A Note on the Transcription

This digital edition of Lenin’s Philosophical Notebooks,
the whole of Volume 38 of the Fourth (English language)
Edition of the Collected Works, might be regarded as a “syn-
thesis” of the Third (1972) and Fourth (1976) Printing of the
volume.

We began our preparation of this volume using the Fourth
Printing, having assumed that this edition marked an im-
provement over the previous one. Only much later did it be-
come clear, after some spot-checking with the Third Print-
ing, that in certain very important respects the newer print-
ing reflected a carelessness that rendered it inferior to its
predecessor. For example, in the Fourth Printing there were
the inconsistent use of Greek and German characters for the
same words which introduced unnecessary confusion; there
were also instances where verticle lines that Lenin placed in
the margins adjacent to his comment were omitted. On a
couple of other ocassions small blocks of text were re-ordered,
and while such practice can clearly fall within the purview of
editorial discretion, there were also a couple of places where
a few lines of text are repeated, word for word, with no ac-
companying editorial nore to indicate that such a faux pas
had its source in Lenin's reading notes (which suggests that
the problem was with the editorial staff). In nearly all cases
where there were disrepancies between the Third and Fourth
printings, be they substantive or merely annoying, the greater
confidence in the Third Printing prevailed.

Notwithstanding such carelessness, we proceeded to use
the Fourth Printing as the basis for the formatting, layout
and pagination of this digital edition. The afore-mentioned
faux pas were removed and this required some reformatting,
and this proceeded on the basis of the 1972 printing. Perhaps
it is worth noting that neither edition was particulaly gener-
ous in translating into English the German expressions and
phrases Lenin’s frequently used in the body of the texts. Nor




was it ever indicated why some German text was rendered
into English and other text (by far most) never was. In those
instances when translations were ventured, unlike the
1972 edition which placed them in the footnotes, the 1976 edi-
tion placed the English translations directly in the body of
the text and omitted the German altogether. The latter edi-
tion also revised some of the editors’ endnotes, expanding
on a few items, reducing others, and most salient of all: omit-
ting the repetative phrase “reactionary philosophy” from
every note pertaining to idealist philosophers.

Although Marx to Mao has always tried to limit its role to
that of transcription, we are confident that in spite of, or
perhaps because of, our ocassional editorial intrusion in this
instance, nothing has been done to degrade the integrity of
the material we are placing before the reader.

In preparing this digital edition of the Philosophical Note-
books we encountered one nagging technical problem: estab-
lishing a consistent and uniform appearance for the veritical

parallel lines (both “normal” and “bold” faced) appearing
throughout the volume. We have reached the limit (as we
know it) of what we can do to controll this. The file has been
tested on two different versions of Acrobat Reader (4.0 and
6.0), but there has been no cross-platform testing. We can
only apologize if these marginal markings are aesthetic di-
sasters on your particular system.

1 May 2008

From Marx to Mao
M-L Digital Reprints
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13

PREFACE

Volume 38 of the Fourth Edition of the Collected Works
of V. I. Lenin comprises resumes and excerpts from books,
plus his critical remarks and evaluations concerning various
aspects of Marxist philosophy; it also includes notes, frag-
ments and other philosophical material.

The volume includes Lenin’s philosophical writings first
published in Lenin Miscellanies IX and XII in 1929-30,
and then, from 1933 to 1947, published repeatedly as a sepa-
rate book under the title of Philosophical Notebooks. This
material comprises the contents of ten notebooks, eight of
which, relating to 1914-15, were entitled by Lenin Note-
books on Philosophy. In addition, the volume includes com-
ments on books dealing with problems of philosophy and
the natural sciences made by Lenin as separate notes in other
notebooks containing preparatory material, as well as ex-
cerpts from books by various authors, with notes and under-
lineation by Lenin.

Unlike previous editions of Philosophical Notebooks,
this volume contains Lenin's comments and markings in
G. V. Plekhanov's pamphlet Fundamental Questions of
Marxism and in V. Shulyatikov's book The Justification
of Capitalism in West-European Philosophy, from Descartes
to E. Mach, markings and underlinings on those pages
of A. Deborin's article “Dialectical Materialism™ which were
not included in earlier editions; comments in G. V. Ple-
khanov's book N. G. Chernyshevsky, including markings,
which in the course of work on this edition were proved to
have been made by Lenin; and a number of notes on books
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and reviews of books on philosophy and the natural sciences.
Published in this volume for the first time is a note
which Lenin wrote late in 1904 on a review of The Wonders
of Life and The Riddle of the Universe, two works by the
German biologist Ernst Haeckel.

A large number of the items included in Philosophical
Notebooks relate to 1914-16. It is no coincidence that Lenin
devoted so much attention to philosophy, and above all, to
Marxist dialectics, precisely during the First World War,
a period in which all the contradictions of capitalism
became extremely acute and a revolutionary crisis matured.
Only materialist dialectics provided the basis for making
a Marxist analysis of the contradictions of imperialism,
revealing the imperialist character of the First World War,
exposing the opportunism and social-chauvinism of the lead-
ers of the Second International and working out the strat-
egy and tactics of struggle of the proletariat. All the works
of Lenin written during that period — the classical treatise
Imperialism as the Highest Stage of Capitalism, Socialism
and War, The United States of Europe Slogan, The Junius
Pamphlet, Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations
to Self-Determination and other writings — are inseparable
from Philosophical Notebooks. The creative elaboration of
Marxist philosophy, the Marxist dialectical method, and
a profound scientific analysis of the new historical period
were the basis for Lenin’s great discoveries, which equipped
the proletariat with a new theory of socialist revolution.
Philosophical Notebooks is inspired by a creative approach
to Marxist philosophy, which is indissolubly bound up with
reality, the struggle of the working class and the policy
of the Party.

The volume opens with Lenin’s conspectus of The Holy
Family, or Critique of Critical Criticism by Marx and
Engels. The conspectus written in 1895 traces the formation
of the philosophical and political world outlook of Marx
and Engels. Lenin quotes and marks those passages in the
book which show how Marx approached “the concept of the
social relations of production” (p. 30 of this volume) and
which characterise “Marx’s view—already almost fully de-
veloped—concerning the revolutionary role of the proletariat”
(p. 26). Lenin gives prominence to Marx and Engels’ crit-
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icism of the subjective sociology of Bruno and Edgar Bauer
and their followers and their idealist views on the role of
critical-minded people.” Lenin stresses the theses advanced
by the founders of scientific communism: that the real and
actual makers of history are the people, the working
masses; and that “with the thoroughness of the historical
action, the size of the mass who perform it will therefore
increase” (p. 82). These theses are organically linked
with the struggle waged by Lenin at that time against
idealist Narodnik views on “heroes” and “the crowd,” against
attempts to provide a theoretical basis for the cult of the
individual. Lenin made a detailed résumé of the chapter
of the book in which Marx thoroughly characterises the sig-
nificance of 17th-18th century English and French material-
ism.

Philosophical Notebooks pays great attention to German
classical philosophy, one of the sources of Marxism. In a
summary of Ludwig Feuerbach’s book, Lectures on the Es-
sence of Religion, which he wrote apparently in 1909, Lenin
emphasises Feuerbach’s contributions as a materialist and
atheist. He also points out those propositions in the Lec-
tures expressing the materialist conjectures contained in
Feuerbach’s views on society. On the other hand, Lenin re-
veals the weaknesses and limitations of Feuerbach’s materi-
alism, noting that “both the anthropological principle and
naturalism are only inexact, weak descriptions of m a ¢ e-
rialism” (p. 82). In comparing Marx and Engels’
works of the same period with Lectures on the Essence of
Religion, which Feuerbach delivered in 1848-49 and which
were published in 1851, Lenin writes: “How far, even at
t his time (1848-1851), h a d Feuerbach [ a g ged
behind Marx (The Communist Manifesto, 1847, Neue
Rheinische Zeitung, etc.) and Engels (1845: Lage)” (p. T7).

In elaborating the theory of materialist dialectics, Lenin
paid special attention to the study and critical analysis
of Hegel’s philosophical legacy. His résumés of Hegel’s
The Science of Logic, Lectures on the History of Philosophy
and Lectures on the Philosophy of History occupy a central
place in Philosophical Notebooks.

Lenin sharply criticises Hegel’s idealism and the mys-
ticism of his ideas. But Lenin also reveals the significance
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of Hegelian dialectics and points out the necessity for
evaluating it from a materialist standpoint. “Hegel’s
logic,” wrote V. I. Lenin, “cannot be applied in its given
form, it cannot be taken as given. One must separate
out from it the logical (epistemological) nuances, after puri-
fying them from Ideenmystik...” (p. 266). In summarising
Hegel’s writings, Lenin formulates a series of highly impor-
tant propositions on the essence of materialist dialectics.

The brilliant article “On the Question of Dialectics,”
written in 1915, is related to Lenin’s summary of Hegel’s
works. Though small in size, this article is a crystallisa-
tion of unsurpassed depth and richness of thought of all
the important and essential elements in materialist dia-
lectics.

Lenin’s résumés of Lassalle’s The Philosophy of
Heraclitus the Obscure of Ephesus, Aristotle’s Metaphys-
ics and Feuerbach’s Exposition, Analysis and Critique of
the Philosophy of Leibnitz trace the historical preparation
of materialist dialectics. Lenin examines the history of
philosophy from Heraclitus and Democritus to Marx and En-
gels, and presents a profound Marxist evaluation of the work
of outstanding thinkers. He reveals the progressive contri-
bution which they made to the development of philosophical
thought, and at the same time, discloses the historical lim-
itations of their views.

In his comments on books concerned with the natural
sciences, as well as elsewhere in the volume, Lenin criti-
cises attempts to reconcile a scientific explanation of nature
with a religious world outlook, the vacillations of natural
scientists—spontaneous materialists—between materialism
and idealism, and their inability to distinguish between
mechanistic and dialectical materialism. He inveighs against
a contemptuous attitude toward philosophy and philosophical
generalisations and demonstrates the vast importance of
materialist dialectics for the natural sciences and for phil-
osophical generalisations based on the discoveries of mod-
ern science.

The last section of Philosophical Notebooks is made up
of markings and comments by Lenin in books on philosophy
(by G. V. Plekhanov, V. M. Shulyatikov, A. M. Deborin
and other authors), which show how scathingly Lenin crit-
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icised distortions of dialectical and historical materialism.
This criticism is a vivid example of the uncompromising
struggle by Lenin against vulgar matorialism and the slight-
est deviations from Marxist philosophy.

