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Up until today, the relation between the Hegelian and Marxist 

dialectic is unresolved. Marx himself claimed that his Critique of 

Political Economy was some kind of socialisation of spirit and labeled 

it a materialist ‘inversion’ of Hegel’s dialectic. The Marxism which 

was subsequently developed considered Marx’s approach to be even 

more than a kind of materialist fulfillment of spirit: namely, an 

overcoming of idealist philosophy through its becoming practical 

and its realisation.  

In my opinion, the relation between Spirit and Capital cannot be 

clarified as long as one attempts to accomplish such an inversion 

based on some grounding relation or  deduction of Spirit from a 

material or economic basis. On the contrary, we can make some 

progress when we refrain from such claims and take a step back: 

instead of aiming at such causal relations we should attempt to 

solve this question by using a mere analogy.  

The analogy is that Hegel develops Spirit and Marx develops 

capitalist society as a self-relation. Hegel argues for the speculative 

identity of thought and being by referring to the logic of the 

identification of objectivity through subjectivity. Marx argues for the 

speculative identity of capitalist society through its mediation and 

valorisation of values; and so Hegel’s logic of the identification of 



objectivity through subjectivity corresponds in Marx’s economic 

critique to the realisation of value through money.   

However, Hegel chooses to take two different approaches: one 

phenomenological way in The Phenomenology of Spirit, and one 

purely logical-systematic way in The Science of Logic. Marx’ 

elaboration on money and value is—particularly in Capital—a logical-

categorical determined development which can be related to both of 

Hegel’s approaches as an analogy.  

Meanwhile it is possible to apply the analogy even before its actual 

development; hence there is a type of initial access into the self-

relation of Spirit or society. In fact, this access is the reason why 

such a self-relation of Spirit of society can occur. My hypothesis is 

that all three aforementioned works have the same core point in 

common, and that all three works start from this point in order to 

develop the idea of Spirit or capital. This crucial point is the measure. 

Thus the Phenomenology begins with self-consciousness which is 

[the] authoritative [measure] for the objectivity of subjective 

experience and renders the subject of knowledge identical. The 

Science of Logic starts from the authoritative [measure] of being 

for itself and founds the concept of objectivity while Marx’s Capital 

opens with the measure of value, money, which constitutes social 

objectivity through “value-objectivity” (Marx: 

Wertgegenständlichkeit).  



This kind of approach shall be shown in the following. It is self-

evident that I can merely point out a very basic introduction into an 

analogy between Spirit and capitalist society. In my PhD thesis I 

have developed this analogy in depth and it has taken me a few 

hundred pages to do so... 

Let’s begin with the Phenomenology. 

At a first glance it appears that Hegel’s The Phenomenology of 

Spirit does not start from the measure, as claimed before, but from 

the immediate separation of consciousness and experience. However, 

one has to put emphasis on “it appears” since Hegel ‘disappoints’ 

the consciousness on its way of – I quote – “thoroughgoing 

scepticism”, “doubts”, and “despair”. He demonstrates that during 

any experience of an object, consciousness has to be its own object 

and likewise needs to get to know its own reality while experiencing 

the object. Only because consciousness experiences itself through 

experiencing the object it is able to identify with an object’s 

experience. This identification of consciousness and the experience 

of objects (Gegenstandserfahrung) consists in self-consciousness. 

One has to be aware that self-consciousness does not—as it may 

appear at first glance—open up the mediation between 

consciousness and object. It rather postulates ‘at first’ that 

consciousness is its own object. To differentiate between 

consciousness and object presupposes consciousness has already 

separated itself from itself, and relates back to itself at the same 



time. It is this speculative identity of separation and self-reference, 

of alienation and return which needs to be filled in by self-

consciousness.  

When consciousness experiences the object and itself on the basis 

of self-consciousness, it cannot come back from this self-

consciousness to either the object or its own immediate 

consciousness. Instead it can merely refer to their separation and 

the necessity of their mutual mediation which is a mediation through 

reflexivity. It reflects its own reflection which means the negative as 

well as ambivalent essence which appears to separate and mediate 

between consciousness and object likewise.      

This characteristic—thanks to self-consciousness, consciousness 

reaches the  negativity of rationality which enables it to separate 

the world into consciousness and thing, subject and object, and 

finds in this separation its reflexive mediation and identification—

this characteristic can be brought back to the aforementioned 

thesis about the importance of the measure: self-consciousness 

constitutes the common measure for an objective knowledge based 

on experience. With regards to experience, consciousness neither 

starts from itself nor from the object, neither from subjectivity nor 

from objectivity. Instead, consciousness has overcome both sides 

and comes back from the opposite of itself and the opposite of the 

object to the necessity of a mutual mediation. Self-consciousness 

becomes the commonly excluded third party through which 



consciousness comes back to itself by experiencing the object and 

(because it’s consistently bound to itself) stays identical to itself. 

