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To

Rosa Luxemburg

(Rosalia Luxemburg, Polish: Roza Luksemburg; 5 March 1871,
Zamosc, Vistula Land, Russia — 15 January 1919,
Berlin, Germany)

Before World War I, Rosa Luxemburg advocated that
German workers should not shoot at French workers.

But German conservatism and nationalism decided otherwise.
Instead of following Rosa Luxemburg, they started two
World Wars and created Nazism. Today, a German call to
arms against France would be met with utter disbelief.
Finally, Rosa Luxemburg’s dream is reality. If only
German conservatism would have listened to Rosa
Luxemburg instead of murdering her . . .
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Preface

This book is not predominantly a philosophical book but a book about
two versions of a corporation — one business oriented and dedicated to
shareholder-value and profit-maximisation and one dedicated to moral
life — Sittlichkeit, in Hegelian terms. The book is not written by a philoso-
pher but by an author who has delivered a substantial critique on mana-
gerial capitalism in Managerialism — Critique of an Ideology (Klikauer 2013;
Clegg 2014; Jaros 2014). In any case, merging Hegelian philosophy, eth-
ics, and corporations is not as easy as it might appear. This is for several
reasons: Hegel is widely recognised to be one of the most complicated
philosophers. Hence an engagement with Hegel’s ethics provided a
number of challenges when, for example, specific Hegelian terms such
as Geist, aufheben, and Sittlichkeit needed to be used appropriately either
in their original German form as applied by Hegel and/or with their
general German meaning. Perhaps Hegel’s concept of Geist is the single
most challenging one (Geist in Hegel does not mean spirituality - it has
next to no religious connotations). A book on Hegel’s Moral Corporation
needs to separate Hegel’s ethics from his general philosophy because
only Hegel’s ethics, ethical life, and Sittlichkeit is of concern for the book.
If one seeks to apply Hegel’s ethics to the world of business, manage-
ment, and corporations, his ethics needs to be stripped down to the
absolute core, separating the ‘essential’ from the non-essential and ‘acci-
dental’ as Hegel would have it.

While there are Hegel interpretations from very different perspectives
and orthodoxies, the book follows the British philosopher Houlgate’s
(2011:1) notion that ‘no single orthodox . . . is presented here’. What is
sought instead is a comprehensive picture of Hegelian ethical philosophy
that is closest to a truthful representation of Hegel’s work. Hegel’s some-
times rather complex and difficult originals (primary literature) are
clarified through using contemporary Hegel-interpretations (secondary
literature). But even on interpretations, Hegel’s philosophy has issued
certain contextual demands that had to be taken into account when
writing on Hegel, as German philosopher Marcuse (1941:72f.) has out-
lined. Hegel appears to be one of those philosophers who have gener-
ated a considerable volume of secondary literature and several schools
of thought called Hegelians, all of which have developed significant

xi
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insights into Hegel’s philosophy. Those who have developed Hegel’s
philosophy further (e.g. Marx, Feuerbach, Stirner, Adorno, Anderson,
Habermas, Honneth, Marcuse, Taylor) had to be separated from those who
predominantly have had an interest in interpreting Hegel’s philosophy
(e.g. Hartmann, Henrich, Jameson, Kojeve, Neuhouser, Pippin, Wood).

Since Hegel has only ever published four books, some of his philosophy
is only available as lectures and lecture notes; hence, a quest for histori-
cal documents became unavoidable. Conflicts between Hegel’s original
German versions and sometimes diverging English translation(s) also
had to be solved. Many initial translations of German literature have
been undertaken by using ‘translate.google.com’ which more often than
not provided a rough idea which demanded significant adjustments
rather than a comprehensive translation. Additionally, most journals
in English-speaking countries had been digitalised by the time of the
writing of this book while access to German journals such as the all-
important ‘Hegel Studies’ demanded the manual checking of volume by
volume in libraries in Germany.

There are conflicting accounts inside the community of philosophers
who are considered ‘Hegel experts’. These conflicts have been left aside in
order to focus on the task at hand — Hegel’s Moral Corporation —relying on
the most commonly recognised version of Hegel’s ethics. The outcome of
the examination of Hegel's ethics was applied to management, business,
and corporations. Since Hegel’s ethics deals mostly with human beings,
the book necessarily deals more with the human side of the corporation
(e.g. Human Resource Management, organisational theory, organisa-
tional behaviour, organisational psychology, and organisational studies)
than with its rather technical-engineering side. If corporations are to
be understood in their affirmative textbook version - often written by
those who Baritz (1960) has called ‘The Servants of Power’ — the emerg-
ing picture of corporations would be highly one-dimensional. Therefore
non-textbook sources had to be used in order to provide a comprehen-
sive and truthful representation of ‘what corporations are’.