The remarks made by Lenin in Plekhanov’s book on Cher-
nvshevsky are of considerable interest. They are evidence
of his great attention to the history of Russian social thought
and his high opinion of its progressive, materialist tradi-
tions. Lenin stresses the revolutionary democracy and
materialisrm of Chernyshevsky and his determined struggie
against idealism. In pointing out tho shortcomings of Ple-
khanov’s book and Plekhanov’s failure to see the class content
of Chernyshevsky’s activity, Lenin writes: “Because of the
theoretical difference between the idealist and materialist
views of history, Plekhanov overlooked the practical-politi-
cal and class difference between the liberal and the demo-
crat” (p. 546).

In Philosophical Notebooks, Lenin consistently upholds
the principle of partisanship in philosophy, and demonstrates
the organic connection between dialectical materialism and
revolutionary practice.

Philosophical Notebooks contains invaluable ideological
richness, and is of immense theoretical and political sig-
nificance. In it Lenin elaborates dialectical and historical
materialism, the history of philosophy, focussing his atten-
tion on the problems of materialist dialectics. Along with
his basic philosophical work, Materialism and Empirio-crit-
icism, Philosophical Notebooks is an outstanding achieve-
ment of Lenin’s creative genius.

Lenin’s excerpts and comments provide a definition of
dialectics as the science of the most general laws of de-
velopment and cognition of the objective world. Of excep-
tional importance is his proposition on the identity of
dialectics, logic and the theory of knowledge. He pointed
out that the fundamental failure of metaphysical materialism
was its inability to apply dialectics to the process and
development of cognition; dialectics, he stressed, is the
theory of knowledge of Marxism. In his Philosophical Note-
books Lenin advanced Marxist dialectics still further by elab-
orating the question of the dialectical process of cog-
nition and the dictum that the dialectical way of cognising
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objective reality consists in the transition from living
perception to abstract thought and from this to practice.

In elaborating materialist dialectics, Lenin concentrat-
ed on the problem of contradictions. It is in Philosophical
Notebooks that he explains that the doctrine of the unity
and struggle of opposites is the essence and core of dialec-
tics, that the struggle of opposites is the source of devel-
opment. “The splitting of a single whole and the cognition
of its contradictory parts ... is the e s s e n ¢ e (one of the
‘essentials,” one of the principal, if not the principal,
characteristics or features) of dialectics™ (p. 359).

It may be presumed that the preparatory material of
Notebooks on Philosophy is evidence of Lenin’s intention
to write a special work on materialist dialectics, a task
which he had no opportunity to fulfil. Although the ma-
terial in Philosophical Notebooks does not constitute a com-
plete work written by Lenin for publication, it is an im-
portant contribution to the development of dialectical
materialism. The study of the great ideological content of
Philosophical Notebooks is of tremendous importance for
a thorough grasp of Marxist-Leninist philosophy, the theo-
retical foundation of scientific communism.

* *
*

The summaries as well as the rest of this volume are
given chiefly in chronological order. Remarks made in books
have also been arranged chronologically in a separate sec-
tion.

All of Lenin’s underlineation has been reproduced in
type. Words underscored by a wavy or a straight thin line
have been set in italics; those underscored by two lines —
in spaced italics; those underscored by three straight thin
lines — in boldface, etc.

The text of this edition has been checked with Lenin’s
manuscripts; quotations have been verified with original
sources.

Notes, an index of the sources mentioned by Lenin,
name and subject indexes are appended.

Institute of Marxism-Leninism
of the C.C., C.P.S.U.
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THE HOLY FAMILY,
OR
CRITIQUE OF CRITICAL CRITICISM

AGAINST BRUNO BAUER & CO.

BY FREDERICK ENGELS AND KARL MARX

FRANKFORT-ON-MAIN, LITERARY PUBLISHING HOUSE (J. RUTTEN)
18452

This little book, printed in octavo, consists of a fore-
word (pp. III-IV)* (dated Paris, September 1844), a table
of contents (pp. V-VIII) and text proper (pp. 1-335), divided
into nine chapters (Kapitel). Chapters I, II and III were
written by Engels, Chapters V, VIII and IX by Marx,
Chapters IV, VI and VII by both, in which case, however,
each has signed the particular chapter section or subsec-
tion, supplied with its own heading, that was written by
him. All these headings are satirical up to and including
the “Critical Transformation of a Butcher into a Dog” (the
heading of Section 1 of Chapter VIII). Engels is responsible
for pages 1-17 (Chapters I, II, III and sections 1 and
2 of Chapter IV), pages 138-142 (Section 2a of Chapter
VI) and pages 240-245 (Section 2b of Chapter VII);

| i.e., 26 pages out of 335. |

The first chapters are entirely criticism of the style (¢ h e
w h ol e (! first chapter, pp. 1-5) of the Literary Gazette
|@llgemeine Literatur-Zeitung of Bruno Bauer?—in their
foreword Marx and Engels say that their criticism is directed
against its first eight numberg_l, criticism of its distortion

of history (Chapter II, pp. 5-12, especially of English
history), criticism of its themes (Chapter III, pp. 13-14
ridiculing the Griindlichkeit** of the account of some dispute

* Engels, F. und Marx, K., Die heilige Familie, oder Kritik der
kritischen Kritik, Frankfurt a. M., 1845.—Ed.
** pedantic thoroughness—Ed.
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of Herr Nauwerk with the Berlin Faculty of Philosophy),
criticism of views on love (Chapter IV, 3 by Marx), criticism
of the account of Proudhon in the Literary Gazette ((IV,4)—
Proudhon, p. 22 u. ff. bis* 74. At the beginning there is
a mass of corrections of the translation: they have confused
formule et signification,** they have translated la justice
as Gerechtigkeit*** instead of Rechtpraxis,**** etc.). This
criticism of the translation (Marx entitles it—Charakteri-
sierende Ubersetzung No. I, II u.s.w.*****) is followed
by Kritische Randglosse No. I u.s.w.,****** where Marx
defends Proudhon against the critics of the Literary Gazette,
counterposing his clearly socialist ideas to speculation.

Marx’s tone in relation to Proudhon is very laudatory
(although there are minor reservations, for example refer-
ence to Engels’ Umrisse zu einer Kritik der Nationaléko-
nomie* in the Deutsch-Franzésische Jahrbiicher®).

Marx here advances from Hegelian philosophy to social-
ism: the transition is clearly observable—it is evident what
Marx has already mastered and how he goes over to the
new sphere of ideas.

(36) “Accepting the relations of private property as
human and rational, political economy comes into contin-
ual contradiction with its basic premise, private property,
a contradiction analogous to that of the theologian, who
constantly gives a human interpretation to religious concep-
tions and by that very fact comes into constant conflict
with his basic premise, the superhuman character of re-
ligion. Thus, in political economy wages appear at the be-
ginning as the proportionate share of the product due to
labour. Wages and profit on capital stand in the most
friendly and apparently most human relationship, recipro-
cally promoting one another. Subsequently it turns out that
they stand in the most hostile relationship, in inverse pro-
portion to each other. Value is determined at the beginning
in an apparently rational way by the cost of production

*

und folgende bis—and following up to—Ed.
** formula and significance—Ed.
*** Justice—Ed.
**** juridical practice—Ed.
kakE* characterising translation No. I, II, etc.—Ed.
*rwkdE critical gloss No. I, etc.—Ed.
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of an object and its social usefulness. Later it turns out that
value is determined quite fortuitously, not bearing any
relation to cost of production or social usefulness. The mag-
nitude of wages is determined at the beginning by free
agreement between the free worker and the free capitalist.
Later it turns out that the worker is compelled to agree
to the determination of wages by the capitalist, just as
the capitalist is compelled to fix it as low as possible. Free-
dom of the contracting Parthei*” [this is the way the word
is spelled in the book] “has been supplanted by compul-
sion. The same thing holds good of trade and all other eco-
nomic relations. The economists themselves occasionally
sense these contradictions, and the disclosure of these con-
tradictions constitutes the main content of the conflicts
between them. When, however, the economists in one way
or another become conscious of these contradictions, they
themselves attack private property in any one of its private
forms as the falsifier of what is in itself (i.e., in their imag-
ination) rational wages, in itself rational value, in itself
rational trade. Adam Smith, for instance, occasionally po-
lemises against the capitalists, Destutt de Tracy against
the bankers, Simonde de Sismondi against the factory sys-
tem, Ricardo against landed property, and nearly all mod-
ern economists against the non-industrial capitalists, in
whom private property appears as a mere consumer.

“Thus, as an exception—and all the more so when they
attack some special abuse—the economists sometimes stress
the semblance of the humane in economic relations, while,
more often than not, they take these relations precisely
in their marked difference from the humane, in their strictly
economic sense. They stagger about within that contra-
diction without going beyond its limits.

“Proudhon put an end to this unconsciousness once for
all. He took the humane semblance of the economic relations
seriously and sharply opposed it to their inhumane reality.
He forced them to be in reality what they imagine themselves
to be, or, more accurately, to give up their own idea of
themselves and confess their real inhumanity. He there-
fore quite consistently represented as the falsifier of econom-

* party—Ed.
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ic relations not one or another particular type of private
property, as other economists have done, but private prop-
erty as such, in its entirety. He has done all that can be
done by criticism of political economy from the stand-
point of political economy.” (39)

Herr Edgar’s reproach (Edgar of the Literary Gazette)
that Proudhon makes a “god” out of “justice,” Marx brushes
aside by saying that Proudhon’s treatise of 1840° does not
adopt “the standpoint of German development of 1844~
(39), that this is a general failing of the French, and that
one must also bear in mind Proudhon’s reference to the
implementation of justice by its negation—a reference
making it possible to have done with this Absolute in his-
tory as well (um auch dieses Absoluten in der Geschichte
iiberhoben zu sein)—at the end of p. 39. “If Proudhon does
not arrive at this consistent conclusion, it is owing to his
misfortune in being born a Frenchman and not a German.”
(39-40)

Then follows Critical Gloss No. II (40-46), setting out in
very clear relief Marx’s view—already almost fully devel-
oped—concerning the revolutionary role of the proletariat.