Hence, while identifying itself with all its experiences, the identity of 

consciousness becomes the subject of knowledge.  

So far, I have presented the constitution of subjectivity within the 

Phenomenology. By using the same technique of the measure, the 

subject of knowledge achieves objectivity. In order to elaborate this, 

we have to turn to Hegel’s Logic of Being.  

The Determinacy of Being for Itself and the Concept of Objectivity 

in The Science of Logic 

Within the Phenomenology, as has been shown before, subjectivity 

occurs because of a radical separation, namely because of an 

alienation through which consciousness overcomes itself and at the 

same time comes back to itself starting from self-consciousness. 

One can consider a subject anything which has in any of its 

experiences itself as an object. However, what is such an external 

objectivity? What is being outside of being-conscious?  

The same technique is decisive for objectivity as it was the case for 

subjectivity: one has to consider objectivity with regards to its own 

being. Just as being-conscious is bound to its own being through 

self-consciousness and is exposed to its own identity, consciousness 

had to be understood through objectivity’s being when objectivity is 

bound to itself and subjected to its respective identity.  



Any objectivity—which is subjected to its own identity—has to 

retain the necessity of its determination through nothing but itself: 

through its own immediacy and driven by an intrinsic imperative. To 

understand this immediate as well as unconscious self-determination 

means to understand the logic of being. This is the very logic that 

Hegel elaborates in his The Logic of Being and which serves as a 

starting point for him to develop his concept of objectivity.  

Hegel opens his Science of Logic with the undetermined being as 

such—at the same time exactly because of this indeterminacy this 

being is absolutely determined. Being is absolutely determined as 

fully indeterminate. Yes, being is likewise: nothing—however, the 

reason for this is that being is nothing but the quality of 

determination itself. Hegel developed this quality of determining as 

the passing-over, the transition of being and nothing. Since being 

can only define itself through nothing but itself, this passing-over of 

being and nothing results in absolutely negative quality or the 

quality of negativity.  

The transition of being and nothing consequently produces the 

necessity that being is immediately determined in itself—in this way 

the transition of being and nothing (and with that the 

indeterminacy) passes over itself. Or rather one could say, this 

passing over is the immediacy of passing over in its determination 

and hence being is always already determined inherently and in its 



being-there [Da-Sein], or how its commonly translated “Determinate 

Being.” 

This being-there or determinate being through its inherent ‘passing 

over in itself’ becomes negatively defined and because of this it is 

determined for itself. From this unconscious form of determination 

which immediately possesses a transitional being, Hegel constructed 

his famous form of the “negation of the negation”. This means that 

something is something, because its determination is already 

sublated by the other and has hence by itself negated the negation 

by the other. The negation of the negation therefore presents itself 

as the relation of “something and other”, “Etwas und Anderes” 

(Hegel): Both abolish the same negation of negation immediately in 

itself and therefore share the same form of determination; they are 

determined by contradiction, but are based on the same form which 

shapes their determination. 

It is not decisive here how Hegel now develops the determination of 

a finite being by referring to something and other and grounds their 

real infinity. Decisive is that through something and other, 

determinate being has entered a purely negative self-relation: being-

there is determined by nothing but itself and in this it has to be for 

itself, this immanent necessity is the quality of its being. The 

relation that being-there in all its determinations passes over in 

itself, this becoming of its identity is being.  



Because the quality of being equals the quality of determination, 

and because being therefore has to stay identical in determination, 

it is ultimately indifferent to all its determinations—and due to this 

indifference it is “for itself”, “für-sich” (Hegel). “For itself” means 

that being-there (however its content may be determined by 

something and other) together with its being-for-itself is united in a 

double sense: on one side it is indifferent to itself, at the same time, 

it is the one to be determined. Because of this ambivalent ‘being at 

one with oneself’, the quality of pure being has been literally 

exposed as such, namely by the conversion into quantity. Quantity 

is so to speak the quality of quality; that means the quality of being 

ultimately lies in the fact that in conversion it becomes immediate 

as unconsciously reflexive and expresses itself. Unconsciously 

becoming-reflexive and expressing means that the quality of 

determination turns against itself in the very moment it turns into 

quantity. At the same time, the quality of determination applies 

itself to itself, to its own identity with the result that the quality of 

being is merely a quantitative difference.  

