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Abstract  The “end of history” by Fukuyama is mainly based on Hegel’s
treatise of the end of history and Kojeve’s corresponding interpretation. But
Hegel’s “end of history” is a purely philosophical question, i.e., an ontological
premise that must be fulfilled to complete “absolute knowledge.” When Kojeve
further demonstrates its “universal and homogeneous state,” Fukuyama extends it
into a political view: The victory of the Western system of freedom and
democracy marks the end of the development of human history and Marxist
theory and practice. This is a misunderstanding of Hegel. Marx analyzes,
scientifically, the historical limitation of Western capitalism and maintains, by
way of a kind of revolutionary teleology, the expectation of and belief in human
liberation, which is the highest historical goal. His philosophy of history is hence
characterized by theoretical elements from both historical scientificalness and
historical teleology.
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1 Introduction

1989 witnessed the publication of Francis Fukuyama’s book, The End of History
and the Last Man, which caused a stir in Western academia and became very
popular for a while. This book’s central theme is: the large-scale failure of
socialism in the 20™ century means that the Western system of freedom and
democracy is “the last political form of mankind” and “the end of the
development of human ideology,” and hence marks the “end of history”
(Fukuyama 2003, Foreword, p. 1). This is the most radical and powerful defense
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made by Western mainstream philosophy for a liberal democratic system in
trouble, defending its political foundation while also trying to recover the
absolute right to speak of liberalism. As a matter of course, for Marxists and
believers of Nietzsche, Fukuyama was well known for his defense of mainstream
modernity. It is clear now, decades later, that Fukuyama exerted academic
influence because he turned the ideological debate between the East and the West
into a theoretical issue, the result of which the theory of history once again
became the focus of modern ideological debate. The arguments brought forth
therewith are a review of the late age of capitalism to historical issues ranging
from Christianity to Hegel and Marx in the West. The “theory of the end of
history” by Fukuyama is a clear political issue, but his writing, as a follower of
Strauss and the disciple of Alan Bloom, is characterized by a complex discussion
about the history of thinking. This forces us to examine his thinking when
reflecting on this issue.

Consciousness and historical issues in modern philosophy are products of
modern self-understanding and self-affirmation. In the West, both in ancient
times and Christian times, consciousness of history is finite. The Greeks have no
consciousness in that they believe that the order of the cosmos is that of history
and all things move eternally, returning to the same point. Importance began to
be attached to theology in the age of Christianity, which, however, is historical
theology: great events like the Creation, the conception of Jesus by Mary, the
Last Judgment and Salvation, are super-historical rather than natural to the
history of mankind. Worldly history itself is of no importance. The belief in the
absolute importance of history and the great attention paid to some historical
events and their significance are the traits of modern historical consciousness.
This came from the belief in reason and development in the 18" century and a
break from the old world. France’s political revolution and England’s industrial
revolution shaped new thoughts by influencing all of the civilized world, namely
that human beings are living in an age when “historical reforms mean
everything” and since those reforms are the result of human creation and rational
action, history is thus a self-disciplined realm based on human effort and
progress, completely unrelated to divine intention. The advancement of the
natural sciences changed their relationship to the humanities in the modern
consciousness: Aristotle’s humanism is a part of natural science whereas
humanities after Rousseau rely on the existence of another realm different from
the natural sciences. Historical studies reached its acme in the 19™ century when
it presented completely new independent goals to the humanities, that is to say, it
regarded human beings in an unprecedented way, as the creator of history as well
as individuals with freedom and morality, not simply moving objects in the
natural sciences.

Lowith contests in World History and Salvation History that modern historical
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consciousness and historical problems originated from the eschatological belief
of Christianity which treats world history as that of salvation. The key trait of
salvation is the concept of “future”: A historical event does not have meaning in
itself and is only meaningful when directed at an external goal. The ultimate goal
of history is an eschatological future that exists in people’s expectations and
hopes. And here also lies the biggest difference between Christianity and Greek:
The Greeks think that all movements return to the starting point and whatever is
to happen in the future will, like that in the past, bring nothing new; the concept
of “history” and future is from Christian prophets whose predictions made
history possible. The most important conclusion by Lowith is, from the time of
Augustine to that of Hegel and Marx, Western historical consciousness has been
stipulated by the eschatological theme of Christianity with “future” as its core
and the most important truth (Lowith 2002, pp. 9-10, pp. 23-24); it is on this
account that modern people stop treating human history as a cyclical event,
eternally returning to the starting point in the past, in favor of a meaningful
process toward future goals.

The result is “the end of history”: future qua the ultimate goal of history as its
end. History as a whole is based on the idea that it has a definite starting point
and an ultimate end. History nonetheless presumes it has ultimate meaning, that
is, it must be presupposed that history has an endpoint qua ultimate goal through
a historical process. What “the end of the world” presents to the historical
process is this endpoint. The thought of “eschatology” as the ultimate expectation
of “telos” offers a schema with continuous progress and meaning to history. At
the same time, it can overcome the temporality of time which, without restraint
from a historical end, would devour its own production. The compass of
eschatology directs at God’s kingdom qua the ultimate goal and the end, pointing
out our location in the matrix of time (Ibid., p. 24).

Nonetheless, world history is by no means equal to salvation, history and
people are not supposed to foist modern historical consciousness on Christian
theology. The work of connecting salvation history and world history before
making them compatible is done by Hegel: Through a worldly interpretation of
Christianity, Hegel realized the expectation for the end of history through
Christianity’s salvation history. Briefly, Hegel contends that the core of Christian
doctrine is the reconciliation between God and human beings with the marked
event being Jesus showing his body, viz., God embodying Himself in man. This
event, at last, proves that human beings are identical to God, and that human
beings can find their own essence in the concept of God, to wit, “freedom.” In
other words, human finiteness and the infiniteness he longs for reach consensus
in a particular individual being. It is Hegel’s contention that neither Greek nor
Rome had sublimed self consciousness as the human essence of freedom while
Christianity’s discovery of freedom is a historical turning point: “The world
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history circles around it. History comes here and sets off hereby.” History after
Christ is the real human history. The most striking conclusion by Hegel is that the
reconciliation realized by Christianity determines modernity: Such modern basic
principles like freedom and equality were first made known to people by
Christianity, say, “these principles were obtained by worldly kingdoms via
Christianity” (Hegel 2003, p. 315, p. 330).