One of the most exact representations of what corporations do has
been developed by former Harvard Business Review editor Magretta (2012).
Since most academic and non-academic (e.g. Harvard Business Review)
management and business journals provide most uncritical pro-corporate
research findings, more than these sources were required. But Hegel’s dia-
lectical requirement not to focus solely on positives but also to include
the negatives (to see both sides: positive and negative) demanded the
extensive use of critical non-textbook-like literature on corporations.
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1

Introduction: Hegel’s Philosophy
of Corporations

The corporation is the only institution of civil society upon which Hegel
unqualifiedly bestows the epithet ‘sittlich’.!

Business ethics is often seen as an oxymoron because business and eth-
ics seem to be mutually exclusive. Perhaps this is even more so when
moral philosophy is being linked to corporations. Reading through
standard business ethics textbooks, one finds it is hard to avoid the
impression that the field of business ethics is aware of this. It appears as
if business ethics shields business and corporations from moral philoso-
phy, reducing it to a few introductory pages that superficially ‘highlight’
selected elements of business ethics. As a consequence, it has become
quite common in books and textbooks on business ethics, management,
and corporations to focus on so-called key ethical themes such as vir-
tue ethics, Kantian ethics,? utilitarianism, and perhaps occasionally on
Rawls’ ethics of ‘Justice as Fairness’. Most textbooks, however, quickly
proceed with a short overview of other ethical issues (marketing, wellbe-
ing, whistle-blowing, etc.). In other words, one finds ‘the relegation of
moral and political problems and value judgements to the extreme mar-
gins of [managerial] textbooks’.? The issue of management ethics seems
to be a surface-structure rather than a deep-structure issue (Chomsky
1957). Remaining at the surface, standard management literature rarely
finds managerial themes such as corporations discussed in the light of
specific philosophers.*

As a consequence, it appears rather unusual for a scholarly book in the
general area of management to engage with a specific aspect of moral
philosophy, for example, Hegel’s Sittlichkeit,® linked to a specific man-
agerial institution: the corporation.® But a book on Hegelian Sittlichkeit
linked to corporations can illuminate today’s role of management in
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relation to corporations because ‘Hegel has especially positive things
to say about the corporation’.” Such a book is not an overall examina-
tion of management ethics found in standard textbooks on manage-
ment, nor is it a critical assessment of management on the base of a
wide range of moral philosophies.® In contrast to more general books
on management, this book examines one single institution of manage-
ment — corporations — from the standpoint of a specific philosopher:
German philosopher G. W. F. Hegel (1770-1831).° This is in line with
the fact ‘that Hegel wishes philosophy to confront “reality” i.e., eco-
nomics in general and political economy in particular’.’® To honour
this Hegelian commitment, this book investigates Hegel’s engagement
with modern economy within which Hegel placed the corporation.” In
essence, this book is concerned with just six paragraphs — Philosophy of
Right (1821:§§250-256) — of Hegel’s entire philosophical work.

There appears to be a near total neglect or ‘veil of ignorance’'? when
it comes to including Hegelian philosophy in management ethics.!®
This applies across the board to nearly all writers of textbooks on man-
agement ethics and even more so to standard management textbooks.
If management ethics is viewed from the perspective of one of the most
used models in management, the SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, oppor-
tunities, and threats) analysis that operates with defender, prospector,
analyser, and reactor, for example, the following picture emerges.!*
The field of management ethics carries connotations of being Miles
and Snow’s ‘defender’ rather than their ‘prospector’ because manage-
ment ethics appears to defend its position enshrined in the narrow box
of the perceived three to four so-called key themes of ethics which are
virtue ethics, deontology, utilitarianism, and perhaps Rawls’ ‘Justice as
Fairness’.'®

Many publications of management ethics (the morality of manage-
ment seen as an internal issue) and business ethics (focusing more on
external issues) do not prospect beyond the much trumpeted standard
range of four to five key themes. Unlike these, this book on Hegel and
corporations seeks to engage with moral philosophy outside the three
standard themes of virtue ethics, Kantian ethics, and utilitarianism. It is
because of this self-imposed limitation or, as Rawls might see it, ‘veil of
ignorance’!® that the field of business ethics hardly ever ventures deeper
into moral philosophy and contemporary developments within it.