In the moment of its turn-over and conversion, the ideal, negative 

and indifferent quality of being becomes determined very exactly—

however in an unconscious manner, namely, through mere 

magnitudes. Hence, the same being which is determined by 

something and other, the same being immediately possesses this 

form of determination for-itself. Moreover, in the very moment 



when its turns into quantity, it applies determination to itself in a 

way that through something and other it enters a quantitative self-

relation. Or rather, one should say that by entering quantitative 

relations, something and other reverse the conversion of their 

relation—just as in an inherent, immediate and unconscious 

reflection. They thereby reconstitute the initial pure being (and 

nothing) and they even expose it as more than a mere quanta of 

proportions.  In short, a being which is—due to something and 

other—unconsciously determined by itself, this being possesses 

such a self-relation based on a pure, inherent quantitative 

determination. It is as if its quality consists solely in entering 

quantitative relations in an indifferent and immediate manner.  

In summary, the quality of being consists in the condition that the 

relation of something and other enters into a quantitative self-

relation defined by magnitudes. Due to the quality of quantitative 

relations it becomes decisive and determining for-itself. The 

transition, inversion, and unification of quality and quantity leads to 

the logic that objectivity, which unconsciously-naturally produces 

and infers its own determination, stays likewise indifferent to itself 

and its own determination. And to think in terms of this logic means 

to start from the being of objectivity and to identify oneself in mind 

with the determinations of being.  



In this sense, how can one relate now the measure in Marx Capital to 

Hegel’s Phenomenology and to the concept of objectivity in Hegel’s 

Logic of Being. 

According to Marx’ critique of capitalist society, the capitalist 

society also enters into a self-relation and becomes reflexive 

through a measure. This measure is money, or more precisely, 

money’s first function as a measure of value. With regards to 

Hegel’s Phenomenology and its constitution of a subject of 

knowledge, this means that the self-relation of capitalist society 

does not enter through self-consciousness, or at least it does not 

do so at first. However, it enters through money, and (just like self-

consciousness) money is a supra-individual subject which allows it to 

accomplish objectivity. And this realisation of social objectivity 

serves as a base for the analogy to The Logic of Being and its 

determination of objectivity. The reason here is that money 

produces a purely social relation, value (“Wert”), just as is the case 

for “pure being” in Hegel’s Logic. Likewise this logic, the quality of 

value turns into a negative as well as identical quality of society due 

to the quantitative inversion and quantitative relations. Therefore 

money on the one hand literally stands for an unconscious, supra-

individual self-consciousness, and on the other hand it constitutes a 

“value-objectivity” (Marx: Wertgegenständlichkeit) and represents a 

non-discursive comprehension of the resulting objectivity. In this 

context, “for” means that even though money is not a society’s 



self-consciousness, it substitutes such a self-consciousness of 

society. Moreover, money does not grasp society’s objectivity, but 

it mediates and realises society’s self-relation and hence social 

objectivity is implicitly included in money. Therefore money on the 

one hand shall be brought into an analogy with Hegel’s 

Phenomenology and shall be developed in the sense of an 

‘unconscious self-consciousness’ of society and as supra-individual 

subjectivity. On the other hand, I will show that money accomplishes 

a purely social being on a non-discursive level: value; and by 

constructing value it constitutes social objectivity in a manner with 

which we can make an analogy to Hegel’s The Logic of Being. 

Let’s begin again with the Phenomenology. 

We remember: The Phenomenology starts from the point that 

consciousness overcomes itself through alienation, and through self-

consciousness it takes up a position which is decisive for its own 

experience and any object’s experience. As a result, the essence of 

reflection occurs. In an analogous manner, Marx showed in his value-

form analysis that any commodity A has to be separated and set 

apart in a way where it marks a decisive unity for all the others 

commodities and takes up a supra-individual position which 

resembles self-consciousness. This position is decisive for the 

experience of any other commodities’ relations. It is paradoxical that 

the reason for a fixation and realisation of an ideal unit is exactly the 

exclusion of an arbitrary commodity. Moreover, it is paradoxical that 



due to exclusion this commodity, the money commodity, occupies 

exactly that ideal position that is analogues to self-consciousness: it 

relocates all other commodities in the same relation and it subjects 

them to their realisation into one value unit. The money-commodity 

hence possesses the standpoint of absolute knowing to any object 

because it realises their relation through an unconscious reflection 

and therefore this relation can only occur as a relation. It appears 

that—due to the excluded money-commodity—any other 

commodities’ decisive value becomes occupied by the quantitative 

realisation of their relations. Thanks to the ideal value-unit which is 

represented by money, commodities can turn over their social 

relation in an unconscious reflection, and they can therefore occur 

as values of the same quality.  