Lowith claims that Hegel is the last Christian philosopher (Lowith 2006, p.
128, also cf. Lowith 2002, p. 69). The popularization of Christianity is, in effect,
the starting point established by Hegel to examine history, and a key step of his
defense of modernity. As a result, the belief in the end of history by salvation
history is sorted into world history dominated by reason. He cannot but
understand some of the greatest events of his age as the completion of world
history. Hegel contested, “The last phase of history is our world, our time (Hegel
2003, p. 436).” This led to speculation by interpreters like Kojéve. The end of
history affirmed by Hegel is discussed in Chapter six of Phenomenology of Spirit,
i.e., the break out of the French Revolution, the foundation of Napoleon’s Empire,
and the birth of German philosophy (notably Hegelian philosophy). In the same
vein, it has also led to the strong impulse of people like Fukuyama who take
advantage of Hegel and try to defend the Western system of freedom and
democracy.

2 Hegel and the Western System of Freedom and
Democracy

Fukuyama presented his treatise in terms of the great events at the end of the 20"
century. He also traced back to Hegel Christianity insomuch as he believed that a
return to Hegelian theories of history might produce a noble and persuasive
interpretation of freedom and democracy, proving that they are the end of history.
There is a common point between Hegel and Marx. Rather than the blind
packaging of that which has happened, history is a meaningful and
understandable holistic process which begins with slavery and primitive
agricultural civilization via various theocratic polities, absolute monarchies, and
feudal aristocratic governances, subliming the system of freedom and democracy
and capitalism industrial civilization. On this foundation, Fukuyama reached a
crucial understanding: Both Hegel and Marx contend that there is an ultimate
internal goal for history—the realization of which would be the end of history.
While Hegel finds this end at “free state,” Marx asserts it to be communism.
Fukuyama on the other hand argues that in the last 25 years of the 20" century,
the systems of freedom and democracy and free market economy have gained
decisive global domination which, as a result, is the end of history. As he states,
while the natural historical process will continue, all the big problems in history
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have been completely settled hence no great event will happen and it is no more
possible for the most basic political form and the spiritual principles that
constitute the essence of history to progress (Fukuyama 2003, pp. 2—4).

Taking this opportunity, Fukuyama reignited the debate that had begun with
great men in the 19" century: What pushes history toward an ultimate goal? He
compared two basic interpretations, the first of which is familiar to modernity:
The progress of modern science and technology serves the free market economy
which brings about an infinite increase of wealth and from the satisfaction of
human desire and, consequently, leads humankind to irreversibly embark on a
homogeneous path of economic modernization and consumerism. Fukuyama
claims that this is an “economic interpretation of historical development,” neither
integral nor satisfactory (Ibid., pp. 5-6) in that it fails to interpret the foundations
of inner morality and humanity of freedom and democracy as a kind of historical
progress. Thus he puts forward the second interpretation: Hegel’s master/slave
dialectics reveals that in lieu of material wealth, it is the pure passion of a person
for other’s recognition that is the noble part of humanity, and this kind of struggle
for recognition is that which drives all of history. “Hegel has once asserted, in
accordance with democratic revolutions in America and French, that history has
come to an end because the desire that drives history—to struggle for
recognition—has been satisfied in a society wherein popular as well as mutual
recognition has been realized. Insomuch as no any other system of human society
can better satisfy this desire, it’s impossible for history to make more progress”
(Ibid., p. 9). The second interpretation is superior to the first one in that
Fukuyama believes that the Hegelian theories offer a truly moral-based method
for understanding historical progress, so that the system becomes noble:
“Freedom and democracy obtained world-wide victory qua the discovery of
humanity” (Ibid., pp. 57-58).

Apparently, this Hegelian theory of history was “over-interpreted” by
Fukuyama which, failing to represent Hegel’s foremost intent, is important to
understanding his thinking by the questions it raises. As was said by Kojeve, the
future of the world depends to a great extent on people’s interpretation of Hegel
(Kojeve 2002, p. 25). Fukuyama’s interpretation of Hegel is complex due to the
penetration of the history of thought so we will only choose the following two
points for discussion.

(1) It is Fukuyama’s contention that Hegel is superior to Marx in
understanding the meaning of history. He assigns Marx’s material view of history
to “the economic interpretation of history,” criticizing it as the most common
way of thinking in the modern world which indicates that human understanding
has been irrevocably capitalized (Fukuyama 2003, p. 164). He states that Marx’s
view of history is in reality blocked—the society that appears after the end of
history, namely the society wherein people are allowed to produce equally and
consume the largest number of goods, is not communism but capitalism—and the
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greatest problem it raises is not whether Hegel’s prediction of the end of history
is more precise than Marx’s, but whether or not his understanding of the essence
of history is more profound than Marx’s. In Fukuyama’s eyes, the depth of
Hegel’s understanding of history is far beyond that of Marx’s materialism (Ibid.,
p. 152). This is because Hegel found that what really drives human history is
neither science and technology nor economy but a species of non-economic
power of humanity: “the passion for the obtainment of recognition.” Fukuyama
says, “When we have to touch the issue of the end of history, it seems that we
cannot but suspend the discussion about history and shift to issues of humanity”
(Kojeve 2002, p. 75). Based on this view of humanity, Hegel classifies society
into masters who are willing to risk life for honor and slaves who are afraid of
death, which is more profound than Marx’s view which classifies society
according to economics. This is because in Plato’s The Republic, Socrates
classifies human soul into reason, desire, and passion, Hegel’s stress on
“recognition” makes it clear that passion is the top priority of humanity whereas
Marx, like Locke, who also stresses economics, only sees reason and desire.
Thus “Hegel has seen through humanity more than Locke or Marx” (Fukuyama
2003, p. 157).