In other words, the standard approach of business ethics shows the
very opposite of what the US television show Star Trek has popularised
as ‘to boldly go where no man has gone before’. The final frontier of
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most management ethics writers is to stay inside the box of what is
perceived to be standard ethical theories. Management ethics is not on
a mission to explore new worlds. It does not seek out new life and new
ethical theories nor does it ‘boldly go where no man has gone before’.
In other words, management ethics remains asphyxiated inside its
defender status; it displays ignorance towards what lies beyond the con-
finements of its three to four key themes, and the field is characterised
by a staunch avoidance of prospecting beyond the well-documented
depth of traditional and contemporary moral philosophy. Given that, it
is not surprising that management ethics is a field that shows total igno-
rance towards Hegelian philosophy (cf. Klikauer 2013a). This is in spite
of the fact that Hegel wrote comprehensively on morality, ethics, and
ethical life.'” Hegel remains the only classical philosopher who directly
engaged with the corporation — Die Korporation.'®

Since its invention, management ethics has remained in blissful igno-
rance of even those philosophers who have extensively dealt with one
key managerial issue: corporations.! Perhaps the only significant excep-
tion is Alister MacIntyre’s article on ‘Why are the Problems of Business
Ethics Insolvable?’ (1983) and his work is not even directed towards the
corporation. No modern philosopher has dealt with corporations in the
way Hegel has.?’ Not surprisingly, Hegel is not only the first but remains
the only modern philosopher ever to engage with corporations on a sys-
tematic (Philosophy of Right, 1821),*' philosophical (through his overall
work), and ethical level (Phenomenology, 1807).22 Most importantly, he
engaged corporations from the standpoint of his moral philosophy that
he calls Sittlichkeit, which is Hegel’s key term [Schliisselbegriff] and which
is commonly translated into moral life.? No other modern philosopher
who has developed a comprehensive ethical system has included corpo-
rations in such a system.?* Hegel remains the only philosopher to have
achieved this. In the words of American philosopher William Maker
(1987:22), ‘Hegel is a thinker of modernity who has conceptualised the
family, economics [and corporations], society, and the state in a distinc-
tively modern and original way.’

This book first examines Hegel’s link between corporations and his
ethics of Sittlichkeit or ethical life. This is the morality link between
Sittlichkeit and corporations. It closes the gap in standard manage-
ment literature. Secondly, it presents somewhat of a critical extension
of Hegelian moral philosophy on corporations because it reaches well
beyond Hegel’s outlines of Hegelian corporations in the early 19th
century. In other words, it is not Hegelian but Neo-Hegelian in its
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approach because it does not remain within the confines of Hegel but
applies his philosophy to the corporations of the 21st century.?® It fulfils
what more recently Herrmann-Pillath & Boldyrev (2014:6) have noted
as ‘modern corporations have something to learn from the Hegelian
model of Korporationen.” To achieve this, one needs to contrast Hegel’s
sittliche corporations against modern business corporations.?® Perhaps
more than almost all classical writings on business corporations,? it was
the corporate CEO of the world’s largest insurance corporation (AIG) —
Hank Greenberg — who best summed up the basic moral philosophy of
corporations:?

All I want in life is an unfair advantage.

Contrasting this with Hegel's sittliche corporation as outlined in his
Philosophy of Right (1821) is in itself a very Hegelian approach.? But it
is also, as Hegel’s predecessor Kant would have said, a project that con-
trasts ‘what is’ (‘unfair corporations’, Greenberg) with ‘what ought to be’
(sittliche corporations), thereby extracting the essence of corporations.3
To sharpen the contrast between Hegel'’s ‘sittliche corporation’ and the
‘modern business corporation’, one must acknowledge that modern
business corporations have positive aspects; for example:3!

corporations bring lighting, air conditioning, automobiles, jetliners,
and clothing, computers, smart phones, plasma screens televisions,
video games, and movies.

The overall picture of modern business corporations in this book still
tends to focus on the critical aspects of the business corporation. This
enhances the task of the book found in contrasting Hegel’s moral-
philosophical concept of a sittliche corporation with the modern busi-
ness corporation. But all of this is not to be understood as an ‘old versus
new’ issue as Hegel’s moral philosophy and his sittliche corporation carry
forward ethical demands onto today’s business corporations. And nei-
ther is Hegel’s philosophy an issue for history books.

In the words of German philosopher Glockner (1965:420), ‘In truth,
Hegel has created only one work. It has not appeared in bookstores. It is
living and working in his mind.’ It is today’s task to carry forward Hegelian
philosophy and to apply it in order to analyse present-day phenomena
such as the business corporation.®? As Italian Neo-Hegelian philosopher
Ferrarin writes, ‘What matters in the study of the ancients [and Hegel
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as well] is thus not so much the degree of fidelity and authenticity with
which we reconstruct past philosophies, but rather the relation between
our own philosophy and its time.”*® This is a very Hegelian statement.

The value of this becomes most obvious in the chapters of this book.
Ferrarin (2011:436) continues with ‘the history of philosophy for Hegel
is thus not a matter of retrieving givens, but of engaging in a living
exchange with our predecessors’.?® Perhaps this is exactly what, in the
words of British philosopher Zygmunt Bauman (1987), divides legisla-
tors from interpreters. In short, there are those who can interpret Hegel.
Sometimes they do so with the utmost precision. And then there are
those philosophers who understand Hegel’s philosophy in order to
move beyond the narrow confinements of Hegel’s specific words to
become ‘legislators’ in their own right. This occurs when they create
their own philosophy based on Hegel’s work. They create their own
philosophical view by reaching beyond Hegel. In Ferrarin’s words they
engage in a ‘living exchange with our predecessors’ to develop their own
philosophy. They are philosophers — not mere interpreters — who engage
in philosophical theories rather than theoretical interpretations.