Now we can realise what justifies the analogous technique of the 

measure: Just as consciousness becomes alienated from itself by 

self-consciousness—even though it stays bound to its own being 

regarding any experiences—the exclusion of one money-commodity 

also ties other commodities to their own social being. Consciousness 

overcomes itself through its self-consciousness and likewise comes 

back to itself; hence it experiences itself in any experience and 

enters into a relationship with an object. In this sense, commodities 

are also led back to their own social relation by money. It is this 

moment which makes them enter a relation in the first place and 

‘experience’ it through money. In short, just as self-consciousness is 



a measure for an objective knowledge based on experience, money 

is a measure for the realisation of social objectivity. It represents a 

supra-individual subjectivity and becomes the unconscious 

consciousness of capitalist society, as long as it conceives the same 

objectivity which is realised by values just as in an unconscious 

reflection.  

The measure is, as I said before, only the first function of money 

and merely the entrance in its supra-individual, automatic 

subjectivity. Assuming that all three functions would be developed, 

then (and this is a simplified version) due to its first function as 

measure of value, money would have the same relation to the 

object as it has to realise through its second function in a practical 

experience and which it utilizes through its formula of capital “M-C-

M”. Hence, money becomes the subject of the same social self-

relation which likewise logically constitutes it as a measure and 

which practically advances it as means of exchange and capital-form. 

This self-relation results in social objectivity which shall be analysed 

next by referring to The Science of Logic. 

Let’s recapitulate firstly how according to The Science of Logic the 

determinacy of being for itself results in objectivity.  

With the logic of being, The Science of Logic has shown that any 

objectivity which is subjected to itself and its own identity, 

therefore has to be immediately and unconsciously determined 

through nothing but itself. Hegel framed this unconscious 



immediacy as the negativity of being. He literally segmented it: 

firstly into the transition of being and nothing; this leads to the 

form of negation of negation which is invalidated by the relation of 

being and other and results in the determination of being as well as 

in its indifferent, identical quality. This quality’s quality is that that 

the being has to be unified in a double sense with itself. More 

precisely: it needs on the one hand to be indifferent to itself, while 

on the other it has to apply this indifference to itself. Hence, due to 

the inversion into quantity and by entering quantitative relations it 

becomes as immediate as well as unconsciously reflected and 

deduces its own determination. In short, the negativity of being is 

likewise its logic, and results in the three steps of logic: 1. the 

indifferent passing-over of being, 2. the conversion and transition 

into quantity and 3. entering into quantitative relations.  

This triad can be framed as an analogy to the analysis of the value-

form x commodity A = y commodity B. It is this value-form which 

enabled Marx to achieve a decisive unit of value and due to which—

just as Hegel’s something and other—turn quantitatively into a 

purely social being and enter into quantitative relations.  

So let’s see the three steps here: Firstly, value according to Marx is 

of an indeterminate and transcendental quality comparable to 

Hegel’s being and nothing. Also, the quality of value in Marx’ work is 

pure and undetermined, because it leads to the (purely social) 

quality of determination itself and to determination by negativity. 



Secondly, the negative quality of value results from the condition 

that all commodities can quantitatively turn over their own social 

relation through other single commodities. Hence, their relations 

become reflected immediately, suddenly and unconsciously. Any 

commodity can relocate other commodities into such a relation 

which serves as an object of a purely quantitative realisation and 

thirdly this leads to a society’s objectivity through  exclusively 

quantitative relations. 

It is not the concept which has to reflect objectivity as a self-

relation, which thinks from the logic objectivity while likewise looking 

at it as an object in order to identify being and thought (this is 

based on the assumption that the concept allows objectivity to be 

decisive for itself). Instead, money occupies the position of the 

concept of objectivity, since it fixes the decisive unit of value. This 

unit of value subjects commodities to a shared relation, causes 

them to enter a self-relation and accomplishes this relation at the 

same time. In this sense, money redeems the unit of value it 

represents. On the one hand, this happens during the transition of 

commodities as values; on the other hand, money itself becomes a 

quantum that specifies itself. In the moment of unification of quality 

and quantity, money is decisive for the self-determinacy of the 

social relation of commodities. Accordingly, it is not the method of 

discursive thought, but the measuring function of money whose 

value-relation produces those conditions of thought that correspond 



to the logic of being. Social objectivity cannot be perceived and 

processed in mind based on the logic of discursive thought, but is 

initially given by money.  

With that said, I want to conclude my deliberations on the 

significance of the measure for the constitution of a self-relation on 

the analogy of Spirit and society. This analysis of self-consciousness, 

the logic of being and money is—as I mentioned already—only an 

initial access into the development of spirit and capital. Everything 

depends on this further development, since it is a central point that 

decides about the true core of the measure: using self-

consciousness, the concept and money, one can speculatively 

account for subjectivity’s identity or respectively with objectivity or 

society. Consciousness accounts for self-consciousness with all its 

experiences. The concept accounts for objectivity being a decisive 

measure for nothing but itself, and therein stays identical; and in 

capitalist society money is accounted for through the identity of a 

value unit and due to this accounting society’s self-relation is 

produced.  

 


