its



reality. This is equal with saying that man is gianary reality of the world. The following words

of Sartre succinctly stress the primary freedormanh.

“There is a choice; either man is primarily himsedf he is primarily other than himself.

Choosing the second doctrine simply makes onetiavand accomplice of real alienation.

But alienation presupposes that man is primarilfi@ag servitude is based on freedom; the

human relation of exteriority is based on the direond of interiority as the basic type of

human relation man lives in a universe where tharéuis a thing, where the idea is an

object and where the violence of matter is the wifiel of history’. But it is man who invests

things with his own praxis, his own future anddig knowledge” (lbid,181)
We can see that alienation presupposes freedorthahohan is primarily a free being. We can also
see that historical materialism is a monist diateatcording to which man produce his life in the
interaction with matter only as a material beingt B is not evident that man is the primary realit
of the world nor that the contradiction between raad matter is resolved or can be so in away
which does not entail the domination of matter owen. Even if it is through social life that
matter acquires its reality, if man can exist oag/material being and the domination of matter
continues like this forever, then, where resides amthe primary reality of the world? It seems no
where. Thus, it is reasonable to conclude thawtbed is not a human world. Therefore, although
man is primarily free and a human being, as theltre$ the world which is a world of matter he is
materialized and alienated. How man is altered utinoobjectification can be clear from the

following example.

Let us take a young man who works for a certainn@ass firm and raised to a level of executive
recently. He is a regular person who spends hig,tibeside work, in recreational activities
including acquaintances. However, he graduallyssiseiates himself from friends and becomes
preoccupied with labor. He is a hard worker man wianages one wing of the company. He is
also admired by the bosses as a bright boy witlerst good future including the possibility of
getting some share of the company. As a resaltyithdraws from other activities of life and
immerses in activities related to work. He begimsxpress and evaluate himself in the sum he
earns and the expensive things he bought likeaheyfapartment he lives in, the cozy furnitures
and the expensive stuffs like his gold watch andcheyoabove all. After a couple of years he gets
some share of the company. But he is completelptst from friends and relatives. We can see
that from objectifying himself through work he mavéo affirm and express himself by and
through the things he owned. This led to the boddof a self image on the basis of the things



acquired rather through relations he might have.aAgesult, he becomes other. Though the
example is simple and has nothing to do with caufitelity it describes how man is altered
through objectification. On this | can mention avela entitled ‘The Death of Ivan lllich’ by Leo
Tolstoy in which he accounted for a regular middéss man. lllich who led a normal life is finally
sickened unto death without any physical causestdplundergrounds the cause of the sickness in
moral corruption. Though it is Ivan lllich througithhom this moral corruption is portrayed, the
decay is a social one since his life was not dffiéfrom many people rather followed the normal
course allowed by his society. So that the storgiade how men are altered through the very

structure of action, objectification, which detenes the values and institutions of society.

Alienation as Exploitation

Sartre treats the specific relation of praxis tolgoand machines as the subsequent level of
dialectical investigation. The relation is an exien of the general relation of praxis and worked
matter. Just like it, it is the domination of manthe machine. The machine defines man through
demands to which man must adopt itself so as tokveor the machine. As a result he is
depersonalized and made other. The demands ofdbkine, as exigency, are, according to Sartre,
different from expectations. Everyone has expeamtatin his relation with the other and as such
expectation is part of the reciprocal bond of iioiéty. But the demand or the exigency of the
machine is a kind of imperative to which the workaust submit. The exigency alters man to the
point of making the origin of praxis other than de€hough need does not cease to be the general
basis of praxis, the machine, by altering the @afi man, makes him the salve of the machine
rather than who has ends and works for its re@izaf his simply means to acquire his means of
subsistence, man is forced to become the slaveeahtichine which degrades him and robs him of
his end.

The machine through which man is altered is thenmélarough which another man objectifies his
project. This is capitalistic mode of productionvmich the workers are exploited by his very
subservience to the machine. Thus, the worker idenaher, is aliened by the exigency of the
machine. Sartre summarizes the process as follows.

“Exigency, in fact, whether in the form of an ordmra categorical imperative, constitutes
itself in every one as other than him. (He canmotlify it, but simply has to conform to it;
it is beyond his control, and he may change entiveithout it changing; in short, it does
not enter in to the dialectical movement of behdvim this way, exigency constitutes him
as other than himself. In so far as he is charaeest by praxis, his praxis does not



originate in need or in desire; it is not the praseof realizing his project, but, in so far as it
is constituted so as to achieve an alien objects,itin the agent himself, the praxis of
another and it is another who obijectifies himselftie result” (Ibid,188).

The result is antagonism lived by men as falseprecity. The workers compete with one another
in order to sell their labor. On the other hana thwners of the means of production negate the
praxis of the workers by inscribing their ends e tmachine which in turn makes demands from
the workers. Thus, the ends of the capitalist acegnized while the worker, not only is not given
recognition, is deprived of his project. AccorditagSartre, the capitalist himself is conditioned by
exigency which comes form interest as a being-mlet Bimself. The desire for more wealth can be
an interest which conditions the capitalist fromside. But it is not as degrading as the exigency
of the machine on the worker. The out come of théseof the capitalist, over-production ,for
example, realizes itself as a counter finality agathe ends of the worker. A reduction of wage
rate can be considered as counter finality forvloeker while it is a finality for the capitalist.riA
increase in wage would have the opposite implicatibiazardous working condition could also be

another example.

The point is the two fold alienation of man as thsult of the exigency of the machine and the
demands of a certain group of men from anotherhichvthe bonds of reciprocity are destroyed
“To sum up, the intelligibility of material contraxtions within a developing process is due to the
fact that, through negation as material unity wntlihe social field, every finality is a counter-
finality; and to the fact that, on the other hatwdthe extent that all the movements of matter are
sustained and directed by men, every counter-finaiobjectively, at its own level, and from the
point of particular practice-inert ensembles, alfty” (Ibid,196,). In other words, the domination
of worked matter over men, in the specific formtloé relation of man to the machine, has the
effect of both deteriorating man, making him a momaan in the milieu of the non-human, and
issuing antagonism between groups of men whichsisuggle between two non-humanized men.

Hence, man is alienated.