...““Hitherto political economy proceeded from the wealth
that the movement of private property supposedly creates
for the nations to an apology of private property. Proudhon
proceeds from the opposite side, which political economy
sophistically conceals, from the poverty bred by the move-
ment of private property, to his conclusions negating pri-
vate property. The first criticism of private property pro-
ceeds, of course, from the fact in which its contradictory es-
sence appears in the form that is most perceptible and
most glaring and most directly arouses man’s indignation—
from the fact of poverty, of misery.” (41)

“Proletariat and wealth are opposites. As such they
form a single whole. They are both begotten by the world
of private property. The question is what particular place
each occupies within the antithesis. It is not sufficient to
declare them two sides of a single whole.

“Private property as private property, as wealth, is com-
pelled to maintain itself, and thereby its opposite, the pro-
letariat, in existence. That is the positive side of the contra-
diction, self-satisfied private property.
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“The proletariat, on the other hand, is compelled as
proletariat to abolish itself and thereby its opposite, the
condition for its existence, that which makes it the pro-
letariat, i.e., private property. That is the negative side
of the contradiction, its restlessness within its very self,
dissolved and self-dissolving private property.

“The propertied class and the class of the proletariat
present the same human self-alienation. But the former
class feels happy and confirmed in this self-alienation, it
recognises alienation as its own power, and has in it the
semblance of human existence. The class of the proletariat
feels annihilated in its self-alienation; it sees in it its own
powerlessness and the reality of an inhuman existence. To
use an expression of Hegel’s, the class of the proletariat
is in abasement indignation at this abasement, an indigna-
tion to which it is necessarily driven by the contradiction
between its human nature and its conditions of life, which
are the outright, decisive and comprehensive negation
of that nature.

“Within this antithesis the private property-owner is
therefore the conservative side, the proletarian, the destruc-
tive, side. From the former arises the action of preserving
the antithesis, from the latter, that of annihilating it.

“In any case, in its economic movement private prop-
erty drives towards its own dissolution, but only through
a development which does not depend on it, of which it
is unconscious and which takes place against its will, through
the very nature of things, only inasmuch as it produces the
proletariat as proletariat, misery conscious of its spiritual
and physical misery, dehumanisation conscious of its dehu-
manisation and therefore self-abolishing. The proletariat
executes the sentence that private property pronounced
on itself by begetting the proletariat, just as it executes
the sentence that wage-labour pronounced on itself by be-
getting wealth for others and misery for itself. When the
proletariat is victorious, it by no means becomes the ab-
solute side of society for it is victorious only by abolishing
itself and its opposite. Then the proletariat disappears
as well as the opposite which determines it, private property.

“When socialist writers ascribe this historic role to the
proletariat, it is not, as Critical Criticism would have
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one think, because they consider the proletarians as gods.
Rather the contrary. Since the abstraction of all humanity,
even of the semblance of humanity, is practically complete
in the fully-formed proletariat; since the conditions of life
of the proletariat sum up all the conditions of life of so-
ciety today in their most inhuman and acute form; since
man has lost himself in the proletariat, yet at the same time
has not only gained theoretical consciousness of that loss,
but through the no longer removable, no longer disguis-
able, absolutely imperative need—the practical expression
of necessity—is driven directly to revolt against that in-
humanity; it follows that the proletariat can and must
free itself. But it cannot free itself without abolishing
the conditions of its own life. It cannot abolish the conditions
of its own life without abolishing all the inhuman conditions
of life of society today which are summed up in its own
situation. Not in vain does it go through the stern but
steeling school of labour. It is not a question of what this
or that proletarian, or even the whole proletariat, at the
moment considers as its aim. It is a question of what the
proletariat is, and what, in accordance with this being,
it will historically be compelled to do. Its aim and his-
torical action is irrevocably and clearly foreshadowed in its
own life situation as well as in the whole organisation of bour-
geois society today. There is no need here to show that a large
part of the English and French proletariat is already con-
scious of its historic task and is constantly working to de-
velop that consciousness into complete clarity.” (42-45)

CRITICAL GLOSS NO. 3

“Herr Edgar cannot be unaware that Herr Bruno Bauer
based all his arguments on ‘infinite self-consciousness’
and that he also saw in this principle the creative principle
of the gospels, which, by their infinite unconsciousness,
appear to be in direct contradiction to infinite self-con-
sciousness. In the same way Proudhon considers equality
as the creative principle of private property, which is in
direct contradiction to equality. If Herr Edgar compares
French equality with German self-consciousness for an in-
stant, he will see that the latter principle expresses in Ger-
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man, i.e., in abstract thought, what the former says in
French, that is, in the language of politics and of thoughtful
observation. Self-consciousness is man’s equality with
himself in pure thought. Equality is man’s consciousness
of himself in the element of practice, i.e., therefore, man’s
consciousness of other men as his equals and man’s attitude
to other men as his equals. Equality is the French expression
for the unity of human essence, for man’s consciousness
of his species and his attitude towards his species, for the
practical identity of man with man, i.e., for the social
or human relation of man to man. As therefore destructive
criticism in Germany, before it had progressed in Feuerbach
to the consideration of real man, tried to solve everything
definite and existing by the principle of self-consciousness,
destructive criticism in France tried to do the same by
the principle of equality.” (48-49)

“The opinion that philosophy is the abstract expression
of existing conditions does not belong originally to Herr
Edgar. It belongs to Feuerbach, who was the first to describe
philosophy as speculative and mystical empiricism, and
proved it.” (49-50)

“‘We always come back to the same thing... Proudhon
writes in the interests of the proletarians.”* He does not
write in the interests of self-sufficient criticism or out of
any abstract, self-made interest, but out of a massive,
real, historical interest, an interest that goes beyond cri¢-
icism, that will go as far as a crisis. Not only does Prou-
dhon write in the interests of the proletarians, he is himself
a proletarian, un ouvrier. His work is a scientific manifesto
of the French proletariat and therefore has quite a different
historical significance from that of the literary botchwork
of a Critical Critic.” (52-53)

“Proudhon’s desire to abolish non-owning and the old
form of owning is exactly identical to his desire to abol-
ish the practically alienated relation of man to his o0b-
jective essence, to abolish the political-economic expression
of human self-alienation. Since, however, his criticism
of political economy is still bound by the premises of polit-
ical economy, the reappropriation of the objective world

* Marx is quoting Edgar.
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is still conceived in the political-economic form of posses-
sion.

“Proudhon indeed does not oppose owning to non-owning
as Critical Criticism makes him do, but possession to the
old form of owning, to private property. He declares posses-
sion to be a ‘social function.” In a function, ‘interest’ is not
directed however toward the ‘exclusion’ of another, but
toward setting into operation and realising my own powers,
the powers of my being.

“Proudhon did not succeed in giving this thought appro-
priate development. The concept of ‘equal possession’ is a
political-economic one and therefore itself still an alienated
expression for the principle that the object as being for
man, as the objective being of man, is at the same time the
existence of man for other men, his human relation to other
men, the social behaviour of man in relation to man. Prou-
dhon abolishes political-economic estrangement within po-
litical-economic estrangement.” (54-55)

||Ehis passage is highly characteristic, for it shows how

Marx approached the basic idea of his entire “system,” sit
venia verbo,* namely the concept of the social relations of

production.|

As a trifle, it may be pointed out that on p. 64 Marx
devotes five lines to the fact that “Critical Criticism” trans-
lates maréchal as “Marschall” instead of “Hufschmied.”**

Very interesting are: pp. 65-67 (Marx approaches the
labour theory of value); pp 70-71 (Marx answers Edgar’s
charge that Proudhon is muddled in saying that the worker
cannot buy back his product), 71-72 and 72-73 (spec-
ulative, idealistic, “ethereal” (&dtherisch) socialism—and
“mass” socialism and communism).

p. 76. (Section 1, first paragraph: Feuerbach disclosed
real mysteries, Szeliga—vice versa.)

p. 77. (Last paragraph: anachronism of the n a i v e rela-
tion of rich and poor: “si le riche le savait!”***)
pp. 79-85. (All these seven pages are extremely interesting.

This is Section 2, “The Mystery of Speculative Con-

* if the Word may be allowed—Ed.
** “hlacksmith”—Ed.
*¥*% “if the rich only knew it!”—Ed.
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struction”—a criticism of speculative philosophy using
the well-known example of “fruit”—der Frucht—a crit-
icism aimed directly a gainst Hegel as well. Here
too is the extremely interesting remark that Hegel “very
often” gives a real presentation, embracing the thing
itself—die S a ¢ h e selbst—within the speculative pre-
sentation.)

pp. 92,93—fragmentary remarks against Degradie-
rung der Sinnlichkeit.*

p. 101. “He” (Szeliga) “is unable ... to see that industry
and trade found universal kingdoms that are quite
different from Christianity and morality, family hap-
piness and civic welfare.”

p. 102. (End of the first paragraph—barbed remarks on the
significance of notaries in modern society.... “The notary
is the temporal confessor. He is a puritan by profes-
sion and ‘honesty,” Shakespeare says, is ‘no puritan.’
He is at the same time the go-between for all possible
purposes, the manager of civil intrigues and plots.”)

p. 110. Another example of ridiculing abstract specula-
tion: the “construction” of how man becomes master
over beast; “beast” (das Tier) as an abstraction is changed
from a lion into a pug, etc.

p. 111. A characteristic passage regarding Eugéne Sue”
owing to his hypocrisy towards the bourgeoisie, he ideal-
ises the grisette morally, evading her attitude to mar-
riage, her “naive” liaison with un étudiant** or ouv-
rier.*** “It is precisely in that relation that she” (gri-
sette) “constitutes a really human contrast to the sanc-
timonious, narrow-hearted, self-seeking wife of the
bourgeois, to the whole circle of the bourgeoisie, that
is, to the official circle.”

p. 117. The “mass” of the sixteenth and of the nineteenth
centuries was different “von vorn herein.”****

pp. 118-121. This passage (in Chapter VI: “Absolute Crit-
ical Criticism, or Critical Criticism in the Person of
Herr Bruno.” 1) Absolute Criticism’s First Campaign.

* debassing of sensuousness—Ed.
** a student—Ed.

*** worker—Ed.

kEEE “from the outset”—Ed.
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a) “Spirit” and “Mass”) is ex t re m el y important:
a criticism of the view that history was unsuccessful
owing to the interest in it by the mass and its reliance
on the mass, which was satisfied with a “superficial” com-
prehension of the “idea.”