(2) Fukuyama argues that Hegel’s discovery of humanity also makes his
understanding of freedom and democracy different from that of the Anglo-Saxon
liberalism tradition, i.e., Hobbs, Locke, and the founders of the United States.
Hobbes holds that the most essential natural right of human beings is that of
self-protection while to risk life for honor is not the starting point of human
freedom but the origin of all misfortune. Locke adds another natural right—the
right to property to human freedom in addition to self-protection. In the eyes of
Fukuyama, their understanding of liberalism is that of capitalists and the egoism
they represent is the biggest failure of modernity on morality. Hegel builds his
understanding of freedom on the non-egoism in humanity so that he can see that
which Hobbes and Locke fail to see: Determining whether or not one is free
depends on whether or not he can make moral choices, that is, the choice is made
according to humanity’s highest needs (like dignity and morality) rather than
whether or not it benefits oneself. The lofty attitude of risking life for others’
recognition is of great importance in Hegel’s description of history in that it
demonstrates that human beings have surpassed such natural intuitions as
self-protection and self-interest, etc. and become a free or true man. Fukuyama
believes that Hegel proved that human freedom starts with his creation of a new
self by surpassing capitalism’s egoism and “the symbolic starting point of the
creation of the self is to struggle, braving death, for pure reputation” (Ibid., p.
235). In his view, the success of modern freedom and democracy is generally
based on “non-rational pride” and “passion for recognition” that Anglo-Saxon
liberalism attempts to surpass. The working spirit in the free economy “has been
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not driven by material seduction but come from the recognition of overlapping
social groups” (Ibid., pp.168—170, p. 172).

Obviously, Fukuyama suppresses Marx’s critical understanding of history and
reality through Hegel’s theory on passion for recognition before further hedging
against the vulgar foundation of modernity by Hobbes and Locke. By doing so,
he aims to offer a noble interpretation of free and democratic society through
Hegel’s theories which, in effect, is impossible to do unless an internal problem
is first confronted; it is impossible to explain the origin of free and democratic
modern society by Hegel’s “passion for recognition” instead of the “natural
rights” of Hobbes and Locke. To clarify, we must first compare these two
theories (Marx’s theory will be discussed later on).

Hobbes and Locke established natural rights as the real foundation of
modernity, as they were not satisfied with moral judgment being based on
subjective idealism. They contend nevertheless that nature is the eternal as well
as authentic criterion and both good man and good society rely on human nature.
Hobbes affirms natural laws as moral principles in civil society, but also contends
that natural laws must be separated from human ideas of completion and deduced
from human praxis. It hence follows: The strongest natural emotion is the panic
before death and the greatest natural right is the right of self-preservation, which
is the primal origin of justice and morality. The reason man enters into contracts
and civil society is that his life suffers from threats and death in the natural state.
This way, civil society and positive laws are deduced and come to have power. In
the same way, the conflict between private interests and public good is settled. At
the center of Locke’s idea is that the rights of comfort and property can be
deduced from human nature. It is important that neither Hobbes nor Locke
exclude passion, i.e., the longing for freedom, from political life. They both
realize it is impossible to eliminate the eternal love for freedom due to the panic
before death. Hobbes argues that natural right is, rather than a general one, the
freedom deserving acknowledgement in the natural state which presupposes that
self-preservation is morally culpable but understandable in the environment. The
only goal of civil society and the state is to achieve peace and mutual protection
so as to end the natural state, setting free man from it and ending his excuses for
selfish acts. A new environment wherein people act on social contracts is hence
created. The theories of natural rights of Hobbes, Locke, even Rousseau, are
different from one another. They are identical in the origin and goal of modern
civil society and their proof for natural rights sets a priori faith of the possibility
of human free choice and, at the same time, denies that human beings have the
ability to completely understand where the foundation for civil society began (i.e.,
the free and democratic society).'

! The interpretation of Hobbs and Locke’s theory of “natural right” can be found in Chapter 5
of Strauss 2006b, and the article of his disciple, Burns 2002.
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When it comes to interpreting the origin and goal of civil society, Hegel’s
theory of “obtaining recognition” is inferior to that of natural rights. In the most
direct sense, Hegel’s theory of recognition with respect to morals neither targets
nor is applicable to the interpretation of the origin of modern free and democratic
society. In Chapter 4 of Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel’s treatise of recognition
offers, in an abstract way, an exemplary model for a correct understanding of
interpersonal relationships, that is, understanding it as a life-and-death struggle
undertaken for mutual recognition and based on interdependence.2 This treatise
introduces the core issues of a modern political philosophy which, as a result, can
be extended into various theories: Marx uses it to establish the basic agenda for
class politics; Fukuyama on the other hand offers a noble interpretation of
freedom and democracy. The question is, applying Hegel’s theory to Fukuyama,
one finds that the first flaw is the weak abstraction does not match up to the free
and democratic society in that the lofty attitude, to wit, risking life for honor,
does not correspond in any way to the real experience of modernity. The
disappearance of the panic before death may underlie humanity, yet it also
deconstructs the motivation for entering modernity and accepting its rules. As to
how Fukuyama’s “passion for recognition” gave rise to modernity, few people
have an exact idea. A bigger fault is, Fukuyama misunderstood Hegel’s
mater/slave dialectics and theory of recognition. He fails to notice that in the
application of the master/slave dialectics, rather than attributing the origin of
modern society to the master’s passion for recognition, Hegel does so to the ideas
of absolute freedom and universal equality qua slave morals appearing in
Christianity, and to the idea that slaves treasure their own labor, overcome nature
through labor, and seek recognition. Hegel demonstrated that the secularization
of Christianity is the free and democratic modern society. Hegel follows how to
handle modern society’s core issues, viz., conflict between private interests and
public good by means of contracts and legal institutions, Hobbes, Locke, and
Smith: citizen society is the “system of interdependence in every aspect which is
established by egoistical aim (that is, particularity) in its realization restrained by
universality.” In this polarized restraint, that which is ethical disappears when the
particular aim of each individual obtains the universal form via relations to others
and, at the same time when it satisfies others’ welfare, do so to itself (cf. Hegel
1982, pp. 182—-184). It is in this sense that Straus contends Hegelian master/slave
dialectic is based on Hobbs’ theories of natural state (Strauss 2006a, p. 208).