Alienation as Necessity or the Necessity of Alienan
According to Sartre the reality as well as intefliity of dialectical reason and history as
totalizing movement is strictly bounded with praxBialectical reason and History owe their

absolute certainty to praxis. However, certaintyn@d enough for Sartre. Historical materialism



must be grounded in necessity, necessity pointisemegativity of matter. It is the inherent aspect
of the movement of the negative which alters hupramis by a unification that separates.
Necessity is the becoming other of praxis in refato the negativity of worked matter. The inertia
of worked matter deprives praxis its ends by consgrand turning back its inertia against itself.
This happens necessarily in the relation of wonkedter and praxis. And the objective experience
of necessity is engendered by the negative unificatf men by matter through counter-finality.
Sartre says that it is not owing to either indiabor group praxis that matter effects inertia that
unites negatively. Rather, matter which is medidigdhe every day praxis of everyone becomes
the locus of negativity which antagonizes itselfthe ends of men. This negativity of worked
matter is experienced by men whose ends are desitioy it. Such is an objective experience of
necessity according to Sartre. “Necessity appeaexperience when we are robbed of our action
by worked matter” (1bid,224)

Sartre says that in order to grasp necessity abgbgtit is crucial to understand the interplay
between objectification and objectivity. Take foreple the role of gold in Spain in the sixteenth
country and how it turned from a medium of transectinto a weapon of destruction. As a
product, gold is the objectification of the praxié men. Then it become an objective reality
constituting and defining men. It become a purerstity that determines the life of the individual
from outside. Finally, through over accumulatiorl d@ne out flow of gold, objectification, entailed
objective reality which is lost due to its own néga movement, over accumulation causing

inflation.

The objective experience of necessity, accordingaxre, is always bound with the discovery of a
result broader than the intended end of the indalidThis broader result is the becoming other of
every action which always accompanies the reatinatf the intended result. Thus, besides
recognizing that he has achieved his end, the idha must notice the coming into existence of a
result other than his own. That means the actioenmealized becomes other. This otherness
always occur side by side with the realization fagtion and makes the end other. Not only the
end or the action, but it also makes the individiber. For the being of an individual is equalhwit

the objectification of praxis. The individual caatice the becoming other of his praxis when it is
realized or can notice otherness as a broadertsteuehich always comes in to existence when

praxis is realized. Thus, in his awareness of retigethe individual has an awareness of himself as



other and vice versa. Sartre concludes “It is tfloeeenecessary to recognize oneself as other in

one’s own individual objectification on the basfsaoother result.” (Ibid,226)

Necessity, the becoming other of action through dietates of necessity, can be seen in the
experience of a judge who has executed innumecases in his carrier as a chief magistrate for
the last 20 years. In the name of justice he h#éibadated a lot of verdicts which have freed,
imprisoned and sometimes have caused the deatlamy.mie is sure that he has done the right
thing. But it is an every day fact that he notisesne signs on the faces of the men pronounced
guilty- signs which make him doubt whether he isndahe right thing? What if | am wrong? Is
this really justice? Why is that | feel empty? Qnay say that the judge is a free conscience but
also must recognize those signs which haunt himfar@e him to doubt himself. Because the
decisions he deliberated in the name of justicelwhre in fact good, are causes, at the same time,
of the suffering of young men, the breaking uparhilies which is followed by the destitution of

children forced to be raised in orphanage. Thusavesee how action becomes other.

Necessity for Sartre is the destiny of freedomxterority. Its experience is ultimately based on
the ability to take full responsibility for one’stgon. This includes the admission of responsipilit
even for an action which is altered. In fact, beside realization of the act, the action always
becomes other. Thus, it is when one is able tobsdly; ‘this is what | intended’ and ‘this is not
what | desired’ or ‘though this is not what | intlsd | can see that it is the result of my own
action’, that one is able to experience necesbkityugh freedom. According to Sartre, the two can
not be separated. Though necessity is the antistbé$reedom, it is unthinkable without freedom.
For without freedom everything falls in to the rofedeterminism in which conceiving alteration is
impossible. It is only because freedom primarilyréal that it is altered necessarily or that
alteration is effected through necessity. Thusedoen always points to necessity and necessity
presupposes freedom. “... the basic experience @ssdy is that of a retroactive power avoiding
my freedom, from the final objectivity to the omgil decision, but nevertheless emerging from it;
it is the negation of freedom in the domain of ctetefreedom, sustained by freedom itself, and
proportional to the very completeness of this foeed. it is the historical experience of matter as
praxis without an author.” (Ibid,226). Thus, theagnition of oneself both in the produced thing

and in praxis is the experience of necessity thiidugedom and freedom in necessity.



Sartre asks the fundamental questions-whether sxtperience of necessity through freedom is
alienation. He replies in the affirmative. For mémough the experience of necessity, discovers
himself as other. In other words, the questionhgtiver necessity entails alienation. Since through
the becoming other of praxis man is estranged,ss&igeentails alienation. But Sartre thinks that a
distinction must be made between alienation asoggpion and alienation as objectification. He
agrees with Marx who identified alienation with &itation. But it is evident that alienation has a
more profound base than exploitation which is difjeation. For Hegel alienation is equal with
every form of objectification. However, Sartre autious in this regard and agrees with Hegel only
partially. Sartre holds this position in view oattmoment of praxis through which man transcends
the world towards himself. But this is only a momehthe reality of praxis which is and more

profoundly an objectification in which man transdstimself towards the world.

Since praxis is a univocal relation of interioftgtween the organism and the environment it is free
and as such does not entail alienation. But the embrof this relation forces man to objectify
himself in a material environment which does ndobg to him and take the material totality as his
objective being thus man is alienated. Thus, itmigre reasonable to say that every form of
objectification is alienation even for Sartre. Besa the reality of praxis lies not in its passivity
which constitutes a dimension of freedom and catbegeating (It seems rather, its reality lies in
its movement, in its realization, in objectificatjo But it must be made clear that objectification
and of itself does not entail alienation. Ratherisitbecause objectification is permanently
dominated by the negativity of matter as countealfty that alienation is inevitable. Thus, man
must realize his praxis, objectification is necegs&o that he is mediated by the negativity of
worked matter which forces him to take the totabifyworked matter as his objective reality.
Though there is always a dimension of freedom, cannot be saved, except exploitation, from
alienation. For alienation is the necessary resiulhe necessary relation of man with materiality.

Sartre writes.

“We must recognize that the original relation besémepraxis as totalization and materiality as
passivity obliges man to objectify himself in aienilwhich is not his own, and to react as inorganic
totality as his own objective reality... there cannmedoubt that as soon as man begins to designate
himself not as the mere reproduction of his lifig, &s the ensemble of products which reproduce his
life, he discovers himself as the other in the doof objectivity; totalized matter, as inert
objectification perpetuated by inertia, is in effeon-human or even antihuman. All of us spend our
lives engraving our maleficent image on things, anéascinates and bewilder us if we try to
understand ourselves through it, although we areselwes the totalizing movement that results in
this particular objectification.” (Ibid,227)



So we have seen two kinds of alienation in Sartrev® can interpret it as three. The first and
fundamental one is the out come of the negativityatter which alienated man as counter finality
through objectification. The inertia of praxis nssarily turns back on itself and contradicts itself
with the end of man as the result of its deternmmaby the negativity of worked mater. Hence
objectification entails alienation. The secondhe tesult of scarcity which made men other and
anti-human through lack. By endangering their lj\szsmrcity issued antagonism between them as a
result of which the bonds of reciprocity is brokerd men alienated. The final one is the extension
of the mediation of scarcity. It is exploitation alenation in which men combat each other and
deny to recognize their ends. It is specificallpmssed by the relation of man to the machine due
to which man is deprived of his project and detatied to the points of becoming a tool. The
capitalistic mode and relations of production ahd social institutions, structures and relations
engendered by it are the expressions of alienasoaxploitation in which man is changed into a

non-human entity.