This book provides access to Hegel’s ethical philosophy on corpora-
tions from the standpoint of Sittlichkeit. It is also written in the Hegelian
Geist or spirit.*® ‘Hegel, unlike Fichte, did not have much confidence
in teaching philosophy to the masses [but writing on philosophy one]
must recognise that the people might possibly elevate themselves to it
[philosophy]; but it must not lower itself to the people.”®” In line with
Hegelian writing, this book is an attempt to teach Hegelian philosophy
to those inside management studies who can think ‘outside the box’
of the so-called four key ethical themes. Nevertheless, it also honours
Hegel’s demand not to lower itself to the level of standard management
studies. Hence, this book might be underwhelming to serious philoso-
phers and a bit overwhelming to management students, perhaps because
it concerns the — at times — almost incomprehensive writings of Hegel.

Understanding the philosophical writings of German philosopher
Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel remains unthinkable without under-
standing his immediate predecessors, his influential group of friends,
and his historical period.*® ‘Hegel was a child of his time’** and through-
out his life he had a strong and close working relationship with his
contemporaries. This extended also to one of his best known predeces-
sors. Itis not helpful to understand Hegel’s concept of Sittlichkeit and how
it relates to corporations in isolation from Kant’s Trilogy of Critiques —
Critique of Pure Reason (1781), Critique of Judgement (1790), and Critique of
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Practical Reason (1788).%° Hegel can be said to be faithful to Kant’s critical
theory.*! Apart from Kant, Aristotle was in many respects Hegel’s great
model and master philosopher.*? Building on Aristotle and Kant, Hegel
came to be seen as without a doubt one of the towering figures of mod-
ern thought.** On the downside, he has been called obscure,* difficult
to understand,* and highly intellectualistic.*®

On the upside, ‘Hegel magisterially exploits the resources of the
German language of his day’ (Rockmore 1997:4) and is not easy to
translate into English. He uses specific German terms such as Geist and
Sittlichkeit that are sometimes non-translatable and for some other terms
the English language only provides close approximations: Sittlichkeit is
not just ethical life and aufheben does not only mean to sublet. It is
quite conceivable that this is also the reason why Hegel is one of those
very rare philosophers who has a dictionary in his name for explaining
Hegelian terms.*” Given those complexities, it is not at all surprising
that Hegel has been misunderstood, misinterpreted, misappropriated,
misused, abused and seems to be one of the most demonised philoso-
phers.*® However, this becomes less of a problem when digging deeper
into Hegel’s philosophy of Sittlichkeit and his writings on corporations
because very few philosophers have ever dared to venture into the
complex, dense, and demanding philosophical specifics of Hegelian
Sittlichkeit in relation to corporations.*

From the outset it is important to focus our attention on the fact
that Hegel’s moral philosophy represents a philosophy of freedom
[Freiheitsphilosophie]*® — ‘the category of freedom pervades all areas of
Hegel’s philosophy’.’! He wrote his philosophy of freedom as far as
this was possible to achieve given the circumstances of his life under
Prussian authoritarianism and censorship.®?> Hegel was born in a part
of the southern hinterland that was to become Germany.** During
Hegel’s time Germany was still defined by Germanic miniature states
[Kleinstaaten] before it became a full-fledged unified country. This
occurred after Hegel’s death. His life at the dawn of Enlightenment in
Germany was dominated by a depressing mixture of militarism, chau-
vinism, backwardness, religion, conservatism, and authoritarianism that
forced Hegel to be constantly aware of the watchful eyes of the totali-
tarian Prussian censorship.®* This might explain his avoidance of the
most feared word among 19th-century — and perhaps even early-20th-
century — German authorities: democracy.> It may also explain his writ-
ings on religion and his work on the state.*® On the other hand, there is
an assessment of Hegel as argued by German philosopher Horkheimer,
who states,>”
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Hegel’s work did more serious harm to that reactionary institution
than all the use of the latter could derive from this formal glorifica-
tion. Reason is a poor ally of reaction. A little less than ten years after
Hegel’s death (his chair remained unoccupied that long), the King
appointed a successor to fight the ‘dragon’s teeth of Hegelian panthe-
ism’, and the arrogance and fanaticism of his school.