Primarily, Fukuyama is incapable of fulfilling his task. As a matter of fact,
readers may find that his work, namely that which congratulates the final victory
of Western freedom and democracy, is gloomy and melancholy. Fukuyama
adores Hegel for discovering that there were truly human, noble and free things,

2 Zhang 2007 offers a detailed expatiation on this.
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and history has eliminated, mercilessly, these things belonging to the past.
Fukuyama misses these things and the former passion with which he
dramatically took on Nietzsche: “Nietzsche’s works are the compliment to
Hegel’s aristocratic master and his risking life for honor, but also the fierce attack
on modernity in that modern society has completely accepted slave morals
unconsciously” (Fukuyama 2003, p. 216). For this reason, nonetheless,
Fukuyama has no idea how to illuminate the free and democratic society through
Hegel’s edifications. On the contrary, he proves, powerfully, that modernity is a
project of social reform whence passion is replaced by desire plus reason,
superior consciousness is conquered by the consciousness of equality, and
aristocrats are transformed into capitalists. “In a certain sense, the historical
procedure starting from masters’ bloody fights is ending due to the fact that
citizens of modern free and democratic society, that is, capitalists, take wealth
rather than honor as their top goal” (Ibid.).

3 The “End of History” qua a Philosophical Issue

The force of Fukuyama’s investigation into the end of history comes from his
understanding of Hegel, which in turn mainly comes from Kojeve. According to
Fukuyama, Kojeve is, after Marx, the greatest interpreter of Hegel, and the most
important conclusion is: The free and equal society brought about by the French
Revolution and Napoleon is a “universal and homogeneous state,” indicating that
human history has reached an end without any further progress. I, on the contrary,
contend that Fukuyama misused Hegel’s treatise of the end of history and that the
Western system of freedom and democracy cannot be understood, in a direct
sense, as the end of history. In the same line, Fukuyama misused Kojeve’s
interpretation of Hegel in that “universal and homogeneous state” is by no means
identical to Western free and democratic country.

In Phenomenology of Spirit Hegel established his theories on history, the first
seven chapters of which discuss history from different perspectives, the eighth
one focusing on the end of history. Nonetheless, the idea of the end of history
was inherited from the salvation history of Christianity, and Hegel presents not
an ultimate goal and point in human history that can be affirmed in an
experiential way, but an ontological premise for him to “finish” philosophy and
reach “absolute knowledge.” This is the last as well as the most influential
conclusion of the whole Hegelian phenomenology: Only when history is over
can there be absolute knowledge. The end of history here is a purely
philosophical issue rather than a natural historical event. The understanding of
history however is the premise for understanding this philosophical issue.
Fukuyama does not understand and, as such, has no interest in Hegel’s philoso-
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phical issues because he is trying to naturalize and demonstrate the end of history.
Nevertheless, Hegel’s theories are of no help to Fukuyama’s goal.

Hegel contests that knowledge is primal, man creates the world and history in
order to “put back” into knowledge, all historical beings exist for the coming of
complete knowledge, and the last and most perfect knowledge is a form of
conceptual understanding. This, to Hegel, is what he called “absolute
knowledge” or “science.” On the part of Hegel, absolute knowledge is the
ultimate goal of history and a reality of humanity. Spiritualist critiques of it are a
distorted understanding of Hegel. His absolute knowledge is the combination of
concept and reality, the whole being of the subject is identical to the object.
Chapter 8 of Phenomenology of Spirit is entitled “Absolute Knowledge,” and
summarizes issues present throughout the whole book: How can absolute
knowledge exist? The answer is: Only when history is over can there be absolute
knowledge (i.e., Hegelian philosophy). Hegel’s meaning is implicit and his
expression of this is extremely obscure: The final state of “spirit” is absolute
knowledge, “the conceptual knowledge of spirit as to itself” and the spirit taking
notions as its “Dasein” is called “science.” The point is: “As to the Dasein of this
concept, science will not appear in time and reality before the spirit reaches its
consciousness. Spirit qua that knowing what it is will not exit only after it
finishes its work” (Hegel 1983, p. 266). “Spirit” is the central concept in
Hegelian philosophy, and is by no means spiritualism in a common sense.
Through it Hegel expresses the substance and essence of worldly beings, namely
“the being itself integrating subject and object.” What is important is, in the view
of Hegel, the process wherein “spirit” realizes itself is human history and the last
state it reaches is a kind of absolutely perfect philosophy, that is, absolute
knowledge. That all possible stipulations of all the subjects and objects in history
are included in absolute knowledge means that only when all these stipulations
are realized in history will they become a part of absolute knowledge. Hegelian
philosophy thus came into force: “Spirit” creates world history in its factual
movement when Hegel replays world history in his philosophy, to wit, “history
understood conceptually.” Self-evidently, only when historical process come to
an end can the perfect philosophy to integrate history appear. Thus, Hegel says,
“Spirit will never reach its end qua one with self-consciousness before
accomplishing itself as it is or accomplishing itself qua world spirit (Ibid., p.
269).”3 This viewpoint affirms that the alleged “end of history” is a philoso-

3 In the preface to Elements of the Philosophy of Right, Hegel restates, anew, this view,
“Philosophy qua the thinking as to the world will not appear until the reality ends its
progression and itself. That which is instructed by concept is, to be sure, that which history
shows. This is to say that the ideal will not appear before the real and, after grasping the
substance of the same substantial world, build it into an ideal kingdom, until the real get
formed” (Hegel 1982, pp. 13—14).
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phically conceptual event related to the birth of absolute knowledge rather than a
natural event in history. Historical processes in reality never end and the endpoint
can only be set theoretically and conceptually, not ascertained in real historical
events, or else people would stray from the significance of Hegel’s issues.