What we must emphasize is that throughout his amalybartre concentrated not on describing
alienation, rather explaining its causes and atrest So that we need to say a few words to
describe it. We can understand that alienatiorStantre is a process of alteration due to scarcity,
the exigency of the machine, exploitative relati@msthe negativity of worked matter. It is an

alteration in which man is changed in to a toolparect, or a non-human entity. It is the negative
modification of man that deprives man of his beipmject and end. Through the denial of his
project, his future i.e. through the denial of 8we factor, praxis, responsible for his humanity,
alienation altered men to the point of not recommgzeach other as human begins. In short,
alienation is a necessary process in which memlaaged into non human entities and recognize

each other as such.

One must ask the possibility of ‘dealienation’ feartre. We can see for ourselves that alienation
can be over come as long as its cause is equatikdthne exigency of the machine and the
exploitation of man by man. That is alienation ¢c@novercome by changing this relations in to
humane relations in which the humanity of the prbgnd end of man is recognized. But when it

comes to the other two causes it seems that owvemgoalienation is hardly possible. For scarcity



is a contingent but necessary fact of human exgstevhich rules over men at least up to now.
Even if men could win over scarcity by devising meand mechanisms that makes abundance a
reality, it is still impossible to overcome alielwat. For the root cause of fundamental alienatson i
objectification. That which is necessary for thetoauation of the existence of men. Since life is
unimaginable without objectification, alienationim@vitable. That means that which is necessary,
objectification, is the medium through which mee attacked by the violence of matter. It is the
medium through which the negativity of worked matiéenates men by falsifying, as counter-
finality, their project in which resides their bgin

However, Pietro Chiodi argues that since the verycept of alienation presupposes the ability on
the part of the individual both to lose and redais being, then, delineation is possible. “... the
subject of alienation must be conceived as havivgy dapacity to lose his own being, while
nonetheless eventually reappropriating it” (Chi®@¥@:79). The question of the possibility of
delineation meets no difficulty, as we have seethenformer chapters, either from a Hegelean or
Marxist point of views. For Hegel alienation woudd overcome since the subject-object mode of
relation, in which the subject loses himself byaaifying himself, has a status of appearance to be
resolved when sprit comes to self-knowledge andhggizes the subject and the object. For Marx,
on the other hand, alienation would be over cone definite time when alienated labor is negated
by a socialized labor in communism. So, the probtdnthe possibility of delineation poses a
difficulty only in regard to Sartre and not allowginpossibility of dealienation would be a
contradiction since, as we said above, alienati@syppose, together with the loss of the self, its

regaining.

The difficulty is multiplied by Sartre’s identifitan of alienation with objectification which in
turn is identified with real alterity. “... when Sertmaintains that alienation is bound to alteraty t
the extent to which alterity is equivalent to oliecation, ... alterity, instead of foundation of
possibility, becomes the necessitating element lefhation in the objective” (lbid,88-89).
Nonetheless, Chiodi points out that dealienatiopassible even for Sartre. This is related to the
constitution of the individual within the group-fasion which is untied from the in side. The
group negated multiplicity and makes the individbatak free from alterity by negating the
negation of worked matter. The group does thisnbgriorizing objectivity as a common objective
in which everyone is affirmed with his freedom. Whe negation of multiplicity the group attains



a spontaneous unity in which individuals are relateciprocally through a common objective.
Thus, with the disappearance of multiplicity, obijgzation dissolves together with alterity. “De-
alienation, therefore, implies internalization dfectivity in the extra-individual unity of the gip
for which objectivity is none other than the inteiiy of the group with in itself, ‘the objectivas
internal finality” (Ibid,95) That means, the immawe of interiority is empowered through the

group in fusion to swallow the exteriority of thbjective.

However, dealienation has a character of an ingtadtcontains, says Choidi, its own dialectical
disappearance. The reason is the unsurpassablevitggd matter which annihilates the group in
fusion by forcing the individual to objectify himl. That means since the negativity of worked
matter and the individual as discreet entity arerenceal than the group the latter would
disintegrate because of their necessary negativeement. “There is a zero point at which the
maximum de-alienating force of the group-in-fusiencounters the minimum, but irreducible,
resistance of the practio-inert alterity. Thishe tstarting point for a gradual process of inversio
where in the group, passing from the oath, throoigfanization to institution, falls back into the
alienation of series” (Ibid,96) Thus, we can codeluthat Sartre is able to escape from
contradiction by allowing the possibility of de&tiation in relation to the group, through de-
alienation is a reality of an instant. It is reasiole to say that the interplay between freedom and

necessity is such that man is alienated necessanilyyemains altered for eternity.

Since alienation is the inherent aspect of thectire of action itself, it is, therefore, a necegsa

reality of existence which men are condemned ®tinrough their freedom.

“The paradoxical nature of the human situation lisi$ defined in the critique by the co-
presence of the demand for de-alienation and thmossibility of that de-alienation. This

zero point is what Sartre defines as necessityestidy: ‘freedom’s destiny in exteriority’.
(Chiodi, 1976;92)



CHAPTER FOUR

An Analysis of the Theories of Hegel, Marx and Sare on Alienation

In this paper we have discussed three differerdriég of alienation. It has been shown that the
theories have similarities, difference and opposgiwith one another. In this chapter we will first

examine the validity of the problem of alienatisaorh a post modernist point of view. As part of

the movement of post-modernism structuralism chghs the centrality of the individual point of

view on the basis of which theories like MarxismdaBxistentialism posed the problem of

alienation.

In the second section of this chapter we will summeathe views of Hegel, Marx and Sartre as
briefly as possible. Then we will compare and casttthem. We will also try to criticize one on
the basis of the other ie, Marx, for example, anlibsis of Hegel. Throughout the undertaking, we
will try to develop a theory of alienation whichetlwriter of this paper thinks right and convincing.

Finally, we will proceed to the last section in walinia conclusion would be drawn.

4.1 Critique from Without

According to Lawrence Coohen, the problem of aliemawould become insignificant if schools
of thought that raise the problem are shown to dteconvincing. Discussing the emergence and
nature of post- modernism as responses to moderd@ibohen contraposes Marxism and
Existentialism with Structuralism. According to himontrary to structuralism which takes supra
individual entities (facts) as its point of depaguExistentialism and Marxism are not concerned
with the analysis of facts but the meaning of fdotsthe individual. They are theories that try to
grasp reality from the individual point of view. Asresult, the central problem both in Marxism
and Existentialism is the alienation of the indiadl Thus, the analysis and diagnosis of the
problem of the alienation of the individual chagaizes these theories for Coohen. When it comes
to structuralism this individual centered philosmglh view point of the world is not convincing.
As a result, the problem of alienation is not orfetlee central questions of philosophy for

structuralism.