In other words, ‘formal glorification” (Horkheimer) and the avoidance of
Prussian censorship might well account for Hegel’s dense, inaccessible,
and at times highly unintelligible writing style that made it possible for
Hegel to engage with the philosophy of freedom while simultaneously
avoiding detection by the Prussian censors. One might even suspect
that the unsophisticated state-servants [Staatsbeamte] of the official and
secret police simply gave up on Hegel’s texts and failed to understand
them, deeming his work incomprehensible and therefore insignificant.®

In short, Hegel managed to get his work past the censor while still
being able to write on human freedom, one of the most dreaded words
in the dictionary of German conservatism. The ability to sidestep cen-
sorship while writing on human freedom might well be his greatest and
remaining achievement. It kept him employed in various - and for a
serious philosopher perhaps rather demeaning — positions such as house
tutor, newspaper editor, school principal, etc. Only very late in his life
did Hegel become a full tenured professor.* One might regard Hegel's
short-term precarious employment situation as always on the edge of
joining the ranks of the working poor. Despite all this, employment
tended to ease a lifetime of financial problems while simultaneously re-
allocating valuable time away from philosophy. Nevertheless, it assured
that Hegel’s writings on human freedom, for example, were not lost.
This occurred during a time when German conservatism did everything
in its power to prevent the freedom movement - that originated in the
French Revolution of 1789 - from entering German states and, worst
of all, German minds as a beautiful sunrise.®® In the words of American
Neo-Hegelian philosopher Robert Pippin (2010:43),

It is easy to summarise in Hegel’s own terms his answer to the ‘How
important is freedom?’ question: absolutely important. Everything
Hegel writes about, from the history of religion to the relations
between universal and particular, has to do in one way or another
with the realisation of the freedom problem, and his entire philoso-
phy could be summarised in one phrase, however, initially opaque:
that the Absolute is freedom.
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Hegel’s philosophy sees freedom as the absolute (das Absolute). Yet it
was birthed in the 19th-century authoritarian German states fearful of
human freedom. The historic freedom versus authority conflict must
have been daunting for Hegel who was well aware that engaging in a
philosophy of freedom might disable his dream of teaching and writing
philosophy at university level. The very same fear has been expressed
by nearly everyone who sought to teach Hegel’s philosophy of freedom
after Hegel’s death. Perhaps the very same applies today when someone
seeks to teach Hegel’s philosophy of human freedom at a management
school.® Unlike 19th-century authoritarian censorship, today’s man-
agement schools ‘publicly’ honour academic freedom in their official
ethics codes, that is, the right to publish books on Hegel, human free-
dom, Sittlichkeit, and corporations. However, such schools also reserve
their right to hire and promote those who contribute directly to man-
agement’s quest for shareholder-value and profit-maximisation, code-
worded ‘The Real Bottom Line’ (Magretta 2012:129-140), those whom
Baritz has called The Servants of Power.®? The Servants of Power might
not view Hegel’s ethics of freedom as a contribution to management
studies, let alone to management.

Hegel and Hegelianism

There is a blissful and perhaps systematically engineered ignorance by
The Servants of Power and management studies towards Hegel’s phi-
losophy of human freedom and Sittlichkeit. And it happens in spite
of Hegelianism as a well-developed body of scholarly research,®® and
despite the existence of Hegel societies and Hegel study groups in most
English-speaking countries, as well as rafts of journals dealing with
Hegelian philosophy including specific Hegel study journals such as
the Owl of Minerva (USA), The Bulletin of the Hegel Society of Great Britain,
and Hegel-Studien (Germany). Today, there are numerous philosophers
who either have written on Hegel or are outright Hegel experts. And
there are also relatively high numbers of Hegel followers and philo-
sophical themes that started during Hegel’s lifetime. Many of those
who continued after his death are reaching into today’s world inside
and outside of philosophy and general academia. In terms of manage-
ment and business studies, nevertheless, most Hegelian themes are still
blissfully ignored, just as any history of thought that led to today’s
management ethics is ignored. Also ignored is the fact that Hegel was
one of the main philosophers of the 19th century and that he had
a substantial number of followers in Germany, France, Italy, England,
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Australia, the USA, and so on. Hegel’s followers were that substantial
in numbers that they even split into diverging subgroups after Hegel’s
death in 1831.%* The first of these groups of Hegel followers became
known as the ‘Young Hegelians’ who carried forward Hegel’s philo-
sophical heritage after his death.®® They are commonly divided into
two groups as shown in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1 shows five types of Hegelians. The table starts with the
famous chasm of Hegelian philosophers who lived either at the time
of Hegel or shortly afterwards. These 19th-century Hegelians can be
divided into two opposing groups: the Left and Right Hegelians. Those
philosophers who lived during the 20th century and carried forward
Hegel’s philosophy might be termed modern Hegelians. While the early
part became weaker with the death of most of its main proponents, the
remaining philosophers tended to focus on Hegel’s work. Those phi-
losophers who are currently engaging with Hegelian philosophy and/
or developed Hegel’s philosophy further are shown as two 21st-century
groups. One group consists of purely Hegelian philosophers while the
second group is often called ‘Neo’-Hegelian philosophers. The dividing
line between both can be found by using the terms