What will the world be like after the end of history? Hegel’s works do not go
into any detail. One of the biggest achievements of Kojeve’s interpretation is that
he succeeds in extending, according to Hegel’s initial intent, this thought by
telling us: since the end of history is a philosophically conceptual event, the
connotation of this endpoint cannot but be conceived according to the needs and
construction of philosophy, i.e., absolute knowledge. First and foremost, to
become absolute or perfect, knowledge has to be circular and circularity is the
only path to the possible absolute perfection of knowledge. Kojeve holds that it is
the “only creative element brought by Hegel” to demonstrate and secure the
absolute truth of absolute knowledge via circularity (Kojeve 2005, p. 340) in that
Hegel is known for the following word: the process of the completion of truth is
a circle wherein the whole dialectic movement of “spirit” ultimately returns to
the starting point. On the other hand, absolute knowledge is possible in that
history has ended, and realized, completely, all that is demanded by human
nature so that the world becomes perfect. Seen in this light, the perfect truth of
the circularity of absolute knowledge is based on the fact that reality itself is also
circular and perfect on account of which history must end. The perfect reality
after the end of history is called by Kojeve the “universal and homogeneous
state.” By extending Hegel’s treatise on the end of history via this concept,
Kojeve aims to make more apparent the fiction of the end of history qua a
conceptual event and, at the same time, make the circularity of absolute
knowledge understandable: “universal and homogeneous state is nothing else but
the real basis for the circularity of absolute knowledge” (Ibid., p. 342). Kojeve
states, repeatedly, that the key trait of “circularity” is: No new content would
appear, no new things would be created, the identity with and the returning to
self would be forever sustained, and being would be treated as was done by
Greeks, which are the necessary circumstances wherein the absoluteness of
absolute knowledge can be pledged. “Science must be circular and only circular
science is the completed or absolute science” (Ibid., pp. 467—468). This demands
that the essential trait of the universal and homogeneous state qua the eternal
perfect reality after the end of history and the real basis for absolute knowledge
be such circularity, identical to itself and repeating itself. In such a state, each
one’s desire would be completely and finally satisfied and all people would
obtain mutual and universal recognition. There would be no labor and struggle or
negative acts that surpass themselves. “In the universal and homogeneous state,
nothing would change and no possible change would appear, thus no history
would exist” and “no new thing would be created” (Ibid., p. 461, p. 458).
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Needless to say, unlike Socrates’ ideal state as an ideal of political life,
Kojeve’s universal and homogeneous state is an ontological promise in which he
managed to reveal the fiction of Hegel’s “end of history” and its theoretical
significance. That is, only when history ends and the absolutely perfect world
appears can absolute knowledge appear. Hence Kojeve stresses that only those
who can complete history and understand this completion are entitled to be
citizens in the universal and homogeneous state, and so far only Hegel and
Napoleon qualify. Napoleon completed history; Hegel understood the
significance of this completion as the result of which he wrote Phenomenology of
Spirit, realized the circularity of absolute knowledge and, through this, marked
the end of history (Ibid., pp. 175-176, pp. 504-505). On this account, the
“universal and homogeneous state” is an absolutely perfect conceptual world
open only to Napoleon and Hegel, and relevant only to the circularity and
perfection of absolute knowledge. Kojeve thus says, “The universal and
homogeneous state is the real basis for the circularity of absolute knowledge.”

It must be pointed out that there is a paradox in Kojeve’s interpretation of the
formation of the universal and homogeneous state, namely that he does so from
two different paths. In the first instance, he interprets the formation of universal
and homogeneous state by virtue of the birth of absolute knowledge (i.e.,
Hegelian philosophy) and lays the ontological foundation for the absolute
perfection of absolute knowledge. As was noticed above, this is an interpretation
appropriate to Hegel’s initial intent and abundant of the creativity evident in that
Hegel’s end of history is a philosophical issue in lieu of a natural event in
modernity. In a parallel instance, he interprets the formation by admitting the
satisfaction of desire, which results in the realization and politicization of the end
of history, namely identifying the universal and homogeneous state with the free
and democratic modern state. This is where Fukuyama starts to treat issues such
as the end of history in a political and ideological milieu. Kojeve holds, all
through the interpretation of Phenomenology of Spirit, that Hegel decisively
clarifies the essence of world history as the “struggle for recognition,” that world
history is basically constituted of master and slave, recognition and being
recognized. Additionally, Kojeve holds that Hegel presented the following views
in his Phenomenology of Spirit: the free and democratic modern state brought
about by the French Revolution and Napoleon has satisfied the desire for
recognition from people, which signals that history has ended in our time: “The
state that realizes such ‘satisfaction’ is produced in consternation (i.e., the
Revolution) which, in the eyes of the writer of Phenomenology of Spirit, is the
Napoleon Empire. Napoleon completed human society.” Hegel on the other hand
understands the historical significance of Napoleon in this way: “Hegel knew
that history has ended because he had heard the cannon from the battlefield in
Jena” (Ibid., p. 229, p. 202). The improper “over-interpretation” of Kojeve of
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Hegel’s theory of recognition is closely associated with his talented interpretation
of Hegel’s treatise on the end of history, which led to his entire interpretation
containing the paradox of the realization and politicization of the end of history,
straying away from Hegel’s intent. The famous note added by Kojeve in his old
age to the second edition of Introduction to the Reading of Hegel further
deepened this misunderstanding, “When observing what happened around and
considering about the happenings in the world since the battle of Jena, I find that
it stands to reason that Hegel has seen the end of history in the essential sense
from the battle. It is in and from this battle that human precursors have reached
the destination and goal, that is, the end of mankind historical process. That
which happened afterwards was nothing but the extension of the universal
revolutionary power realized in French by Robespierre and Napoleon.” He even
cited the two exemplary countries of the United States and Japan as the
“post-history world” after the end of history, the former seeking for economic
wealth, the latter for elegance (Ibid., pp. 518-519). This has all the more
reinforced the view that the universal and homogeneous state is the Western free
and democratic state.

The politicized interpretation of Hegel’s end of history started by Kojeve
reached its acme in Fukuyama’s work. While accepting the negative aspect of
Kojeve’s interpretation, Fukuyama nevertheless ignores the most important
philosophical edification from Hegel that Kojeve had rediscovered. The
edification holds that both the end of history and the universal and homogeneous
state are an ontological precondition for Hegel’s absolute knowledge. Fukuyama
however contends that Kojeve was important in us confirm Hegel’s belief that
history ended in 1806 when the principles of freedom and equality of the French
Revolution was realized as a “universal and homogeneous state,” i.e., Western
free and democratic state. Hence “the issue of recognition” was settled, and the
development of human politics and ideology has reached an end with no progress.
“It deserves our most regards that Kojeve has made, solemnly, this thesis in that
we may thus understand the political issues in the past millenniums of human
history as the striving for settling the issue of recognition.... If modern
constitutional governments were capable of inventing a kind of political system
which can make each one obtain recognition without the appearance of tyrants,
the system would surely be the most steady and eternal during human history”
(Fukuyama 2003, pp. 12-13, pp. 74-75). In addition to the fact that it has
brought wealth, most importantly, the “post-history” Western free and democratic
state admits and protects the dignity and rights of each individual respectively
(Ibid.). Fukuyama was not merely content with such clichés. As was mentioned
above, he fully understands the problems of free and democratic society, and so
his work is full of pessimism. He even reacts to Nietzsche’s sharp criticism of
modern society: modern people who live at the end of history are a group of “last



644 ZHANG Dun

men” who give up the pursuit for honor and all the superior as well as wonderful
things while devoted to economic activities with “comfortable self-protection” as
the top goal, so “they would regress to animals.” Fukuyama even brilliantly
analyzes how the United States, an exemplary free and democratic society,
cultivates banal “last men” (Ibid., pp. 228-230). Nonetheless, these are just
means and as was pointed out, the basic stance Fukuyama takes is to make free
and democratic society look noble through Hegel’s ideas and make his own
argument sound noble by virtue of Nietzsche’s. This stance hedges Fukuyama
against the most important philosophical creation of Kojeve when the former
absorbs the paradox and difficulty in the latter’s interpretation.