Coohen points out that the problem of alienatiopagpears from the scene as a result of the
emergence of post-modernism on the basis of staligm. For structuralism the individual is not

the standard of reality. Human existence becomesimeful if it is viewed form supra- individual



entities like language and culture. So that incitmalism the centrality of the individual would
loss any significance. “Structuralism rejected tbentrality of the self and its historical
development that has characterized Marxism, Existiesm, Phenomenology, and Psychoanalysis
(...) The study of abstract relations within systeons‘codes” of cultural signs (words, family
relations, etc) is the key to understanding humastence” (Coohen, 2003:4). This is a clear case
of change of paradigm which replaces supra-indadidiructures for the individual. We must ask
the consequence of this paradigm change for thblgmo of alienation-whether the question of

alienation disappears together with the replacemkthte individual.

As far as | am concerned that would not be the.cadere are three possibilities. Either
structuralism is right and the theories which et individual at the centre are wrong or vice versa
The third one is a case in which all are invalidaling aside the third one, let us concentrate on
the first two. If theories like Marxism and Existetism are correct, then, things continue as
normal and the question of the alienation of thdvilual would be one of the basic questions of
philosophy. But the problem is what if structuraliss correct? What if reality is constructed
through structures that surpass the individual? M/dhis amount to the disappearance of the
problem of alienation? | reply in the negative. ldsg as structuralism or any other theory is not
able to show that the individual is not alienatbd problem would remain in tact. Even if the
individual disappears from the central place healhelthe philosophical scene, it is still possible
that he is alienated. As long as one is not ablghtov that there is no such thing as alienation,
what would change is how we conceive it. So thafcstiralism or any other theory can conceive it

in its own terms based on its paradigm. So thaptbblem of the alienation of man is a valid one.

4.2 Critique from With In
4.2.1. Summary

In chapter one we have discussed Hegel’s theoajieriation. For Hegel alienation is the essential
aspect of the movement of Spirit, especially atlével of self-consciousness. Self consciousness
is located by Hegel between the other two levatgisciousness and reason. It is a stage where
Spirit and also man gain self awareness and seugghttain freedom. The movement of self-
consciousness towards freedom is also a movememtiefation that passes through certain
necessary stages which stretches from narrow sethioty to unhappy consciousness. This



movement begins when consciousness turns formxteenal world and finds itself as its own
object. Self-consciousness primarily finds itsedf @esire and tries to affirm itself through the
negation of the objects of desire. Since desireeafgpincessantly and becomes independent, self
consciousness is unable to affirm itself for itsBlbsiting itself for itself, itself as its own ghas

the ultimate aim of self-conciseness whose esseaction and negation. As a result self-
consciousness externalizes itself and seeks regmyifiom another self consciousness.

In this externalization self-consciousness fadesds its opposite and counter part. Life opposes i
by contradicting its goal of becoming independesft,affirming itself for it self. Opposition
between subject and substance appears for thdifirst This opposition leads self consciousness
to the realization of the inadequacy of both itgeld life. It is thereby estranged form itself gnc
through externalization it came to the awarenesgsoinadequacy. Self-consciousness came to
know itself as a self which is not equal with ielfswhich is both same and other of itself.
Nonetheless, self-consciousness would continue irsggekecognition from another self-
consciousness which it could not gain from lifeu$harises a confrontation between two self-
consciousnesses; master and slave. They strugdkath in order to be recognized as a self who is
independent and who posits itself for it self g @bsolute negativity. Through objectification the
slave liberates itself and the dialectic movemeotild culminate in unhappy consciousness who is
a wholly alienated figure. The slave’s becomingnofindependent self through objectification and
negation leads to Stoic conscious who affirms éi¢ as freedom in thought. The inadequacy of
abstract freedom leads to Skeptic consciousness affirms its self as absolute negativity by
practically negating particular things. Howeves, imability to disassociate itself from particular
things entail an internal break of self-consciossna duality of essence and non-essence with in a
single consciousness. This is unhappy consciousmédss identifies itself with particular
consciousness and projects essence in the beyaad Wwholly alienated consciousness since it is
separated form its own essence. Unhappy conscissigsethe absolute other of itself who is
unable to find itself and be united with it. Firyalthrough the renounciation of action, of freedom
as negativity, unhappy consciousness affirms Sgihtus, Spirit comes to full self awareness and

through it self consciousness is unified with itsel



Thus, form the first moment in which self conscioess externalizes itself to the last in which it
renounces its freedom, the movement of self- comsciess is a movement of alienation. It is a
movement in which self-consciousness is separattdnwitself and becomes the other of its self.
The first encounter with life is the awareness oéself as other. Even in mutual recognition
consciousness appears to itself as other throughmidiation of the second self-consciousness.
Thus, separation through externalization and afienathrough objectification characterizes the

movement of self-consciousness.

Hegel's identification of alienation with objectition can be grasped in the transition from
Skeptic consciousness to unhappy consciousnesgtiSkensciousness was able to attain absolute
self-certainty through the negation of particulamgs. But its inability to liberate itself from
particular things in which its self is objectifiedead to unhappy consciousness as the radical
separation of self-consciousness within itself itee realization of its self as particular
consciousness without essence and separated frompgosed to the essential which exists in the
beyond (But the projected essence is its own whichvit is unable to be united.) Furthermore, the
centrality of objectification in Hegel's idea ofi@hation can be demonstrated by appealing to the
essence of self consciousness. Self-consciousnastion which proves its self certainty by acting
on and against things. This takes the forms ofrdekibor and enjoyment. It is only in its relation
with things through objectification that self comsesness can posit itself for —itself. This
objectification leads to alienation since self-acnogsness does not find itself there rather is
rendered inadequate to itself and becomes the ofhtself. That is why it continually embarks on

a flight from reality. Stoic consciousness and ygyaconsciousness are good examples of this
flight. They are an embodiment of the alienatiorihef self that is wholly separated and estranged
form itself. The self that it is unable to findetseither in the world or in itself so that forcéal

project itself in contemplation.

The second chapter of this paper has discusseddMedea of alienation. Marx’s idea of alienation
presupposes two ideas; the idea of human natuee r@hlization of which requires the free
development of human labor) and the developmemhatf in the necessary progress of history.
When this necessary process of history reachestéige of capitalism man is alienated as a result

of private property which reduces labor to a comityod hus, for Marx, alienation is the necessary



product of capitalistc mode of production in whitie worker is estranged through the alienation

of labor.