“If, therefore, Absolute Criticism condemns some-
thing as ‘superficial,” it is simply previous history, the
actions and ideas of which were those of the ‘masses.’
It rejects mass history to replace it by critical history
(see Herr Jules Faucher on Topical Questions in Eng-
land®).” (119)

“The ‘idea’ always exposed itself to ridicule inso-
far as it differed from ‘interest.” On the other hand,
it is easy to understand that every mass ‘interest’ that
asserts itself historically goes far beyond its real limits
in the ‘idea’ or ‘imagination’ when it first comes on
the scene, and is confused with hAuman interest in
general. This illusion constitutes what Fourier calls
the tone of each historical epoch” (119)—as an illus-
tration of this the example of the French Revolu-
tion (119-120) and the well-known words (I 2 0 in fine*):

“With the thoroughness of the historical action, the
size of the mass who perform it will therefore increase.”

How far the sharpness of Bauer’s division into Geist**

and Masse

*** goes is evident from this phrase that Marx

attacks: “In the mass, not somewhere else, is the true enemy
of the spirit to be sought.” (121)

Marx answers this by saying that the enemies of prog-
ress are the products endowed with independent being (ver-
selbstdndigten) of the self-abasement of the mass, although
they are not ideal but material products existing in an out-
ward way. As early as 1789, Loustalot’s journal® had the
motto:

Les grands ne nous paraissent grands
Que parceque nous sommes G genoux.
Leuons-nous!****

* at the end—Ed.
** spirit—Ed.
*** mass—Ed.

**** The great only seem great to us

Because we are on our knees
Let us rise!—Ed.
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But in order to rise (122), says Marx, it is not enough
to do so in thought, in the idea.

“Yet Absolute Criticism has learnt from Hegel’s Phenom-
enologyl® at least the art of converting real objective chains
that exist outside me into merely ideal, merely subjective
chains existing merely within me, and thus of converting
all exterior palpable struggles into pure struggles of
thought.” (122)

In this way it is possible to prove, says Marx bitingly,
the pre-established harmony between Critical Criticism and
the censorship, to present the censor not as a police hangman
(Polizeischerge) but as my own personified sense of tact
and moderation.

Preoccupied with its “Geist,” Absolute Criticism does
not investigate whether the phrase, self-deception and
pithlessness (Kernlosigkeit) are not in its own empty (win-
dig) pretensions.

“The situation is the same with ‘progress.” In spite of
the pretensions of ‘progress,” continual retrogressions and
circular movements are to be observed. Far from suspecting
that the category progress is completely empty and ab-
stract, Absolute Crltlclsm is instead so ingenious as to rec-
ognise ‘progress’ as being absolute, in order to explain
retrogression by assuming a ‘personal adversary’ of progress,
the mass.” (123-124)

“All communist and socialist writers proceeded from
the observation that, on the one hand, even the most favour-
able brilliant deeds seemed to remain without brilliant
results, to end in trivialities, and, on the other, all prog-
ress of the spirit had so far been progress against the mass
of mankind, driving it to an ever more dehumanised situation.
They therefore declared ‘progress’ (see Fourier) to be an
inadequate abstract phrase; they assumed (see Owen, among
others) a fundamental flaw in the civilised world; that is
why they subjected the real bases of contemporary society
to incisive criticism. This communist criticism immediate-
ly had its counterpart in practice in the movement of the
great mass, in opposition to which the previous historical
development had taken place. One must be acquainted
with the studiousness, the craving for knowledge, the moral
energy and the unceasing urge for development of the French
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and English workers to be able to form an idea of the human
nobility of this movement.” (124-125)

“What a fundamental superiority over the communist
writers it is not to have traced spiritlessness, indolence,
superficiality and self-complacency to their origin but to
have denounced them morally and exposed them as the
opposite of the spirit, of progress!” (125)

“The relation between ‘spirit and mass,” however, has
still a hidden sense, which will be completely revealed
in the course of the reasoning. We only make mention
of it here. That relation discovered by Herr Bruno is, in fact,
nothing but a critically caricatured culmination of Hegel’s
conception of history; which, in turn, is nothing but the
speculative expression of the Christian-Germanic dogma
of the antithesis between spirit and matter, between God
and the world. This antithesis is expressed in history, in
the human world itself, in such a way that a few chosen
individuals as the active spirit stand opposed to the rest
of mankind, as the spiritless mass, as matter.” (126)

And Marx points out that Hegel’s conception of his-
tory (Geschichtsauffassung) presupposes an abstract and
absolute spirit, the embodiment of which is the mass. Par-
allel with Hegel’s doctrine there developed in France the
theory of the Doctrinaires' (126) who proclaimed the sove-
reignty of reason in opposition to the sovereignty of the
feoyj)le in order to exclude the mass and rule alone (al-
ein).

Hegel is “guilty of a double half-heartedness” (127):
1) while declaring that philosophy is the being of the Abso-
lute Spirit, he does not declare this the spirit of the philo-
sophical individual; 2) he makes the Absolute Spirit the
creator of history only in appearance (nur zum Schein),
only post festum,* only in consciousness.

Bruno does away with this half-heartedness, he declares
that Criticism is the Absolute Spirit and the creator of histo-
ry in actual fact.

“On the one side stands the Mass, as the passive, spirit-
less, unhistorical material element of history, on the other—
the Spirit, Criticism, Herr Bruno and Co. as the active ele-

* after the event—Ed.
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ment from which all historical action arises. The act of
the transformation of society is reduced to the brain work
of Critical Criticism.” (128)

As the first example of “the campaigns of Absolute Crit-
icism against the Mass,” Marx adduces Bruno Bauer’s
attitude to the Judenfrage, and he refers to the refutation
of Bauer in Deutsch-Franziésische Jahrbiicher.?

“One of the chief pursuits of Absolute Criticism con-
sists in first bringing all questions of the day into their
right setting. For it does not answer, of course, the real
questions—but substitutes quite different ones.... It thus
distorted the ‘Jewish question,” too, in such a way that it
did not need to investigate political emancipation, which
is the subject-matter of that question, but could instead be
satisfied with a criticism of the Jewish religion and a descrip-
tion of the Christian-German state.

“This method, too, like all Absolute Criticism’s original-
ities, is the repetition of a speculative verbal trick. Spec-
ulative philosophy, in particular Hegel’s philosophy, must
transpose all questions from the form of common sense
to the form of speculative reason and convert the real ques-
tion into a speculative one to be able to answer it. Having
distorted my questions and having, like the catechism, placed
its own questions into my mouth, speculative philosophy
could, of course, again like the catechism, have its ready
answer to each of my questions.” (134-135)

In Section 2a (...“‘Criticism’ and ‘Feuerbach’—Damna-
tion of Philosophy...”)—pp. 138-142—written by Engels,
one finds Feuerbach warmly praised. In regard to “Criti-
cism’s” attacks on philosophy, its contrasting to philosophy
the actual wealth of human relations, the “immense content
of history,” the “significance of man,” etc., etc., right up
to the phrase: “the mystery of the system revealed,” En-
gels says:

“But who, then, revealed the mystery of the ‘system’?
Feuerbach. Who annihilated the dialectics of concepts, the
war of the gods known to the philosophers alone? Feuer-
bach. Who substituted for the old rubbish and for ‘infinite
self-consciousness’ not, it is true, ‘the significance of man’—
as though man had another significance than that of being
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man—Dbut still ‘Man’? Feuerbach, and only Feuerbach.
And he did more. Long ago he did away with the very cate-
gories that ‘Criticism’ now wields—the °‘real wealth of
human relations, the immense content of history, the strug-
gle of history, the fight of the mass against the spirit,’
etc., etc.

“Once man is conceived as the essence, the basis of all
human activity and situations, only ‘Criticism’ can invent
new categories and transform man himself again into a cate-
gory and into the principle of a whole series of categories
as it is doing now. It is true that in so doing it takes the
only road to salvation that remained for frightened and
persecuted theological inhumanity. History does nothing, it
possesses no immense wealth,” it ‘wages no battles.” It is
man, and not ‘history,” real living man, that does all that,
that possesses and fights; ‘history’ is not, as it were, a person
apart, using man as a means to achieve its own aims; history
is nothing but the activity of man pursuing his aims. If Ab-
solute Criticism, after Feuerbach’s brilliant reasoning, still
dares to reproduce the old trash in a new form...” (139-140)
etc.—then, Engels says, this fact alone is sufficient to
assess the Critical naiveté, etc.

And after this, in regard to the opposition of Spirit and
“Matter” (Criticism calls the mass “matter”), Engels says:

“Is Absolute Criticism then not genuinely Christian-
German? After the old contradiction between spiritualism
and materialism has been fought out on all sides and over-
come once for all by Feuerbach, ‘Criticism’ again makes
a basic dogma of it in its ugliest form and gives the victory
to the ‘Christian-German spirit.”” (141)

In regard to Bauer’s words: “To the extent of the prog-
ress now made by the Jews in theory, they are emancipated;
to the extent that they wish to be free, they are free” (142),
Marx says:

“From this proposition one can immediately measure
the critical gap which separates mass profane communism
and socialism from absolute socialism. The first proposition
of profane socialism rejects emancipation in mere theory
as an illusion and for real freedom it demands besides
the idealistic ‘will,” very tangible, very material conditions.
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How low ‘¢the Mass’ is in comparison with holy Criticism,
the Mass which considers material, practical upheavals
necessary, merely to win the time and means required
to deal with ‘theory’!” (142)

Further, (pp. 143-167), the most boring, incredibly
caviling criticism of the Literary Gazette, a sort of word
by word commentary of a “blasting” type; Absolutely noth-
ing of interest.

The end of the section ((b) The Jewish Question No. II.
Pp. 142-185)—pp. 167-185 provides an interesting answer by
Marx to Bauer on the latter’s defence of his book Judenfrage,
which was criticised in the Deutsch-Franzésische Jahrbiicher.
(Marx constantly refers to the latter.) Marx here sharply
and clearly stresses the basic principles of his entire world
outlook.

“Religious questions of the day have at present a social sig-
nifcance” (167)—this was already pointed out in the Deutsch-
Franzésische Jahrbiicher. 1t characterised the “real position
of Judaism in civil society today.” “Herr Bauer explains
the real Jew by the Jewish religion, instead of explaining
the mystery of the Jewish religion by the real Jew.” (167-168)

Herr Bauer does not suspect “that real, worldly Judaism,
and hence religious Judaism too, is being continually
produced by present-day civil life and finds its final develop-
ment in the money system.”