The paradox is: When the end of history refers to absolute knowledge or
Hegelian philosophy, citizens in the universal and homogeneous state are thus
“philosophers,” or Nietzsche’s “last men,” when the end of history equals
Western free and democratic society. In Kojeve’s book, we can see both points,
of which Fukuyama prefers the latter. Strauss on the other hand contests that such
an ultimate state is not pursuit-worthy and that this interpretation itself is
arbitrary. In his work and correspondence, Straus candidly criticizes the universal
and homogeneous state, contending that when the meeting of the needs for
“recognition” is used to stipulate a universal and homogeneous state, truly great
humanity will not be satisfied when there are no noble and great acts. He thinks
that Kojeve in fact confirms the classic view: Infinite advances of technique and
its accompaniments are, qua the indispensable condition of universal and
homogeneous state, the ruin of humanity as it were. And this fact will, it happens,
lead to the fictitious denial of ultimate state (Strauss 2006a, p. 225, p. 266). On
the other hand, when “wisdom” instead of “recognition” is used to interpret the
satisfaction brought by a universal and homogeneous state, the state is legal and
fits into Hegel’s intent when it acts as the end of history. It is different from
Kojeve’s idea, namely that only a few people can obtain satisfaction from the
pursuit for wisdom but that which acts as a historical goal, i.e., the real
satisfaction of all the people, is impossible. Strauss tells us that in the ancient
classics, due to natural human weaknesses, it is impossible to have the best
political system and the universal satisfaction it brings. History thus will never
end and the so-called end of history is just an object of faith and hope—a Utopia.
Dissatisfied with this Utopia, modern people hope to achieve the best society and
history, but they have no other ideas. As a result, they lower their goals and
standards, making use of the satisfaction brought by universally mutual
recognition to replace the real happiness based on virtue (Ibid., p. 227). This is
the essence of the end of history that was realized and politicized by Fukuyama
on the one hand and that of universal and homogeneous state on the other which
betrays classical political thinking in Hegel’s philosophical issues.



“The End of History” and the Fate of the Philosophy of History 645

4 The Dual Traits of Marx’s Philosophy of History

It is inevitable that the end of history, the issue emanating from Christian
theology to modern philosophical anthropology and historical science, can be
found in Marx’s new historical materialism. Fukuyama declares that like Hegel,
Marx believes that there is an ultimate goal in human history, the realization of
which would be the end of history and by which history would never advance. As
a matter of fact, Fukuyama is just retelling a common viewpoint in Western
academia. In the 1940s, Lowith published work that argued that the core of
Marx’s understanding of history is that it is a socio-economic process which will
develop into a world-wide revolution with the ultimate end being the fall of
capitalism and liberation of proletarians. It is Lowith’s belief that The Communist
Manifesto is, in detail and form, a scientific finding and prediction which, while
believing that history is determined by objective regularities, insists on its
construction and the belief the crisis in the world of capitalism is the Last
Judgment whereas communism is the worldly heaven built by salvaged
proletarians. “All the historical procedures described by The Manifestos reflect
the universal schema used to interpret history by Jews-Christianity, namely that
history is one of salvation heading toward a meaningful ultimate goal and is
stipulated by providence” (Lowith 2002, p. 53).

Does Marx agree with the theory of the end of history? Are the inner ultimate
goal and the last point of history in line with Marx’s understanding of history? If
s0, what is the relationship between this and materialism’s view of history? When
people regard scientific understanding as the only one pertinent to Marxist
history, and when they insist on examining the end of history by means of
scientific measures, the answer to the aforementioned questions are negative. It is
my opinion nevertheless that it would not help to sustain or defend Marxism, but
bring damage to it instead by evading issues presented by Lowith and Fukuyama
as to Marx’s view of history.

According to Lowith, Marx sustains faiths in a scientific way, insisting some
belief in that which is expected by people (Ibid.). This idea deserves particular
attention wherein Marx’s “belief” cannot be understood through Christianity, but
in the worldly extended sense. Lowith is wrong to identify Marx’s human
liberation with the salvation of Christianity in that it is undeniable that Marx is
very critical of religion. Nonetheless, when this presentation acts as a symbolic
analogy, we might be reminded to re-think the original double theoretical trait
and complexity of Marx’s theory of history. It includes scientific analyses of the
real historical process and its regularities while it also believes in and persists
towards an ideal. All its scientific discoveries and claims are instructed as well as
given power by the belief in the ideal. It can be said, in a symbolic and analogical
sense, that historical materialism is the history of salvation of national economics
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language. It seems that a scientific finding...is filled with, from head to the end,
a kind of eschatological belief which stipulates, in his theories, the whole power
and the range of efficacy of all the specific claims (Ibid.). As far as communism
is related to the foremost historical goal, people can reasonably treat it as
history’s ultimate goal in Marxism. This is because both the “association of free
men” in Communist Manifesto and the “true realm of freedom” in Capital (Marx
1995, p. 927), even in the third stage (Marx and Engels 1995, Vol. 2, pp. 107-108)
of “free personality established on the comprehensive development of
individuals” in Manuscripts of Economics (1857—1858), these predictions
strongly implied the completeness of the historical process and the ultimacy of
the goal, which can only be understood as having surpassed Marx’s scientific
analyses. They constructed a belief and teleology parallel to Marx’s historical
theories. Marx’s philosophy of history thus displays an extremely complicated
theoretical prospect: In a way completely compatible with scientific standards,
Marx introduces his understanding of historical teleology and his belief. To Marx,
history is an objective “history of nature” determined by scientific standards as
well as a progression guided by higher goals which lead to freedom: “The whole
history is the preparation for...make the needs of ‘man as man’ as they are” (Marx
2004, p. 90). We are accustomed to over-emphasizing that the materialist view of
history is a scientific understanding of history, but have ignored its views on
teleology and belief. This is an abstract and one-sided interpretation which leads
to the materialist view of history being considered as economic history and
economic-determinism, damaging, as a result, the meaning of humanity,
academic taste, and power of thought in Marx’s understanding of history.
Surpassing this purely scientific understanding, we may see that revolutionary
historical teleology is a true form of great thinking. Only when the scientific
understanding of history and that of teleology are combined can we see the
permanent power of thought in Marx’s theories. As is pointed by Lowith: It is
impossible to demonstrate scientifically the revolutionary mission of proletarians
and encourage thousands of followers via pure facts (Lowith 2002, p. 53). Such a
richer understanding has also put Marx in a great place in history. He once
pointed out that the ancient teleological view was nobler than its modern
counterpart. Under Hegel’s influence, he thought that through the process of
reaching the higher goal (freedom), “spirit,” standardization and telos can both
be attained. This spirit nevertheless is not the “reason without human body” but
the consciousness of class by proletarians and the realization of this freedom is
the liberation of all mankind in the proletarian liberation.