Marx conceives human nature in terms of a passomayvement through which man is actively
related to nature. This active relatedness of mamature is possible when man producégely

and strives to attain its object in a human natRaher tharseeking the object egoistically and as a
means towards another end, he seeks the objentesdaand affirms the humanity of himself and
others in it. This affirmation of oneself in thejett by seeking it humanly is the humanization of
nature. This in turn would humanize the crude aainal essences of man. Accordingly, man is a
species being. He is a free, self conscious angetsal being who produces freely and seeks the
object in a way that affirms the humanity of théirenrace. As such a human being his fulfillment
is equal with the fulfillment of all humanity. Thugbjectification is the appropriation of the oltjec

and the realization of the essence of man.

In the capitalist mode of production objectificatidboecomes the loss of the object and the
estrangement of man. This is because labor is eedtie a commodity in which the worker
participates in order to maintain his existence.prteduces not freely but through compulsion and
the activity of work belongs not to him but to amat, the capitalist. Thus, rather than affirming hi
being in the activity of work he denies it and isrtified in the process. Thus, man is alienated in
the activity of production and also from the pradothis labor which has become independent of
him and opposes itself to him. As a result manlisnated from himself, other human beings,
nature and his species life. The cause is themi@gpa means of the activity of production which
is an end and essential for the realization of dd@sence. Since work belongs to another it is
imposed from the external and as a result the woikdost in it. Thus, man is altered and

estranged.

As a remedy Marx has recommended a new organizafi@ociety, Communism, the advent of
which he anticipated necessarily. With the posituper session of private property man would be
able to engage in the activity of production freéle would be able to identity himself with nature
and society through socialized labor. This depemdghe humanization of the objects of desire or
nature in general and the humanization of crudarabsenses through socialization. As a result,

alienation would be overcome and man would redligeessence fully.



Chapter three has discussed Sartre’s idea of &lben@ve will summarize his idea briefly since we

will return back to him in the next section.) Bxitag historical materialism as the sole truth of
history he has shown how the totalizing movemenhisfory emergence from individual praxis.

He has also shown how individual praxis throughnteraction with nature endangers alienation.
This is caused by the negativity of worked mattbich ,as counter-finality, annihilates the ends
of praxis. As a result man is alienated througtectifcation. Sartre also has shown how scarcity
as a contingent but necessary fact causes thengsinent of man by changing humans in to non-
humans. He has also demonstrated the alienatidmeaoforker in a capitalist society as a result of
his determination by the exigency of the machind #re domination of the capitalist. Finally,

Sartre has tried to establish that alienation aainbe surmounted since it is an out come of the

necessary structure of action.

4.2.2 Critique

Marx’s Critique of Hegel

Karl Marx polemically argues in the ‘Economic andil®sophic Manuscripts’ against Hegel's

theory of alienation. He has three arguments ag&lagel. The first denounces Hegel’s theory of
alienation as mystification while the second refuse accept the Hegelean identification of
alienation with objectification. Thirdly, Marx args against the solution Hegel proposes for
alienation.

According to Marx, Hegel’s theory of alienation lages the abstract and speculative alienation of
self-consciousness for the real and actual alienaif man. Rather than treating and analyzing a
concrete human being in a specific society, Hegalyaed the universal and necessary movement
of self-consciousness as a manifestation of S@@otthat he ends up by retaining an abstract and
idealistic picture of man and his alienation. Thisstheory of alienation explains not the alienatio
of real and actual man, rather of an abstract rfiaer. Hegel human nature, man, is equivalent to
self -consciousness. All alienation of human natsréhus nothing but the alienation of self —
consciousness” (Marx, 1844: 323) For Marx, as alteblegel’s theory of alienation is a mystified

theory which is unable to comprehend the alienatioreal human being.

For Marx, Hegel is entirely wrong in equating adion with objectification. Objectification
causes the loss of the object, and entails aliemator Marx, in a capitalist mode of production

which is a necessary but specific stage of the Idpugent of man in history. The reason for



objectification to entail alienation in a capitalimode of production is private property which
alienated labor by reducing it in to a commodityut Bvhen it comes to Hegel objectification
necessarily engenders the alienation of man ofrcseléciousness. Self- consciousness is able to
exist only through externalization. Not only is etijfication necessary in the movement of self-
consciousness, but things themselves come in tstesmde through this movement. The
phenomenal world exists only as a moment of the emmnt of self-consciousness. Self-
consciousness, by objectifing itself in things, m#ke existence of things real and conceives itself
there in. However, self-consciousness takes thermatized self as object or the object as its self.
Then, this movement leads to alienation since @miciousness is not equal with its externalized
self or theobject. Since it finds itself as other. So that iis estranged. Thus, alienatn,
according to Hegel, is equal with objectification.
For Marx this act of equating alienation with obijfcation is entirely wrong. He thinks that
objectification is necessary while it does not rssegily lead to alienation. There are three reasons
according Marx which make for man to externalizd abjectify himself necessarily. The first is
that man is a natural being whose essence, thists @utside him in nature. So that he objectifies
himself in order to be connected with this esseltan is also a being who has a desire for objects
which exist in the external. Thus, an appropriatimough externalization makes him an objective
being. Thirdly, as objective being man is also aject for another objective being, another man.
So that objectification is necessary. However,aégl not, according to Marx, entail alienation.
Because the act of externalizing itself is a natarad objective activity for a being who is
objective and natural. Since man objectifies objeatapacities which he is endowed by nature, he
is thereby not only not alienated but is affirmimgnself as a natural and objective being. So that
the objects created as a result are the confornsatibhis essence. Marx, thus, writes:

“When actual, corporeal man ... establishes his dgctudjective essential

capacities as alien objects through his externaiarg the establishing is not the

subject but the subjectivity of objective capasitighose action therefore also is

objective. An objective being acts objectively avmlild not act objectively if

objectivity did not lie in its essential nature. dteates and establishes only

objects because it is established through objdasause it is fundamentally part

of nature. In the act of establishing, this objeetibeing does not therefore

descend from its “pure activity” to the creating tfe object, but its objective

product merely confirms its objective activity #stivity as that of an objective
natural being” (ibid,325).



Thus, one can see that Marx has demonstrated Hjettidication is the natural and objective
activity of a natural and objective being, manptigh which he realizes his objective capacities.
This is clear and convincing. However we must adiketver man does not go beyond, in
objectification, the realization of his objectiveapacities. After establishing his objective
capacities- whether he does not take the objeettenl as his own essence? It seems that though
objectification is a natural activity, man by tagithe objects created, thus, as his own essence, is
estranged. For he does not find himself in the abjee, he appears to himself through the objects
both as same and other. This is, accordingly, Whak missed or is unable to see and unwilling to

accept. As a result, we can see that objectifinatecessarily leads to alienation.