It was pointed out in the Deutsch-Franzdsische Jahrbiicher
that the development of Judaism has to be sought “in der
kommerziellen und industriellen Praxis”* (169),—that prac-
tical Judaism “vollendete Praxis der christlichen Welt
selber ist.”** (169)

“It was proved that the task of abolishing the essence
of Judaism is in truth the task of abolishing Judaism in
civil society, abolishing the inhumanity of the present-day
practice of life, the summit of which is the money system.”
(169)

In demanding freedom, the Jew demands something
that in no way contradicts political freedom (172)—it is
a question of political freedom.

* “in commercial and industrial practice”—Ed.

** “is the perfected practice of the Christian world itself”—Ed.
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“Herr Bauer was shown that it is by no means contrary
to political emancipation to divide man into the non-re-
ligious citizen and the religious private individual.” (172)

And immediately following the above:

“He was shown that as the state emancipates itself from
religion by emancipating itself from state religion and
leaving religion to itself within civil society, so the indi-
vidual emancipates himself politically from religion by re-
garding it no longer as a public matter but as a private
matter. Finally, it was shown that the terroristic attitude
of the French Revolution to religion far from refuting this
conception, bears it out.” (172)

The Jews desire allgemeine Menschenrechte.*

“In the Deutsch-Franzdsische Jahrbiicher it was expounded
to Herr Bauer that this ‘free humanity’ and the ‘recogni-
tion’ of it are nothing but the recognition of the selfish,
civil individual and of the uncurbed movement of the spir-
itual and material elements which are the content of his
life situation, the content of civil life today; that the Rights
of Man do not, therefore, free man from religion but give
him freedom of religion; that they do not free him from
property, but procure for him freedom of property; that they
do not free him from the filth of gain but give him freedom
of choice of a livelihood.

“He was shown that the recognition of the Rights of Man
by the modern state means nothing more than did the recog-
nition of slavery by the ancient state. In fact, just as the
ancient state had slavery as its natural basis the modern
state has civil society and the man of civil society, i.e.,
the independent man connected with other men only by the
ties of private interest and unconscious natural necessity,
the slave of labour for gain and of his own as well as other
men’s selfish need. The modern state has recognised this as
its natural basis as such in the universal Rights of Man.”*
(175)

“The Jew has all the more right to the recognition of
his ‘free humanity’” “as ‘free civil society’ is of a thoroughly
commercial and Jewish nature and the Jew is a necessary
link in it.” (176)

* the universal rights or man—Ed.
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That the “Rights of Man” are not inborn, but arose histor-
ically, was known already to Hegel. (176)

Pointing out the contradictions of constitutionalism,
“Criticism” does not generalise them (faB3t nicht den allge-
meinen Widerspruch des Konstitutionalismus*). (177-178)
If it had done so, it would have proceeded from constitu-
tional monarchy to the democratic representative state,
to the perfect modern state. (178)

Industrial activity is not abolished by the abolition
of privileges (of the guilds, corporations, etc.); on the con-
trary it develops more strongly. Property in land is not
abolished by the abolition of privileges of landownership,
“but, rather, first begins its universal movement with the
abolition of its privileges and through the free division
and free alienation of land.” (180)

Trade is not abolished by the abolition of trade privileges
but only then does it become genuinely free trade, so also
with religion, “so religion develops in its practical univer-
sality only where there is no privileged religion (one calls
to mind the North American States).”

... “Precisely the slavery of bourgeois society is in appear-
ance the greatest freedom....” (181)

To the dissolution (Auflésung) (182) of the political
existence of religion (the abolition of the state church),
of property (the abolition of the property qualification
for electors), etc.—corresponds their “most vigorous life,
which now obeys its own laws undisturbed and develops
to its full scope.”

Anarchy is the law of bourgeois society emancipated
from privileges. (182-183)

... C) CRITICAL BATTLE AGAINST
THE FRENCH REVOLUTION

“The ideas”—Marx quotes Bauer—“which the French
Revolution gave rise to did not, however, lead beyond the
order that it wanted to abolish by force.

* does not conceive the general contradiction or constitutional-
ism—Ed.
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“Ideas can never lead beyond an old world order but
only beyond the ideas of the old world order. Ideas cannot
carry anything out at all. In order to carry out ideas men
are needed who dispose of a certain practical force.” (186)

The French Revolution gave rise to the ideas of commu-
nism (Babeuf), which, consistently developed, contained
the idea of a new Weltzustand.*

In regard to Bauer’s statement that the state must hold in
check the separate egotistic atoms, Marx says (188-189) that
the members of civil society are, properly speaking, by no
means atoms, but only imagine themselves to be such, for
they are not self-sufficient like atoms, but depend on other
persons, their needs continually forcing this dependence
upon them.

“Therefore, it is natural necessity, essential human prop-
erties, however alienated they may seem to be, and interest
that hold the members of civil society together; civil, not
political life is their real tie.... Only political superstition
still imagines today that civil life must be held together
by the state, whereas in reality, on the contrary, the state
is held together by civil life.” (189)

Robespierre, Saint-Just and their party fell because they
confused the ancient realistically-democratic society, based
on slavery, with the modern, spiritualistically-democratic
representative state, based on bourgeois society. Before
his execution Saint-Just pointed to the table (Tabelle
a poster? hanging) of the Rights of Man and said: “C’est
pourtant moi qui ai fait cela.”** “This very table proclaimed
the rights of a man who cannot be the man of the ancient
republic any more than his economic and industrial relations
are those of the ancient times.” (192)

On the 18th Brumaire,' not the revolutionary movement
but the liberal bourgeoisie became the prey of Napoleon.
After the fall of Robespierre, under the Directorate, the
prosaic realisation of bourgeois society begins: Sturm
und Drang*** of commercial enterprise, the whirl (Taumel)
of the new bourgeois life; “real enlightenment of the land

* world order—Ed.
** “Yet it was I who made that.” —Ed.
*** storm and stress—Ed.
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of France, the feudal structure of which had been smashed
by the hammer of revolution, and which the numerous
new owners in their first feverish enthusiasm now put under
all-round cultivation; the first movements of an industry
that had become free—these are a few of the signs of life
of the newly arisen bourgeois society.” (192-193)

CHAPTER VI. ABSOLUTE CRITICAL CRITICISM,
OR CRITICAL CRITICISM IN THE PERSON
OF HERR BRUNO

..3) ABSOLUTE CRITICISM’S THIRD CAMPAIGN...

d) CRITICAL BATTLE AGAINST FRENCH MATERIALISM
(195-211)

H’Izs chapter (subsection d in the third section of Chap-

ter VI) is one of the most valuable in the book. Here there
is absolutely no word by word criticism, but a completely
positive exposition. It is a short sketch of the history of French
materialism. Here one ought to copy out the whole chapter,

but I shall limit myself to a short summary of the conteIIs.H

The French Enlightenment of the eighteenth century
and French materialism are not only a struggle against the
existing political institutions, but equally an open struggle
against the metaphysics of the seventeenth century, namely,
against the metaphysics of Descartes, Malebranche, Spinoza
and Leibnitz. “Philosophy was opposed to metaphysics as
Feuerbach, in his first decisive attack on Hegel, opposed
sober philosophy to drunken speculation.” (196)

The metaphysics of the seventeenth century, defeated by
the materialism of the eighteenth century, underwent a vic-
torious and weighty (gehaltvolle) restoration in German
philosophy, especially in speculative German philosophy of
the nineteenth century. Hegel linked it in a masterly fashion
with the whole of metaphysics and with German idealism,
and he founded ein metaphysisches Universalreich.* This

* a metaphysical universal kingdom—Ed.
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was followed again by an “attack on speculative metaphysics
and metaphysics in general. It will be defeated for ever
by materialism, which has now been perfected by the work
of speculation itself and coincides with humanism. Just
as Feuerbach in the theoretical field, French and English
socialism and communism in the practical field represented
materialism coinciding with humanism.” (196-197)

There are two trends of French materialism: 1) from
Descartes, 2) from Locke. The latter miindet direkt in den
Socialismus.* (197)

The former, mechanical materialism, turns into French
natural science.

Descartes in his physics declares matter the only sub-
stance. Mechanical French materialism takes over Des-
cartes’ physics and rejects his metaphysics.

“This school begins with the physician Le Roy, reaches
its zenith with the physician Cabanis, and the physician
Lametirie is its centre.” (198)

Descartes was still living when Le Roy transferred the
mechanical structure of animals to man and declared the
soul to be @ modus of the body, and ideas to be mechanical
movements. (198) Le Roy even thought that Descartes had
concealed his real opinion. Descartes protested.

At the end of the eighteenth century Cabanis perfected
Cartesian materialism in his book Rapports du physique
et du moral de [’homme.?

From the very outset the metaphysics of the seventeenth
century had its adversary in materialism. Descartes—Gas-
sendi, the restorer of Epicurean materialism, in England—
Hobbes.

Voltaire (199) pointed out that the indifference of the
Frenchmen of the eighteenth century to the disputes of the
Jesuits and others was due less to philosophy than to Law’s
financial speculations. The theoretical movement towards
materialism is explained by the practical Gestaltung** of
French life at that time. Materialistic theories corresponded
to materialistic practice.

* flows directly into socialism—Ed.
** mould—Ed.
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The metaphysics of the seventeenth century (Descartes,
Leibnitz) was still linked with a positive (positivem) content.
It made discoveries in mathematics, physics, etc. In the
eighteenth century the positive sciences became separated
from it and metaphysics war fad geworden.*

In the year of Malebranche’s death, Helvétius and Con-
dillac were born. (199-200)

Pierre Bayle, through his weapon of scepticism, theo-
retically undermined seventeenth-century metaphysics. He
refuted chiefly Spinoza and Leibnitz. He proclaimed atheis-
tic society. He was, in the words of a French writer, “the
last metaphysician in the seventeenth-century sense of the
word and the first philosopher in the sense of the eighteenth
century.” (200-201)

This negative refutation required a positive, anti-meta-
physical system. It was provided by Locke.

Materialism is the son of Great Britain. Its scholastic
Duns Scotus had already raised the question: “ob die Ma-
terie nicht denken kénne?”** He was a nominalist. Nomi-
nalism is in general the first expression of materialism.!

The real founder of English materialism was Bacon.
(“The first and most important of the inherent qualities
of matter is motion, not only as mechanical and mathe-
matical movement, but still more as impulse, vital spirit,
tension, or ... the throes (Qual) ... of matter.”—202)

“In Bacon, its first creator, materialism has still con-
cealed within it in a naive way the germs of all-round devel-
opment. Matter smiles at man as a whole with poetical
sensuous brightness.”