On this account, as to whether or not Marx follows the theory of the end of
history, the answer is yes and no. This is a paradox which happens to be the
essence of his theories. In different texts, Marx repeatedly mentions the
materialist view of history: History is a regular objective process and studies of it
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should become a “science.” For example, he points out that rather than an ideal
corresponding to reality, communism is the most practical movement for
practical goals via practical approaches (Marx 2003, p. 31, p. 91). He also argues
that all history up to the present was simply pre-history, and mankind will not
really start to create his own history until he surpasses modernity and enters a
free kingdom (Marx and Engels 1995, Vol. 2, p. 33; Vol. 3, p. 758). Far from
ending, human history has yet to begin. These particular remarks both deny the
Christian belief in the end of history and refuse to acknowledge Fukuyama’s
claim of the end of history. It is Fukuyama’s fault for positively arguing for the
end of history and foisting it on Marx. Questions regarding the end of history
nevertheless still have much bearing on Marx, who argues that is the ultimate
goal of history, to wit. the realization of human freedom and liberation. This
reveals the basic belief and teleology of Marx’s theories. From this kind of
revolutionary historical teleology, we can see the contradiction between science
and the belief in the theories of Marx alleged by Lowith.

The ancient teleological view of cosmos holds that everything in the world
exists for some a priori goal and hence the world is a meaningful whole with the
same goal. Marx’s expectation of the ultimate historical goal is revolutionary
teleology (it overlaps with Marx’s scientific understanding of history) which, is
firstly a product of Marx’s criticism of capitalism’s political problems and
secondly that of his dialectic methods on understanding history. Both points are
not unrelated to Hegel.

(1) Fukuyama believes that Marx’s treatise on the end of history is inherited
from Hegel. This is right. As is mentioned above, nonetheless, Fukuyama fails to
see that the end of history according to Hegel is an ontological issue rather than a
natural historical event. Neither does he notice that in Marx’s eyes, the question
of the end of history is political, which is an important consequence, among
others, of his extension of Hegelian philosophy. In the 1840s, Marx fiercely
criticized Hegel not simply for his changing philosophy but for converting
historical theory into political issues. Marx once remarked, in detail, on relevant
points in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit, “Hegel substituted self-consciousness
for human being in ‘phenomenology,’ so the most complicated human reality is,
in here, just a special form of the substitute....” Phenomenology’ at last
substituted, completely logically, ‘absolute knowledge’ for the whole human
reality,... The whole ‘phenomenology’ aims to demonstrate that self-
consciousness is the unique and all-embracing being” (Marx and Engels 1957, pp.
244-245). This is Hegel’s completion of history for which he spoke of pure
philosophy, “Hence history becomes the pure history of philosophy” (Marx and
Engels 1960, p. 131). Marx points out that the biggest difference between Hegel
and him is: to Hegel, “The problem does not totally lie in practical interests, not
even in political interests, but in pure thoughts.” To him on the other hand, “All
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the problems rest in revolutionizing the existent world, practically protesting and
changing that which exists now” (Marx 2003, p. 38, 19). Therefore, unlike the
eschatological prediction and expectation of Christianity or the ontological
promises of Hegelian philosophy, Marx’s attitude toward the end of history is
that it is a practical as well as finite political problem. In Marx’s philosophy, the
construction of such a perfect ultimate state is closely related to the criticism and
denial of the existing social system, and the belief in it is based on scientific
findings: Capitalism is fully prepared for the realization of this ultimate goal, and
that is of great industry and proletarians. In “the three phases of human
relations,” thought by Western scholars to be nearest to Marx’s theory of the end
of history, the description as to the third phase qua the ultimate goal is, “free
personality established on the comprehensive development of individuals and
their common social productive ability becomes social wealth belonging to
them” (Marx and Engels 1995, Vol. 30, pp. 107-108). Not of belief or
expectation, such a goal is of hope and teleology: It is not Empirical or
naturalized but political and scientific. Seen from Marx’s argument, there cannot
be a higher ideal than the “free personality based on individual’s all-round
development” in the historical advancement of human beings. As the most
perfect and revelatory, this free personality however is presented as the most
pressing political problem. Since capitalism has oppressed the development of
individuals, rebelling against this oppression is the most practical task. He also
says that communism is a practical movement that can end these conditions.