Furthermore, Marx denounces the solution propogdddgel to over come alienation. The remedy
Hegel propagated is philosophy or absolute knovderhigwhich spirit comes to complete self-
knowledge and realization. As a result, Spirit asbject is reconciled with nature as a substance.
Form this follows the reconciliation of the in-atand for- itself of self-consciousness. Through
reason as the full realization of the self-knowkedd Spirit, self-consciousness also reaches & leve
of complete self — knowledge as a result of whiah ih-itself of self- consciousness is affirmed in
the for itself and vice versa. Thus, alienatiorovercome in movement of spirit. For Marx this
overcoming is an act of philosophical imaginatiomiatr practically means nothing for the
individual who is suffering from real alienationhd individual in a specific society who is
alienated as a result of alienated labor (from axida point of view) is not made free in this
movement of Spirit. For alienation is overcome bggHl in thought only. Rather for Marx
alienation can be overcome by a practical meanshwisi informed by thought. It is a practical

project the realization of which requires action.

For me two of the criticisms of Marx against Hege? correct. It is evident that Hegel mystified

his theory of alienation by explaining the aliepatiof self-consciousness and ignoring the
alienation of real and concrete individual. Thuse @an say that Hegel's theory of alienation in
this respect is significant only as a general cphoé reference and not as one which unravels the
condition of the individual in society. | also agre/ith Marx’s rejection of Hegel's solution. For

that solution is not different from a promise ofbkessed life in heaven for a destituted man
suffering in earth. It even seems short of thatpse since the over coming of alienation as a

result of the self realization of Spirit promisesliberate man as thinking being while leaving his



practical life aside. Thus, | think that Marx igit and quite agree with him regarding these two

criticisms.

A Response from a Hegelean Point of View

However, | strongly disagree with Marx’s rejectioh Hegel’s identification of alienation with
objectification. For man is alienated through obfeation as a result of which he is altered and
becomes other. Objectification is necessary and imamevitably alienated as a result of it. The
necessity of objectification can be established\eas is established in the prior discussion. Self
consciousness can discover itself only throughreateation, by objectifying itself in things and
appearing to itself through them. Or man as a ahtmd objective being objectifies his natural
capacities by producing objects. It is only whemptarough his relation with objects, becomes an
object and an object in the eye of another, thas lable to continue to exist and conceive himself
as a self -consciousness or as a human being.

It can also be shown how objectification necesgéethds to alienation. Speaking from a Hegelean
point of view, self -consciousness, after the dahjectification, takes the thing in which its fsisl
imprinted as its genuine self i,e, the —for itselich is free and posits itself for itself as an
absolutely self- certain and adequate being. Hewetne thing in which the self is objectified
appears both the same and other to self- cons@sesstt is same since the self is inscribed ih it.

is other since it is an object different from salbnsciousness. As a result, the thing marks the
otherness of self- conciousness to itself. And lipgaform the view point of Sartre, objectification
necessarily causes alienation since man takedihg produced as it own essence. After working
out matter, objectifying himself in worked mattenan takes the product, which is radically
different from him, as his being i.e. as an objebich represent his essence. Since the object does
not represent his essence rather is the radicar ahman, he returns to himself, through the

mediation of the object, as other. He is estran@ds, objectification entails alienation.

Jean Hyppolite argues against Marx on behalf ofdHdgpr him to reject Hegel’s identification of
alienation with objectification in a way Marx did an over — simplification of the philosophy of
Hegel. It is reductionism which, as a result, endpd viewing alienation as caused by alienated
labor only. For Hegel, according to Hyppolite, agion is the necessary result of otherness which

is the Dasien of life. The category of othernessaifundamental structure that defines the



individual a priori. It defines the individual faof existence independent of the period one lives o
the particular situation one is found in. Thus, mdifferent from what Marx claimed, i.e., the
alienation of man in capitalistic mode of produntionly, is alienated necessarily. Accordingly,
Marx’s theory of alienation is reductionist. He hdaimed that objectification entails alienation
‘only in capitalistic mode of production in whichHdor is alienated. On the basis of this Marx has
rejected Hegel's identification of objectificationth alienation. But when it comes to Hypplite,
not only the kind of objectification found in cagdistic mode of production, rather every form of
objectification entails alienation since man becsno¢gher through objectification. As a result,
Hyppolite concludes that Marx has over simplifiee philosophy of Hegel: It has over simplified
reality in to the super structure of the economycwtis its specific segment. In effect, this is alqu

with saying that Marx’s theory of alienation is vetionist.

Thus, Hyppolite Writes:

“.... (Hegel) ... cannot have confused the historici¢ration of the human
Spirit with objectification without some valid rems, other than those one might
find in the economic structure of the period aneé ttage reached by the
capitalist system. By objectifying himself in crédfuthe state, and human labor in
general, man at the same time alienates himseatfrhes other than himself, and
discovers in this objectification an insurmountaliegeneration which he must
nevertheless try to over come. This is a tensisegarable from existence, and it
is Hegel's merit to have drawn attention to it amave preserved it in the very
centre of human self-consciousness. On the othed,hane of the great
difficulties of Marxism is its claim to overcomesthension in the more or less
near future and hastily to attribute it to a partlar phase of history. It is surely
an over simplification to imagine that this tensioan be reduced to a super-
structure of the economic world. It is undeniablatt the capitalist system
represents a form of human alienation, but it candly be the only one. Is there
not in love, in human relations, in the mutual rgeition of men, in technology
by means of which man creates and builds his wartd] in the political and
administration of the state, even where socialistiepresentation of the self
external to it self, a recognition of the self thgh the other which presupposes
a kind of separation or alienation which one mantawally seek to displace but
which forever subsists and is consequently patti®fvery notion of the Absolute
that is open to man?” (Hyppolite 1965; 87)

Hypolite here not only naked and repudiated th&éc@m of Marx, but also made what Hegel
meant by alienation through obijectification cleBine self created different objects in which it is
objectified. These include objects for use (toalsl @onsumer goods), objects for entertainment
and communication like language ( in art and celtand other objects like the state. The self does
this by externalizing and objectifying itself inetim. Finally, it takes these things to be its sedffo



be things which represent its being. However, thetyay it by becoming independent, and ruling
over and against it. Thus, it discovers its selfod®er through them. Therefore, objectification

entails alienation.