Table 1.1 The Hegelians

Period Names given Some of the main representatives

19th century  Right or Old

Hegelians

Heinrich Leo, Herrmann Liibbe, Michelet,
Karl Friedrich Goschel, Hermann
Friedrich Wilhelm Hinrichs, Johann
Edward Erdmann, Eduard Gans, Carl
Ludwig Michelet, Georg Andreas Gabler
and Karl Rosenkranz

David Friedrich Strauss, Edgar and Bruno

19th century  Left or Young

Hegelians Bauer, Friedrich Feuerbach, August von
Ciszokwski, Max Stirner, Moses Hef3,
Arnold Ruge, Kierkegaard, and a certain
Karl Marx
20th century  Modern Alexandre Kojeve, Jean Hyppolite, George
Hegelians Lukacs, Theodor Adorno, Herbert
Marcuse
21st century Current Stephen Houlgate, Charles Taylor, Axel
Hegelians Honneth, Bruce Gilbert
21st century Current Robert Pippin; ‘Pittsburgh Neo-Hegelians’

Neo-Hegelians

(Brandom & McDowell); Paul Redding,
Kenneth Westphal




10 Hegel’s Moral Corporation

‘Neo-Hegelian’: for philosophers who have an interpretation of Hegel
that tries to render Hegel compatible with some broader
contemporary set of normative considerations about
how to engage with philosophy.

‘Hegelian’: for philosophers who are more or less convinced that
Hegel ‘got it right’ and does not need the type of accom-
modation to the present that Neo-Hegelians attempt.

But before this development could occur, many of the 19th-century
Hegelians were censored, prosecuted, isolated, became jobless or mar-
ginalised, and were forced to live in exile culminating in the Young
Hegelians’ exile in Paris and Marx’s émigré in England. Later two key
20th-century Hegelian philosophers, Theodor W. Adorno and Herbert
Marcuse, escaped to the USA when German Nazis burned books first
and people later (Klikauer 2011). Meanwhile, many Right Hegelians
embraced mainstream supporting positivism.® This challenged the criti-
cal wing of Hegel'’s legacy on philosophical grounds inside and outside
of Germany. Today, Hegelian philosophy is well anchored in many of
Germany'’s universities (Frankfurt, Berlin, Heidelberg, etc.).

Essentially, German society of the 21st century is somewhat more rep-
resentative of Hegel’s philosophy of Sittlichkeit, for example, when com-
pared to Hegel’s 19th-century Kleinstaaten with their feudal leftovers of
authoritarian—militaristic mini-emperors. In most European countries
and modern societies, many of Hegel’s institutional teachings such as
family, civil society, the state, and other selective aspects of his philoso-
phy such as human freedom and even parts of Hegelian Sittlichkeit have
become part of society. Nevertheless, other parts of Hegelian philoso-
phy remain unchanged. While the foundation of ruling has changed
from 19th-century authoritarianism to 20th-century democracy, both —
albeit in different ways — still establish rulers and the ‘to be ruled’. In
other words, we might have changed from hitting one another until the
strongest ruler remained standing to the use of a pen under the equa-
tion: ‘x = democracy’, but the ruler versus ruled dichotomy remains. In
Hegelian terms, there are still masters and slaves, there are still rulers
and the ruled (over), and there are still management and employees. In
short, Hegel’s master-slave dialectics remains prevalent in corporations,
society, and politics.5’

The political applications of selective moments in continental phi-
losophy are designed to secure political and economic rule. Originally
developed as Kantian and Hegelian, critical philosophy was converted
into ‘positive’ philosophy. This came as a reaction to Hegel’s insistence
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that ‘the negative’ is relevant to understand the truth.% Hegelian philos-
ophy is thoroughly dialectical demanding to examine both sides that,
rather oversimplified, have been seen as ‘positive and negative’ and ‘pros
and cons’.® Any blunt rejection of the negative element in Hegelian
philosophy resulted in a one-dimensional focus on the positive. This
one-dimensional view aided the invention of positivism and empiricism
(Marcuse 1966). While previously being an insignificant subarea of phi-
losophy, today positivism has been accelerated to an unquestioned and
all-guiding paradigm.

The dominance of this paradigm made the origins of critical rational-
ism that started with Kant’s Trilogy of Critiques disappear in many areas.
Despite this, Hegel developed Kantian philosophy as speculative philos-
ophy. His speculative philosophy focuses on negativity and dialectics.”
In historical terms, the development of 18th-century Kantian and 19th-
century Hegelian philosophy occurred, just as Enlightenment itself, as
a reaction to the monistic authority of religious belief-systems that sup-
ported the Dark Ages, the Inquisition, and the Ancient Regime.”* While
France ended all this with the French Revolution of 1789, Germany only
ever experienced a ‘revolution’’? of the Geist and this only in parts of an
educated and enlightened class.” During the 19th century and in some
cases well after World War II, various German counter-forces directed
against Enlightenment still sought to prevent modernity, Kantianism,
and even more so Hegelian philosophy.