In Hobbes, materialism becomes one-sided, menschen-
feindlich, mechanisch.*** Hobbes systematised Bacon, but
he did not develop (begriindet) more deeply Bacon’s funda-
mental principle: the origin of knowledge and ideas from
the world of the senses (Sinnenwelt).—P. 203.

Just as Hobbes did away with the theistic prejudices of
Bacon’s materialism, so Collins, Dodwell, Coward, Hartley,
Priestley, etc., destroyed the last theological bounds of
Locke’s sensualism.!’

* became insipid—Ed.
** “whether matter can think?”—Ed.
*** misanthropic, mechanical —Ed.
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Condillac directed Locke’s sensualism against seventeenth-
century metaphysics; he published a refutation of the sys-
tems of Descartes, Spinoza, Leibnitz and Malebranche.

The French “civilised” (205) the materialism of the En-
glish.

In Helvétius (who also derives from Locke), materialism
was given a properly French character.

Lamettrie is a combination of Cartesian and English
materialism.

Robinet has the most connection with metaphysics.

“Just as Cartesian materialism passes into natural science
proper, the other trend of French materialism flows directly
into socialism and communism.” (206)

Nothing is easier than to derive socialism from the prem-
ises of materialism (reconstruction of the world of the
senses—linking private and public interests—destroying
the anti-social Geburtsstidtten™ of crime, etc.).

Fourier proceeds immediately from the teaching of the
French materialists. The Babouvists'® were crude, immature
materialists. Bentham based his system on the morality of
Helvétius, while Owen takes Bentham’s system as his
starting-point for founding English communism. Cabet
brought communist ideas from England into France (po-
puldrste wenn auch flachste** representative of commu-
nism) 208. The “more scientific” are Dézamy, Gay, etc., who
developed the teaching of materialism as real humanism.

On pp. 209-211 Marx gives in a note (two pages of small
print) extracts from Helvétius, Holbach and Bentham, in
order to prove the connection of the materialism of the eigh-
teenth century with English and French communism of the
nineteenth century.

Of the subsequent sections the following passage is worth
noting:

“The dispute between Strauss and Bauer over Substance
and Self-Consciousness is a dispute within Hegelian specu-
lation. In Hegel there are three elements: Spinoza’s Sub-
stance, Fichte’s Self-Consciousness and Hegel’s necessary

* sources—Ed.

** the most popular, though most superficial—Ed.
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and contradictory unity of the two, the Absolute Spirit.
The first element is metaphysically disguised nature in
separation from man; the second is metaphysically dis-
guised spirit in separation from nature; the third is the
metaphysically disguised unity of both, real man and the
real human race” (220), and the paragraph with its assess-
ment of Feuerbach:

“In the domain of theology, Strauss quite consistently
expounded Hegel from Spinoza’s point of view, and Bauer
did the same from Fichte’s point of view. Both criticised
Hegel insofar as with him each of the two elements was
falsified by the other, while they carried each of the elements
to its one-sided and hence consistent development.—Both
of them therefore go beyond Hegel in their Criticism, but
both of them also remain within the framework of his specu-
lation and each represents only one side of his system. Feuer-
bach was the first to bring to completion and criticise Hegel
from Hegel’s point of view, by resolving the metaphysical
Absolute Spirit into ‘real man on the basis of nature,” and
the first to bring to completion the Criticism of religion by
sketching in a masterly manner the general basic features
of the Criticism of Hegel’s speculation and hence of every
kind of metaphysics.” (220-221)

Marx ridicules Bauer’s “theory of self-consciousness”
on account of its idealism (the sophisms of absolute ideal-
ism—222), points out that this is a periphrasing of Hegel,
and quotes the latter’s Phenomenology and Feuerbach’s
critical remarks (from Philosophie der Zukunft,”® p. 35,
that philosophy negates—negiert—the “materially sensuous,”
just as theology negates “nature tainted by original sin”).

The following chapter (VII) again begins with a series
of highly boring, caviling criticisms |1). Pp. 228-235|.
In section 2a there is an interesting passage.

Marx quotes from the Literary Gazette the letter of a
“representative of the Mass,” who calls for the study of
reality of natural science and industry (236), and who on
that account was reviled by “criticism”:

“Or”(!), exclaimed “the critics” against this representa-
tive of the Mass,—“do you think that the knowledge of his-
torical reality is already complete? Or (!) do you know
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of any single period in history which is actually known?”

“Or does Critical Criticism”—Marx replies—“believe that
it has reached even the beginning of a knowledge of histori-
cal reality so long as it excludes from the historical move-
ment the theoretical and practical relation of man to na-
ture, natural science and industry? Or does it think that it
actually knows any period without knowing, for example,
the industry of that period, the immediate mode of pro-
duction of life itself? True, spiritualistic, theological Crit-
ical Criticism only knows (at least it imagines it knows)
the major political, literary and theological acts of his-
tory. Just as it separates thinking from the senses, the
soul from the body and itself from the world, it separates
history from natural science and industry and sees the origin
of history not in vulgar material production on the earth
but in vaporous clouds in the heavens.” (238)

Criticism dubbed this representative of the mass a mas-
senhafter Materialist.* (239)

“The criticism of the French and the English is not an
abstract, preternatural personality outside mankind; it
is the real human activity of individuals who are active
members of society and who as human beings suffer, feel,
think and act. That is why their criticism is at the same
time practical, their communism a socialism in which they
give practical, tangible measures, and in which they do not
only think but even more act; it is the living real crit-
icism of existing society, the discovery of the causes of
‘decay’.” (244)

Hze whole of Chapter VII (228-257), apart from the

passages quoted above, consists only of the most incredible
captious criticisms and mockery, noting contradictions of
the most petty character, and ridiculing each and every

stupidity in the Literary Gazette, EH

In Chapter VIII (258-333) we have a section on the “Crit-
ical Transformation of a Butcher into a Dog”—and further
on Eugene S ue’s Fleur de Marie? (evidently a novel
with this title or the heroine of some novel or other) with
certain “radical” but uninteresting observations by Marx.

* mass materialist—Ed.
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Worth mentioning perhaps are only p. 2 8 5§ x—a few
comments on Hegel’s theory of punishment, p. 2 9 6—
against Eugeéne Sue’s defence of the prison cell system
(Cellularsystem).

((Apparently, Marx here attacks the superficial socialism
propagated by Eugene Sue and which, apparently, was de-
fended in the Literary Gazette.))

Marx, for example, ridicules Sue for the concept of state
reward for virtue, just as vice is punished (pp. 300-301,
giving even a comparative table of justice criminelle and
justice vertueuse!™).

Pp. 3 0 56 — 3 0 6: Critical remarks against Hegel’s Phe-
nomenology.

3 0 7: But sometimes Hegel in his Phenomenology—in
spite of his theory—gives a true description of human
relations.

3 0 9: Philanthropy as a Spiel** of the rich. (309-310)

312-313: Quotations from F o u r i e r on the humili-

ation of women, very striking Hiontra the moderateﬁpi-
rations of “Criticism” and of Rudolf—Eugéne Sue’s hero? H

x“According to Hegel, the criminal in his punishment
passes sentence on himself. Gans developed this theory at
greater length. In Hegel this is the speculative disguise of
the old jus talionis*** that Kant expounded as the only ju-
ridical penal theory. For Hegel, self-judgment of the criminal
remains a mere ‘Idea,” a mere speculative interpretation of
the current empirical penal code. He thus leaves the mode
of application to the respective stages of development
of the state, i.e., he leaves punishment just as it is. Pre-
cisely in that does he show himself more critical than his
critical echoer. A penal theory that at the same time sees
in the criminal the man can do so only in abstraction, in
imagination, precisely because punishment, coercion, is
contrary to human conduct. Besides, the practical realisation
of such a theory would be impossible. Pure subjective
arbitrariness would replace abstract law because in each

* criminal justice and justice for virtue!—Ed.
** plaything—Ed.
*** the law of the talion—an eye for an eye—Ed.
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case it would depend on official ‘honest and decent’ men
to adapt the penalty to the individuality of the criminal.
Plato long ago had the insight to see that the law must be
one-sided and must make abstraction of the individual.
On the other hand, under Auman conditions punishment
will really be nothing but the sentence passed by the cul-
prit on himself. There will be no attempt to persuade him
that violence from without, exerted on him by others, is
violence exerted on himself by himself. On the contrary,
he will see in other men his natural saviours from the sen-
tence which he has pronounced on himself; in other words,
the relation will be exactly reversed.” (285-286)

“The mystery of this” (305) (there was a quotation from
Anekdota® above) “courage of Bauer’s is Hegel’s Phenom-
enology. Since Hegel here puts self-consciousness in the
place of man, the most varied human reality appears only
as a definite form, as a determination of self-consciousness.
But a mere determination of self-consciousness is a ‘pure
category,” a mere ‘thought’ which I can consequently also
transcend in ‘pure’ thought and overcome through pure
thought. In Hegel’s Phenomenology the material, sensuous,
objective bases of the various alienated forms of human
self-consciousness are left as they are. The whole destructive

work results in the most conservative philosophy |sic!|

because it thinks it has overcome the objective world, the
sensuously real world, by merely transforming it into
a ‘thing of thought,” a mere determination of self-conscious-
ness, and can therefore dissolve its opponent, which has
become ethereal, in the ‘ether of pure thought.” The Phenom-
enology is therefore quite consistent in ending by replacing
all human reality by ‘Absolute Knowledge’—Knowledge,
because this is the only mode of existence of self-conscious-
ness, and because self-consciousness is considered as the
only mode of existence of man;—Absolute Knowledge for
the very reason that self-consciousness knows only itself
and is no more disturbed by any objective world. Hegel
makes man the man of self-consciousness instead of making
self-consciousness the self-consciousness of man, of the real
man, and therefore of man living also in a real objective
world and determined by that world. He stands the world
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on its head and can therefore in his head dissolve all limita-
tions, which nevertheless, of course, remain in existence
for evil sensuousness, for real man. Moreover, everything
which betrays the limitations of general self-consciousness—
all sensuousness, reality, individuality of men and of their
world—is necessarily held by him to be a limit. The whole
of the Phenomenology is intended to prove that self-con-
sciousness is the only reality and all reality....” (306)

...“Finally, it goes without saying that if Hegel’s Phe-
nomenology, in spite of its speculative original sin, gives
in many instances the elements of a true description of hu-
man relations, Herr Bruno and Co., on the other hand,
provide only an empty caricature....” (307)

“Thereby Rudolph unconsciously revealed the mystery,
long ago exposed, that human misery itself, the infinite
abjectness which is obliged to receive alms, has to serve as
a plaything to the aristocracy of money and education
to satisfy their self-love, tickle their arrogance and amuse
them.