Thus, we are able to establish the equality of cilfieation to alienation contrary to Marx.
However, we must question whether the real meanifiredpjectification is that found in Hegel. This
is to say that the term objectification in the readaning of the term is not found in Hegel or rathe
the Hegelean objectification does not exhaust thelevmeaning of objectification. The reason is
that Hegel is talking about the objectificationself consciousness rather than of man. Thus, Marx
is right in pointing out that the only kind of labbBlegel Knows is that of Mind. “Labor is man’s
coming-to-be for himself within externalization externalized man. The only labor Hegel knows
and recognizes is abstract, mental labor. So tHathwabove all constitutes the essence of
Philosophy- the externalization of man knowing rethsr knowledge thinking itself. Hegel grasps
as its essences” (Marx, 1844: 322). Thus objeetifon in Hegel retained a meaning related to the
activity of mind in the forms of either seeking ogaition, contemplating ideas or creating objects
which mainly require thinking. Though nothing camdreated with out mind, to take mind as a full
human being is incorrect. There is such thing dabedy with legs and arms, full of blood and
which, by using mind only as an organizing prinejptan act and produce. Thus, to the abstract
labor of mind exists manual labor and objectifioatis the activity of both. Except in activitiekdi
pure thinking, the labor of mind is real only thghumanual labor. Hence, to the extent that Hegel
equated labor to the activity of thinking, whatmeant by objectification is incomplete and thus
does not render alienation fully intelligible. Fibris not as a mere thinking being that man is

alienated rather as a full human being.

Alienation from the Viewpoint of Sartre

We find the whole aspects of objectification int&ss theory of alienation. Not only in accounting
objectification through both manual and mental fabobut in other respects also Sartre
compensates for what Hegel and Marx lacked. Onae hand, he agrees with Hegel that
objectification entails alienation. However, théda which objectifies constitutes or is constituted
by both mental and manual activities. This he dafleaxis. On the other hand, Sartre treats the
alienation of real man in a specific society. Satthe escapes from the Hegelean tendency of

mystification and becomes closer to Marx who ergéshthe reality of the world through the



active relatedness of man to nature, praxis. Furtbee, Sartre acknowledged Marx’s theory of
alienation and incorporated it in his theory. Fstrengement of man caused by alienated labor in
the specific level of history, capitalism, is aion as exploitation and capable of being removed.
However, it is not what Sartre calls fundamentaradtion which, just like Hegel, he identified
with objectification. As a result, Sartre’s thearfyalienation can be considered as a synthesis of
the theories of alienation of Hegel and Marx. laitheory of alienation in which he revised Hegel
from a Marxist point of view or developed Marx foranHegelean point of view. Nonetheless,
Sartre disagrees from both in refusing to accepipibssibility of de-alienation. For him alienation

is the necessary aspect of existence and as sociothe over come.

For Sartre the genuine intelligibility of the worisl possible only as history which is a totalizing
movement. The reality of this totalizing movemeithistory emerges from praxis which is its
ultimate foundation. According to Sartre, Histotibéaterialism is the only philosophy capable of
comprehending the totalising movement of historgl ardividual praxis by means of dialectical

reason.

What is central to Sartre’s historical materialigsnthe notion of totalisation. Totalisation is a
developing synthesizing movement that unifies theerdified elements of the field. It emerges
from individual praxis which is forced by need,lask, to interact with the natural environment.
The multiplicities of individual praxis give rise history as a totalizing movement which totalises
them. The totalizing movement as a synthetic dgwraknt has, whether in individual praxis or
history generally, some essential moments owinglttizh it is able to unify the dispersed elements
of the field. This includes determination as newatithe negation of the negation as affirmation,
differentiation, unification and contradiction asetinherent aspect of the movement. On the
general level of history, the resultant natureh® movement as conditioned by past situations is
one of the most significant aspect of the dialattmovement. Finally, historical materialism is a
philosophy of monism that conceives the individaala material being with material needs and
nature as a material entity to be worked up orrelation to this Sartre has claimed that though
every existence in universe including man is mateman as a free human being is the ultimate
reality of the world. However, we can criticize Barfor not establishing man, who is free being,
as the reality of the world. For the ultimate oueoof his dialectic is the definition and destranti

of man by the supremacy of worked up on mattertheumore, historical materialism is a



philosophy in which action, being, and thought syathesized through the transcendence of their

own contradictions.

Sartre’s idea of alienation is embedded in theizatabn of individual praxis. The individual, for
Sartre is a being with its own end projected it fluture. The individual is also a being related t
other human beings reciprocally. Reciprocity isadamental human relation in which individuals
recognize the end and praxis of each other. Rediyris a relationship of interiority as opposed
to a relation of exteriority which is conditionechch determined by worked up matter. The
individual praxis must interact with the naturalveanment for its realization. For Sartre the
natural environment is an inert- a material toyaktithout its own principle and force of
movement. The individual praxis, in order to precwhat it needs for self preservation, unifies the
environment. It can do this by changing itself iatoinertia so that he can overcome the resistance
of the object and unify it. By becoming an inettia individual is reduced to a material entity with
force and capable of acting on the environmentaA8sult of the unifying movement of praxis the
inert is changed into a practico- inert which isrkeal up on matter organized and unified by
praxis- a totality that is a residual of past psatrom this also arises what Sartre calls prdctica
multiplicity which is the relation of worked mattéo itself through the mediation of praxis and

which determines praxis severely.

On the basis of this we can understand Sartre’s @fealienation. Primarily the individual is
related to both other human beings and to the alagmvironment through the bonds of interiority.
To the material environment he is directly relatieidugh need while reciprocity connects him to
other individuals. However, this relation of intaity is penetrated and determined by the forces of
exteriority-the negativity of worked up on mattBraxis unifies the natural environment so that the
individual can get what it needs. Nonethelessngativity of worked matter rebounds the inertia
of praxis and sets it against itself. The negatieit worked matter is a totality inherent in matter
that annihilates the ends of praxis as countetifynd his is alienation through objectificationoF
counter-finality to be possible Sartre has mentibtgee prerequisites. The negativity of matter as
a natural disposition, a fatality of praxis thatstleys the environment systematically, and the
communal and everyday aspect of this praxis. A®slt the praxis of the individual in its
realization, objectification, is counter attackey thhe negativity of worked matter. Thus, it is
deprived of its finality- its end. This is, for $a&, fundamental alienation in which man losses



himself through objectification. We can see thattr®ahas established the reality of praxis, the
negativity of worked matter and how praxis loseseitds by the counter-finality of worked matter.
As a result, one can not but agree with Sartreéhtification of alienation with objectification.

Thus, we can see that just like Hegel but in a npoogound and realist manner (it is to say that not
idealistically but by analyzing praxis as the ulie foundation of reality) Sartre is able to show

how obijectification entails alienation.

There are two other kinds of alienation in Sarfriee first is the result of the negative effect of
scarcity against reciprocity. Scarcity is a livedttfthat reduces everyone in to a surplus man that
can be avoided. Even if it is a contingent fagtssumes a status of necessity since there is no any
means so far to overcome it. Scarcity creates antaign between men and risk their life by
making the possibility of extinction concrete. Eaelgards the other responsible for this risk and
tries to secure his existence at the expense dfttier. Thus rather than reciprocity in which men
recognize the ends of the other, the category leéraess as the structure of the relation of men
came into being. Each sees the other as anti-hiamdrbecomes the other of himself since he
endangers his own life. Scarcity, hence, altered e changing them in to non-human so that
they are alienated. We can relate Sartre’s idedi@hation through Scarcity to Hegel's parable of

the master and slave.