But neither Kantian nor Hegelian philosophy simply presented a
counter-opinion. ‘In philosophy, we cannot just use one position to

oppose another position . . . that is opinion [according to] Luthers’
‘here I am, I cannot help it’ . . . in philosophy, however, criticism has
to be rational . . . another philosophical conception cannot simply be

destroyed by criticism, but it must be aufgehoben.”* Philosophical con-
cepts like this not only have historical significance but are also impor-
tant for today, for our understanding of the world, the way civil society,
management, and corporations work. Hegelian philosophy might mean
for management and business studies what is described in the following.

When management and business studies reject critique and Hegel’s
‘dialectical negative’ outright, they do not view processes such as
‘thesis — anti-thesis — synthesis’ as rational — which is something Greek
philosophy did roughly 2,000 years ago and which continues until
today.”> Simultaneously, this rejects philosophical attempts to unify
positives and negatives under Hegel’s dialectic of reconciliation. Instead,
management studies view critique that includes positives and nega-
tives in Martin Luther’s opinionated way, ‘Here I am, I cannot help it.’
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This expresses an opinion, not a philosophical-rational critique based
on the inclusion of negatives. Management studies’ rejection, margin-
alisation, isolation, and dislike of critique and the negative have been
designed to prevent a critique that outlines the inextricable part of any-
thing that exists, namely, the negative: there is no day without night; no
darkness without light; no birth without death; no management with-
out employees; and no strategic management without the management
of daily affairs.

Inside managerial thinking every critique is re-framed simply as opin-
ion versus opinion rather than the philosophical-rational critique of
positive — negative — synthesis. Those who have been assigned the job
to protect management from critique — Baritz’s The Servants of Power —
are organised under the heading of management studies. They re-frame
any philosophical-rational critique as mere opinion. This is the task of
management studies and once accomplished an opinion can attack any
non-managerial and anti-Managerialism view.”® All this is, perhaps, a
five-centuries-old Lutheran idea (Martin Luther, 1483-1546) but man-
agement studies not only cling to it but also ignore the philosophical-
rational critique of Hegel (1770-1831). In sum, dismissing, marginalising,
and rejecting a philosophical-rational critique on management as mere
opinion perceived as an attack on management shows opinionated
thinking rather than an understanding of European Enlightenment,
continental philosophy, and the Hegelian project (Moggach & Lledman
1997:540). Hegelian philosopher Pippin (2010:110) summarised this in
the following way:

Looking at the Hegelian project . . . of course, leads us to a decisive
and somewhat unstable turning point in European or what we now
call Continental philosophy, the point where Kant'’s great inventions,
his attempts to re-conceive a purely rational philosophy in the face
of the collapsing authority of traditional rationalism and the unsat-
isfying modesty of modern empiricism, inventions like his notion
of transcendental subjectivity, or of only ‘practical reality’, are being
reconceived in this developmental way, and that means also socially
and historically, and where his self-legislating moral subject is recon-
ceived as such more than a practically necessary idea and is instead
animated with an historical life.””

In order to prevent ‘the collapsing authority’ and the rise of Kant’s
‘self-legislating moral subject’, King Frederick William IV of Prussia
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(1795-1861) commissioned German philosopher Schelling to destroy
the dragon seed of Hegelianism.”® To some extent the Prussian/Schelling
programme of destroying Hegel had actually succeeded during the 19th
century. German philosopher Dieter Henrich (1971:7), for example,
begins his book on Hegel in Context [Hegel im Kontext] with the follow-
ing: ‘For more than a century, those who wanted to understand Hegel
were alone. They found no guiding analysis which would have helped
in reading Hegel.””

The Prussian/Schelling programme was to annihilate Hegel’s phi-
losophy of phenomenology as outlined in Hegel’s masterpiece: The
Phenomenology (1807). It developed a philosophy in which the phe-
nomenon examines the relationship between appearance and truth
[Schein und Wahrheit] that seeks to look through an appearance to ascer-
tain truth. In the functional world of pure positivism that has set up
ideological belief-systems such as ‘facts speak for themselves’, pure sci-
ence, objectivity, neutrality, and the like, any philosophical examina-
tion that carries one deeper into what is made-up and presents itself
as pure appearance is not welcomed.®® However, misleading and ideo-
logical claims such as the infamous self-speaking facts, for example, can
be exposed as ideological through simple common sense:®! facts cannot
speak for themselves for two reasons — they have no mouth to speak
with and always depend on the human interpretation of these so-called
objective facts to make sense of them. This always incurs a human factor
in the form of a needed interpretation of the facts which is inextricably
linked to subjectivity (Kant). Despite all this, positivism, pragmatism,
functionalism, system theory, and most ideologies of management stud-
ies and Managerialism seek to convince us that the managerial interpre-
tation of facts under the banner of value neutrality, for example, is not
an ideology but the reality. And that this is TINA reality — there is no
alternative. In reality, however, this represents no more than a mana-
gerially constructed view of a specific form of reality. In short, Hegelian
philosophy drills through the appearance [Schein] of managerial ideolo-
gies to uncover the truth.®?