“The numerous charitable associations in Germany, the
numerous charitable societies in France and the great num-
ber of charitable quixotic societies in England, the concerts,
balls, plays, meals for the poor and even public subscrip-
tions for victims of accidents have no other meaning.”
(309-310)

And Marx quotes from Eugéne Sue:

“Ah, Madame, it is not enough to have danced for the
benefit of these poor Poles.... Let us be philanthropic to
the end.... Let us have supper now for the benefit of the
poor!” (310)

On pp. 312-313 quotations from Fourier (adul-
tery is good tone, infanticide by the victims of seduction—
a vicious circle.... “The degree of emancipation of woman
is the natural measure of general emancipation....” (312)
Civilisation converts every vice from a simple into a com-
plex, ambiguous, hypocritical form), and Marx adds:

“It is superfluous to contrast to Rudolph’s thoughts
Fourier’s masterly characterisation of marriage or the
works of the materialist section of French communism.”
(313)
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P. 313 u. ff., against the political-economic projects of
Eugéne Sue and Rudolph (presumably the hero of Sue’s
novel?), projects for the association of rich and poor, and
the organisation of labour (which the state ought to do),

7)—b) “The Bank for the
Poor” pp. 314-@| = interest-free loans to the unemployed.

Marx takes the fi g u r e s of the project and exposes their
meagreness in relation to need. And the idea of an Armen-
bank, says Marx, is no better than Sparkassen**..., i.e.,
die Einrichtung*** of the bank “rests on the delusion that
only a different distribution of wages is needed for the workers
to be able to live through the whole year.” (316-317)

Section ¢) “Model Farm at Bouqueval” 318-320, Rudolph’s
project for a model farm, which was praised by “Criticism,”
is subjected to devastating criticism: Marx declares it
to be a utopian project, for on the average one French-
man gets only a quarter of a pound of meat per day, only
93 francs in annual income, etc.; in the project they work
twice as much as before, etc., etc. ((Not interesting.))

320: “The miraculous means by which Rudolph accom-
plishes all his redemptions and marvellous cures is not
his fine words but his ready money. That is what the moral-
ists are like, says Fourier. One must be a millionaire to be
able to imitate their heroes.

“Morality is ‘Impuissance mise en action.”**** Every time
it fights a vice it is defeated. And Rudolph does not even
rise to the standpoint of independent morality based at least
on the consciousness of human dignity. On the contrary,
his morality is based on the consciousness of human weak-
ness. He represents theological morality.” (320-321)

... As in reality all differences boil down more and more
to the difference between poor and rich, so in the idea do
all aristocratic differences become resolved into the oppo-
sition between good and evil. This distinction is the
last form that the aristocrat gives to his prejudices....”
(323-324)

etc.—e.g., also the Armenbank*

* bank for the poor—Ed.
** savings-banks—Ed.
*** the institution—Ed.

*r*K “impotence in action”—Ed.
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...“Every movement of his soul is of infinite importance
to Rudolph. That is why he constantly observes and ap-
praises them....” (Examples.) “This great lord is like the
members of ‘Young England,” who also wish to reform
the world, to perform noble deeds, and are subject to sim-
ilar hysterical fits....” (326)

Has not Marx in mind here the
English Tory philanthropists who
passed the Ten Hours Bill???
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FR. UBERWEG.
OUTLINE OF THE HISTORY
OF PHILOSOPHY

(REVISED BY MAX HEINZE)
THREE VOLUMES. 1876-1880. LEIPZIG2?

ﬁhe book is rather strange in character: rather short

sections with a few words on the content of doctrines and
very long explanations given in small print, consisting

three-quarters of names and titles of books | moreover, out
of date: bibliography up to the sixties and seventies |.
Something unleserliches!* A history of names and book§|

Written in 1903

First published in 1930 Published according
in Lenin Miscellany XI1I, p. 347 to the manuscript

* unreadable! —Ed.
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FR. PAULSEN.
INTRODUCTION TO PHILOSOPHY

189924

Highly characteristic is the frank formulation of the
question in the introduction: the task of modern philos-
ophy is “to reconcile the religious world outlook and the
scientific explanation of nature” (p. IV*). Sic! And this
idea is developed most circumstantially: there is said to be
a struggle on two fronts—against materialism and “Je-
suitism” (both Catholic and Protestant). Materialism, of
course, is understood (described?) as rein mechanisch, phy-
sikalisch u.s.w.**

The author also says directly that modern philosophy
rests”on Kant and is the representative of “idealistic mon-
ism.

Up to p. 10 ...”Peace between science and faith...”

And p. 11: “The real corner-stone of Kant’s philosophy”
(to create this peace) ...“is to give to both their due: to
knowledge against the scepticism of Hume, to faith against
its dogmatic negation in materialism—that is the sum-
total of his undertaking.” (12)

“What is capable of disappointing this hopeful” (the hope
of this peace) “expectation is the absolutely anti-religious
radicalism that is at present becoming widespread in the
broad mass of the population.... Thus atheism now ap-
pears” (as formerly among the bourgeoisie) “as an article
of faith of Social-Democracy” (pp. 14-15). “It is the cat-
echism turned inside out. And like the old dogmatism,
this new, negative dogmatism, too, is hostile to science, |-

* Paulsen, Fr., Einleitung in die Philosophie, Berlin, 1899.—Ed.
** purely mechanical, physical, etc.—Ed.



NB

54 V. I. LENIN

insofar as by its dogmas it puts fetters on the spirit of
criticism and doubt.” (He recalls the term Antipfaffen™
and assures us that Christianity has no predilection for
the rich, that it (Christianity) will go through the same
struggle towards which Europe is advancing.)

Refuting materialism and defending the theory of All-
beseelung** (which he interprets in an idealist sense), Paul-
sen ignores: 1) that he is not refuting materialism, but
merely some arguments of some materialists; 2) that he
contradicts himself in interpreting modern psychology in
an idealist sense.

X Cf. p. 126. “A force ... is nothing but a tendency to
a certain action, and hence in its general essence coincides
with an unconscious will.”

(Ergo—Seelenvorginge und Kraft*** are by no means
so uniiberbriickbar**** as it previously seemed to the
author, p. 90 u. ff.*****)

Pp. 112-116: Why could not the Weltall****** be the
bearer of des Weltgeistes?******* (because man and his
brain are the highest development of mind, as the author
himself admits.

When Paulsen criticises materialists—he counterposes the
highest forms of mind to matter. When he defends idealism
and interprets modern psychology idealistically—he approx-
imates the lowest forms of mind to Kréafte ******** etc.
That is the Achilles heel of his philosophy).

Cf. especially pp. 106-107, where Paulsen opposes the
view that matter is something dead.

X Contra p. 86: “Motion has absolutely nothing of thought
in it....”

The author seems to dispose too lightly of the concept
that Gedanke ist Bewegung.********* Hijgs arguments

*
* %

* % %

* %k %
® ok ok Kk

anti-clericalism—Ed.
universal soul embodiment—Ed.
soul processes and force—Ed.
incompatible—Ed.
und folgende—et seq.—Ed.
Hkkk** universe—Ed.
kKKK Universal spirit—Ed.
rakdkkx* forces—Ed.
kK% thought is motion—Ed.
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amount only to “ordinary common sense: senseless,” “thought
is not motion, but thought” (87). Perhaps heat, too, is
not motion, but heat??

Quite stupid are the author’s arguments that a physiol-
ogist will not cease to speak about thoughts, instead of
movements equivalent to these thoughts? And no one will
ever cease to speak about heat.

One who has fallen in love does not speak to “his lady-
love about the corresponding vascular-motor process....
That is obviously nonsense” (86-87). Precisely what is done
by Herr Paulsen! And if we experience a lack of heat, we
do not speak about heat being a form of motion, but of
how to get some coal.

Paulsen considers that the statement that thought is
Bewegung® is sinnlos.** But he himself is against dualism,
and speaks about the “equivalent” (140 and 143)—“the phys-
ical equivalent of the psychical” (or Begleiterscheinung**™*).
Is not that the same begriffliche Konfusion™*** for which
he contemptuously abuses Biichner?

When Paulsen declares that his parallelism is “not local”
but “ideal” (p. 146), his dualist character shows still more
clearly. That is no explanation of the matter, nor a theory,
but a simple verbal trick.

Written in 1903

First published in 1930 Published according
in Lenin Miscellany XI1 to the manuscript

* motion—Ed.

** gsenseless—Ed.
*** accompanying phenomenon—Ed.
kkk* conceptual confusion—Ed.
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NOTE ON A REVIEW OF THE WONDERS OF LIFE
AND THE RIDDLE OF THE UNIVERSE
BY E. HAECKEL

Frankfurter Zeitung, 1904, No. 348 (De-
cember 15).

First morning edition

A Feuilleton on New Biological Books?*

Ernst Haeckel: Lebenswunder (Gemeinverstind-
liche Studien iiber biologische Philosophie). Stuttgart.
(Alfred Kroner.)

(To Haeckel, “the spirit is a physiological function of the
cerebral cortex.” P. 378 of his book. To be sure, the re-
viewer is against this opinion.)

Weltrdtseln by the same author ((published earlier)) (in
which it is demonstrated that, properly speaking, there
are no world riddles).