The slave is primary the slave of not the mastémblife. It is because he is unable to boldlye€ac
the danger of life that he is not recognized evel gelf and become the slave of the master who
on the contrary, by risking his life till deathrscognized as a self capable of negating the attack
of everyday life. Then, if we say scarcity antagedi men by endangering their life, we can also
say that while the master is able to over comeotdly face this war of all against all, the slave
failed to do so. Thus, the master is recognizeduad because he fought and over other men in a
structure of relationship defined by scarcity. Bsking his life till death i.e. by becoming non-
human, he become a master. On the contrary the stadefeated and became a slave of the
master. Though the analogy may seem far fetchedaltes the interpretation of the master slave
relation form the point of view of scarcity pos&bln a way this can also be considered as the

concretization of the Hegelean dialectic.



The last kind of alienation in Sartre is alienatamexploitation. This is reminiscent of Marx’sade
of alienation. It takes the specific forms of thepleitation of the worker in his relation to the
machine and the owner of the means of productioraipitalist class society. The worker is
changed in to a tool as a result of the compuldemand of the machines. The exigency of the
machine defines the worker as its tool and robsdfilms end. As a result, the worker degenerates
to the level of becoming non-human. The capitallsb exploits the worker and deprives him of
his ends, since the latter is forced to work fa tealization of the ends of the capitalist. Thbs,
bond of reciprocity is broken and the worker is anly not recognized as a human being with a
project, rather is made to live without an end ahdnged in to a mere living object. What is
evident in both relationship is the counter- fihabf the exigency of the machine and the ends of
the capitalist against the end and survival ofwloeker. Exploitation, therefore, alienates man by
altering him in to a tool.

4.3 Conclusion

As far as | am concerned, Sartre’s idea of aliemas strongly convincing. Not only in comparison
to Hegel and Marx but in its own terms as well. $tepasses Hegel by working out the detailed
movement of praxis in which objectification entadgdienation. So rather than identifying
alienation with objectification and showing its geal movement, Sartre is able to demonstrate
how objectification engenders alienation. Sartiééa of alienation also goes beyond that of Hegel
in that it explains two other kinds of alienatiofthen it comes to that of Marx, Sartre is able to
show the equivalence of alienation with objectifica. This, in effect, is equal with showing the
inadequacy of Marx’s idea of alienation. Sartreodlas encompassed Marx’s theory of alienation
since alienation is also caused by exploitatiokelMarx for whom alienation would be removed
definitely with the dissolution of the system ofpialism, Sartre also says that alienation as
exploitation can be overcome. The other basic diffee between Sartre on the one hand and Marx
and Hegel on the other is the problem of the oveamg of alienation. For Sartre alienation can not

be overcome.

As a result in this paper, | argue that Sartreaidf alienation is correct and convincing while
Marx missed the essential nature of alienationtd@gdel is right to a greater extent. Since we have
established the identity of alienation with objéctition as its fundamental structure, it is eviden

that Marx, by overlooking this fact, missed theeggml nature of alienation. What we find in Marx



is a reduction theory of alienation that grasps/ sl specific form. When it comes to Hegel one
can see that he grasped the essential natureenlatibn through objectification. But by limiting
objectification to mental activity and the spirityart of life, Hegel confines alienation to a ednt
dimension of life ignoring the main part, practitié¢. We accuse him of ignoring real individuals
and treating self-consciousness as if it is a fulman being. That means the mystified and
idealized nature of Hegel's treatment of alienatidnd also the solution he proposed in which
alienation is over come in thinking only. This lgspint strengthen Sartre’s conviction that
fundamental alienation can not be over come. Afescribing a situation in which man, beside the
realization of his ends, is forced to recognize llleeoming other of his action as a result of the

dictates of necessity, Sartre writes the followivigch we can take as a concluding remark.

“Should we describe this as alienation? Obvioust/skould, in that he returns to
himself as other. However, a distinction must belenalienation in the Marxist
sense begins with exploitation. Should we go batkegel who sees alienation as
a constant characteristic of all kinds of objediion? Yes and no. We must
recognize that the original relation between praasstotalization and materiality
as passivity obliges man to objectivity himselaimilieu which is not his own,
and to treat an inorganic totality as his own oltjee reality. It is this relation
between interiority and exteriority which origingliconstituted praxis as a
relation of the organism to its material environregnd there can be no doubt
that as soon as man begins to designate himselasithe mere reproduction of
his life, but as the ensemble of products whichragpce his life, he discovers
himself as other in the world of objectivity: torms matter, as inert
objectification perpetuated by inertia, is in effaon- human or even anti-human.
All of us spend our lives engraving our maleficembtge on things, and it
fascinates and bewilders us if we try to understamdselves through it, although
we are ourselves the totalizing movement which lteesim this particular
objectification. (Sartre, 1960: 22) .

So that | argue on the basis of Sartre that alienas the necessary out-come of the realization of
praxis. In order to secure their existence as agltrealize their project men must interact with
nature and objectify themselves by working on nnattéowever, the negativity of matter
annihilates praxis and falsifies the ends of praass counter finality. As a result men are
fundamentally alienated. It is also evident thatrsity alters man through antagonism and conflict.
It antagonizes men in to non-humans by destroyitgyisubjectivity through which men become
humans. Furthermore, man is alienated in a caglitsdiciety through his relation with the machine
and the capitalist. | also agree with Sartre tHenation can not be overcome. The alienation

caused by the relations of the worker to the machimd the capitalist can be over come since it is



possible to change that relation by organizingetgailifferently like in socialism. So that Marx is
right in saying that alienation i.e. the only ore flecognized and which is caused by alienated
labor can be overcome when alienated labor isacegl by free human labor in a communist
society. It is still possible to conceive the owsming of alienation that is caused by scarcity. iEor
is not entirely impossible to have a limitless miale condition. However, is seems that
overcoming fundamental alienation caused by olfjeation is hardly possible. For the necessity
of objectification together with the necessity bk tcounter-finality of worked matter makes
alienation necessary and at the same time irresielv&ince we can not not -act and produce our

life, we are condemned by necessity to be alienated

To conclude, | have argued that Sartre’s ideaiehation is strongly convincing and Hegel is right
to a large extent while Marx missed the essenhalacter of alienation. | have tried to show the
fundamentality of alienation which, as a resulfjries and alters us to the extent of changing us in
to non—-human organisms or a tool. | have tired dtaldish the identity of alienation with
objectification. This can be considered as theishetthe paper. | have also tried to show the
existence of two other kinds of alienation whick aaused by scarcity and alienated labor. While
it is possible to overcome the alienation causealmnated labor and also plausible to imagine
resolving the alienation caused by scarcity, | hiaveel to show, on the basis of the views of Sartre

that fundamental alienation is un-overcome able.
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