Hegel’s corporation and the modern corporation

Nevertheless, keeping up the appearance — commonly known as
‘Impression Management’ (Rosenfeld et al. 1995) — is a near perfect
description of management studies. This has direct spillover effects
from management studies into real academic fields and society. Under
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Managerialism, the latter are increasingly forced to remain within the
boundaries of positivism.®* Management studies seek to pretend that
management is a positive and neutral subject. While the ideology of
neutrality stems from the engineering ideology, the positive carries two
values: (i) positive as in positivism and (ii) positive as in good, that is,
not negative. In line with this, management studies teach management
as a global-managerial subject operating on valid laws. Academics within
management studies often represent The Servants of Power.

One way of supporting management and the ideology of Managerialism
is claiming that management is non-historical and universal. It is the
claim that management has always existed. Supporting evidence for
this ideology comes directly from the ‘horse’s mouth’ so to speak when
former Harvard Business Review editor Magretta (2012:4) wrote a surpris-
ingly open book - her non-textbook work on What Management is — How
it Works and Why It's Everyone’s Business (2012) - that in a ‘tell-it-all’
mode is as close to a perfect description of management as one can find.
She writes, for example, ‘society has always had managers’. This is no
more than an ideological attempt to make us believe that management
is therefore neutral to historical processes. If management has always
existed, one might wonder about the following:

* Were Egypt’s pyramids built under the economic system of manage-
rial capitalism?

e Were pharaohs shareholders?;

* Did they operate a corporation called ‘Pyramid Construction Ltd.’?;

¢ Did their corporate management include financial controlling, mar-
keting, and operations management techniques (e.g. worldwide sourc-
ing, supply chain management, and global production networks)?;

e Did their corporation use ROI (return on investment)?;

e Did their corporation have a sophisticated corporate governance
structure?;

* Was their strategic management more akin to Whittington’s (2001)
classical or systemic approach?;

¢ Did those who built the pyramids operate under cost-cutting, perfor-
mance management systems, the infamous KPIs (key performance
indicators), and performance-related pay systems?;

e Were those people called human resources governed by Human
Resource Management?

e Were those people members of a trade union operating under the
international labour standards as prescribed by the International
Labour Organisation (ILO)?



Introduction 15

It appears that this was not the case. Hence, The Servants of Power can
never grow tired of pretending otherwise. They can also never stop
claiming that corporate management operates on universally valid laws
and is timeless. But corporate management is a 20th-century invention
that was only made possible under capitalism ‘after’ ownership and
administering corporations separated.®* As such, management is quite a
modern invention operating as a socially constructed and ideologically
secured particularity.

In short, The Servants of Power need to secure management against a
Hegelian demolition job that balances management studies’ overt posi-
tivism with the other side of reality: Hegel’s philosophy of dialectics that
includes the negative side of things. To avoid this, management stud-
ies need to be one-sided (positive and positivism). By contrast, Hegel’s
two-sided approach (+/-) always includes negatives.® But excluding one
over the other might also mean that management studies can never be
a truly scientific enterprise but has to — almost by definition — remain
ideological. To clarify the terminology of corporate management fur-
ther, it needs to be distinguished from its three bedfellows: management
studies, Managerialism, and managerial capitalism. This is necessary
because originally management was simply an office (19th century)
that turned into administration and bureaucracy (20th century) and
has then mutated into corporate management. Later it added two ideo-
logical support mechanisms to its portfolio: management studies and
Managerialism. In other words, when one uses ‘corporate management’
today, a raft of institutions, ideologies, images, and expressions can be
conveyed (Morgan 1993).

Seen from this perspective, management takes on atleast four subforms.
These are managerial regimes, management studies, Managerialism, and
managerial capitalism. To begin with the most immediate level, manage-
rial regimes operate inside corporations. They are the clearest and most
direct expression of corporate management and managerial rule-making.
This is because of corporate management’s task to oversee companies,
corporations, and the like. This creates management’s institutional
setup commonly framed as ‘organisation’ by The Servants of Power to
eclipse and ideologically neutralise the profit-making character of com-
panies (Klikauer 2007:144). Management’s most direct expression of
managerial regimes is self-invented, authoritarian, and non-democratic
(Soederberg 2010:74). Hence, it incurs the self-invented image of illegiti-
macy. And this not because of democratic illegitimacy but because of
its self-invented status of being a depoliticised entity solely constructed
out of engineering science, technical, neutral, and value-free elements.