(2) The tension between the ideal and perfect aspect of Marx’s theory of
communism on the one hand, and its practical and political aspect on the other,
cannot be interpreted only from the belief or hope in science. Seen from another
perspective, Marx’s communism is the ultimate historical goal. It is a dialectic
thinking model for history that is more than a prediction or goal. It comes from
the influence exerted on Marx by Hegel’s dialectics which, once again, can be
traced back to the eschatology of Christianity. According to Topitsch, dialectics
in effect is a kind of historical logic based on eschatology whose ternary form
“power of negative factors,” as the core, constitutes the “extraordinary similarity
on systemic construction” between Hegelian and Marx’s theories (Topitsch 2005,
pp. 108-109, p. 115). Topitsch’s investigation reminds us that Marx’s political
critique of capitalism made full use of Hegel’s great heritage, namely “negative
dialectics.” This divided the development of human nature into three phases:
starting with the simple nature of pre-modern man. Capitalism was the negative
stage in which human nature was distorted. Following this, evil and negative
things would be overcome, and result in the return of human nature, or the
completion of history. Seen in this light, the ultimate goal of history is in fact the
Marx’s critical approaches and theories themselves. As far as theoretical concepts
are concerned, it is the idea that instructs all of Marx’s work.
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Based on Fukuyama’s train of thought, we can see that he fails to understand
this dialectic foundation of Hegel’s and Marx’s theories of history: Both Hegel
and Marx believe that there is an end to human development, located in Hegel’s
free state and Marx’s communist society. Clear ideological motive
notwithstanding, Fukuyama does not understand the tension between politics and
belief, and science and teleology in Marx’s end of history. As was stated afore, he
sorts Marx’s philosophy of history into “the economic interpretation of history”
and affirms that Hegel is far superior to Marx in understanding history in that his
interpretation of the drive of history to the end through the “struggle for
recognition” has found the basis for humanity and morality. Marx’s economic
interpretation on the other hand falls into the capitalist ideology of modernity. In
this way, Fukuyama constrains Marx’s criticism to a Western system of freedom
and democracy. Nevertheless, we can see that it is a repeated theme in
post-modernity to criticize materialism through economics and productivism, and
even capitalism. Some Western scholars maintain that there is no difference
between the future men of Marx’s communism and the “post-history” citizens of
Western free and democratic society, both of which are “the last men” of
Nietzsche, the most abandoned state of man, and that they exist after the end of
history who, in accordance with communism’s economic quality, are a group of
economic animals that “eat well, drink well, live well but have no ideal or
passion” (cf. He 2002, p. 127, p. 100). Needless to say, this is a misinterpretation
of Marx’s “end of history.” As is known to all, the idea of the “three phases of
human relations” in Grundrisse Manuscripts of 1857—-1858 that is considered to
be the model for Marx’s view of the end of history does not focus on future
social state, but on the comprehensiveness of the development of humanity and
human nature. This is of great significance. The idea of communism in Economic
and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844 is considered to be the most revelatory
and perfect: It is the renouncement of human self-distortion, the real and
complete possession of human nature, and the real resolution of interpersonal
conflicts (Marx 2004, p. 81). It is hard to understand why this concept of Marx’s
is equated with the “last man” of Nietzsche’s. Marx mentioned in The German
Ideology that communism is “characterized by economy” and needs “economic
premise” (Marx 2003, p. 66, p. 100), certain advancements in economics,
productivity, and wealth, nevertheless, are simply necessary conditions for the
all-round development of man. It is more important to be always aware of the
ultimate goal in the horizon. Marx’s concepts of economy and wealth are hence
teleological as well as classic in lieu of utilitarian as well as modern. In his terms,
ancient views on economy and wealth are far nobler than those in the modern
world, “Isn’t wealth the universality of individual needs, talent, enjoyment,
productivity etc. produced in universal exchange when we ignore the narrow
bourgeoisie form?... Isn’t wealth the absolute exertion of human talent of
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creation?” (Marx and Engels 1995, Vol. 30, pp. 479—480)

It should at last be noted that the difference between Fukuyama’s
“politicization” and Marx’s “political problem” deserves our particular attention.
While Fukuyama claims, with a positivist attitude, that capitalism’s globalization
is the end of human history, Marx, by means of Hegel’s dialectics, treats this
reality as a negative and evil stage of history and an object for denial and
criticism, the denial of which will guide people to a higher goal. Fukuyama’s
claim for the end of history implies the end of the theory and practice of
Marxism. It is Marx who presents a better interpretation of the true meaning of
the “end of history” in the academic framework established by Fukuyama. The
alleged end of history is significant, and also happens to be uncertain. Why does
this invention of Christianity exert decisive impact on later understandings of
history? According to Lowith, it is the privilege of theology and philosophy to
present questions that cannot be answered by empirical methods to which
questions with respect to the primal thing as well as ultimate thing belong. They
sustain their value by the very reason that there is not any answer that can quiet
them (Lowith 2002, p. 7). The case is really so. Following Hegel and Marx, we
pursue the ultimate goal of history first presented by Christianity theology. It
appeals to us but surpasses all rational understanding, and hence can only be
answered when we rely on hope and belief. According to Christianity, only God
and prophets are capable of foretelling the future. Because of this, people realize
that a prediction is not a natural event but a hope that they believe in
unconditionally. Its reason cannot be based on reality or rationality, nor would it
become a question due to the latter. Hope in essence is reliant, patient, and full of
love. Therefore, when liberating man from a kind of voracity, it sets free him
from a fatalistic attitude as well (Ibid., pp. 245-246).

Starting with this perspective on the genealogy of the history of thought and
combining it with the idea that in the 20™ century proletarians suffered global
failure with the coming of capitalism, we may understand the significance of the
ultimate goal in Marx’s theories of history. Compared to Fukuyama, who defends
the current Western system, Marx sticks to the hope and belief in a higher goal
through scientific and political criticism. The higher goal is the denial of and
transcendence of reality. This is why Derrida says, when responding to
Fukuyama’s claim that the end of Marxism is drawn from “the end of history,”
“Marx is indispensable without whom, the memory of whom, and the heritage
from whom there would be no future” (Derrida 1999, p. 21). When Derrida
reminds people, “It’s not that we hail the coming of the system of freedom and
democracy and capitalism market in the revelry for the end of history, nor is it
that we congratulate for ‘the end of ideology’ and the end of grand liberation
utterances, but that we should never ignore the existence of this apparent and
visible reality which has caused innumerable particular miserable spots: Not a bit
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of progress will permit us to overlook the fact that there are on the earth so many
men, women, and children who are being slaved, starved, and eliminated” (Ibid.,
p. 120), he bases his argument on what Marx has left behind. This has two
meanings: For one, Marx points out the advantages and disadvantages of
capitalism through scientific analyses, the former being its systemic strength due
to its practical operability, the latter its suppression and distortion of human
nature. Marx again points out that the denial and transcendence of capitalism
leads to a greater goal of hope and belief. In order to investigate Marx’s
philosophy of history, it is necessary to examine the theory’s duplicate traits and
its premises to avoid biases. As it becomes more modern and efficient, it will be
able to respond to attacks and challenges from Western thought.
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