Written late in 1904 Published for the first
time according to the
manuscript
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REMARKS ON BOOKS ON THE NATURAL SCIENCES
AND PHILOSOPHY IN THE SORBONNE LIBRARY *

Sorbonne. New books: C. 819 (N*
Richard Lucas, Bibliographie der radioaktiven Stoffe,
Hamburg und Leipzig, 1908, 8°.
(A. 47. 191).*
Mach, Grundriss der Physik (bearbeitet von Harbordt
und Fischer), Leipzig, 1905-8, 2 Volumes, 8°.
(A. 46. 979)" S. ®. ¢. 587."
Max Planck, Das Prinzip der Erhaltung der Energie,
Leipzig, 1908 (2 Auflage) 12°.
(A. 47. 232).% 9. . 63.F
Eduard Riecke, Handbuch der Physik, 4 Auflage, Leip-
zig, 1908, 2 Volumes 8°.
(A. 47. 338)." S. @. . 301%.%
Fénelon Salignac, Questions de Physique générale et d’Ast-
ronomie, Toulouse, 1908, 4°.
(D. 55. 745)." C. 818 (2).*
J. J. Thomson, Die Korpuskulartheorie der Materie,
Braunschweig, 1908, 8°.
S. D. e. 101 (25).*

In the Sorbonne library:

I. Vierteiljahrsschrift fiir wissenschaftliche Philosophie,
p. 53(8°9 (A. 16. 404)."

II. érchiv fiir Philosophie, 2-te Abteilung, p. 48 . (A. 17,
027).

* Letters and numbers denote press-marks—Ed.
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Vierteiljahrsschrift fiir wissenschaftliche Philosophie, 1909,
Heft I. Raoul Richter’s review (sympathetic, indeed laud-
atory) of:

Ludwig Stein, Philosophie Stromungen der Gegenwart,
Stuttgart, 1908, (Enke) XVI+452 Seiten. (12 Mark.)

Seiten 1-293—philosophical trends—

294-445—philosophical problems
Ten trends in philosophy?”

1) neo-idealism (voluntarist metaphysics)

2) neo-positivism (pragmatism) of W. James

3) “new movement in natural philosophy” (Ostwald
and the “triumph” of energetics over materialism)

4) “neo-romanticism” (H. St. Chamberlain, etc.)

5) neo-vitalism

6) evolutionism (Spencer)

7) individualism (Nietzsche)

8) geisteswissenschaftliche Bewegung® (Dilthey)

9) philosophiegeschichtliche™*

10) neo-realism (Eduard von Hartmann!!!).

New books:

Max Schinz, Die Wahrheit der Religion nach den neues-
ten Vertretern der Religionsphilosophie, Ziirich, 1908, 8°.
(307 pages. 6. 50 Mark.)

Kr. Guenther, Vom Urtier zum Menschen, (Ein Bilder-
atlas.) Stuttgart, 1909. (7-19 issues =1 Mark.)

A. Pelazza, R. Avenarius e l’empiriocriticismo, 1908?
9? Torino (Bocca). 130 Seiten.

Spaventa, La filosofia italiana nelle sue relazioni con
la filosofia europea, 1908? 9? Ban (Laterza).

New books (1909):

L. Boltzmann, Wiener wissenschaftliche Abhandlungen,
Leipzig, (Barth).

H. Strache, Die Einheit der Materie, des Weltdthers und
der Naturkrdfte, Wien (Deuticke).

* humanities movement—Ed.
** philosophical-historical —Ed.
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P. 48.

Archiv fiir Philosophie, 2 Abteilung = Archiv fiir sy s -
temtatische Philosophie, 1908, Heft 4. Vitalis Nor-
strom’s s econd article (Seiten 447-496) ((interesting;
almost all of it about Mach)).

Where is the first??
Note—is it late??

Written in the first half of 1909
First published in 1933 Published according
in Lenin Miscellany XXV to the manuscript






CONSPECTUS OF FEUERBACH’S BOOK
LECTURES ON THE ESSENCE
OF RELIGION™

Written not earlier than 1909

First published in 1930 Published according
in Lenin Miscellany X11 to the manuscript
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L. FEUERBACH.

COLLECTED WORKS VOL.

8, 1851

LECTURES ON THE ESSENCE OF

RELIGION

The preface is dated 1. X. 1851.—Feu-
erbach speaks here of the reasons why
he did not take part in the 1848 revolu-
tion, which had “such a shameful, such
a barren end” (VII).* The revolution of
1848 had no Orts- und Zeitsinn,** the
constitutionalists expected freedom from the
word des Herrn,*** the republicans (VII-
VIII) from their desire (“it was only nec-
essary to desire a republic for it to come
into being”).... (VIII)

“If a revolution breaks out again and I
take an active part in it, then you can ...
be sure that this revolution will be vic-
torious, that Judgment Day for the mon-
archy and hierarchy has arrived.” (VII)

First lecture (1-11).

P. 2: “We have had enough of political as
well as philosophical idealism; we
now want to be political materialists.”

3-4—Why Feuerbach fled to the seclusion
of the country: the break with the
“gottesgldubigen Welt”**** p. 4

8°. R. 807

Feuerbach
did not
understand
the 1848
revolution

H Sic!!

* Feuerbach, L., Sdmtliche Werke, Bd. 8, Leipzig, 1851.—Ed.

* sense of place and time—Ed.
*** of the monarch—Ed.
*r** “God-believing world”—Ed.
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“Uberspann-
tes™!

down with H‘

“sensuous-
ness’ in
Feuerbach

* Zeile

(Z. 7T v. u.*) (cf. p. 3 in f.**)—to live
with “nature” (5), ablegen*** all
iiberspannten”**** ideas.

7-11 Feuerbach gives an outline of his
works (7-9): Geschichte der neuren Phi-
losophie (9-11 Spinoza, Leibnitz).
Second Lecture (12-20).

12-14—Bayle.

15: Sinnlichkeit**** for me means
“the true unity of the material and
the spiritual, a unity not thought up
and prepared, but existing, and which
therefore has the same significance as
reality for me.”

Sinnlich****** is  not only the
Magen ******* but also the
I(opf EEEEEEE TS (15)-

(16-20: Feuerbach’s work on Immortality:
paraphrased.)

Third Lecture (21-30).

The objection was raised to my Essence
of Christianity?® that for me man does not
depend on anything, “there was opposition
to this alleged deification of man by me.”
(24) “The being, whom man presupposes ... is
nothing other than nature, not your God.” (25)

“The unconscious being of nature is for
me the eternal being, without origin, the
first being, but first in point of time, and
not in point of rank, the physically but
not morally first being....” (27)

My denial includes also affirmation....
“It is, of course, a consequence of my doc-
trine that there is no God” (29), but this

7 von unten—Iline 7 from bottom—Ed.

** at the end—Ed.
*** to discard—Ed.

* 5k % %
* ok ok ok ok
* ok %k k %

“extravagant” —Ed.
sensuosness—Ed.
sensuous—Ed.

RHEEEEX Stomach—Ed.
3k sk sk ok sk ok sk sk head_Ed'
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follows from the conception of the essence
of God (=an expression of the essence
of nature, of the essence of man).

Fourth Lecture.

“The feeling of dependence is the basis
of religion.” (31) (“Furcht”* 33-4-5-6)

“The so-called speculative philosophers
are ... those philosophers who do not con-
struct their notions in accordance with
things, but rather construct things accord-
ing to their notions. (31)

(Fifth Lecture.)

—it is especially d e a ¢t h that arouses
fear, belief in God. (41)

“I hate the idealism that divorces man
from nature; I am not ashamed of my de-
pendence on nature.” (44)

“As little as I have deified man in Wesen
des Christenthums, a deification with which
I have been stupidly reproached ... so little
do I want to deify nature in the sense
of theology ....” (46-47)

Sixth Lecture—The cult of animals (50
u. ff.**).

“What man is dependent on is ... nature,
an object of the senses ... all the impressions
which nature makes on man through the
senses ... can become motives of religious
veneration.” (55)

(Seventh Lecture.)

By egoism I understand, not the egoism
of the “philistine and bourgeois” (63), but
the philosophical principle of conformity
with nature, with human reason, against
“theological hypocrisy, religious and spec-
ulative fantasy, political despotism.” (63
i.f)Cf. 64, very important.

Idem 68 i. f. and 69 i. f.—Egoism (in the
philosophical sense) is the root of religion.

* “fear” —Ed.
** und folgende—et seq.—Ed.

cf. Marx
und Engels?®®

(13 . 2
egoism” and
its
significance
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(70: Die Gelehrten®* can only be beaten
with their own weapons, i.e., by quo-
tations) ... “man die Gelehrten nur
durch ihre eigenen Waffen, d. h.
Zitate, schlagen kann....” (70)

Incidentally, on p. 78 Feuerbach uses
the expression: Energie d. h. Thatigkeit.**
This is worth noting. There is, indeed,

on the a subjective moment in the concept of ener-
question of |gy, which is absent, for example, in the
the word concept of movement. Or, more correctly,
energy in the concept or usage in speech of the

concept of energy there is something that
excludes objectivity. The energy of the
moon (cf.) versus the movement of the moon.

107 i. f. ...“Nature is a primordial, pri-
mary and final being....”

111: ...“For me ... in philosophy ... the

sensuous 1s primary; but primary not

the sensuous merely in the sense of speculative

=the prima- philosophy, where the primary sig-

ry, the self- nifies that beyond the bounds of which

existing and it is necessary to go, but primary

true in the sense of not being derived, of
being self-existing and true.”

...“The spiritual is nothing outside
and without the sensuous.”

NB in general p. 111 ... “the truth
and essentiality (NB) of the senses, from
which ... philosophy ... proceeds....”

112 ...“Man thinks only by means of his
sensuously existing head, reason has
a firm sensuous foundation in the
head, the brain, the focus of the
senses.”

***)

See p. 112 on the veracity (Urkunden
of the senses.

* the pundits—Ed.
** energy, i.e., activity—Ed.
**% evidence—Ed
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114: Nature=the primary, unableitbares, NB
urspriingliches Wesen.* =

“Thus, Die Grundsdtze der Philosophie
is interconnected with the Wesen der Re-
ligion.”3 (113)

“I deify nothing, consequently not even
nature.” (115)

116—Answer to the reproach that Feuer-
bach does not givea definition of
nature:

“l understand by nature the total-
ity of all sensuous forces, things and
beings which man distinguishes from

himself as not human.... Or, if the It turns out
word is taken in practice: nature is that nature=
everything that for man—indepen- everything
dent of the supernatural whisperings except the
of theistic faith—proves to be imme- supernatural.
diate and sensuous, the basis and Feuerbach is
object of his life. Nature is light, brilliant but
electricity, magnetism, air, water, not profound.
fire, earth, animal, plant, man, in- Engels defines
sofar as he is a being acting involun- more profound-
tarily and unconsciously—by the word ly the distinc-
‘nature’ I understand nothing more tion between
than this, nothing mystical, nothing materialism
nebulous, nothing theological” (above: and idealism.
in contrast to Spinoza).
...“Nature is ... everything that you see

and that is not derived from human hands
and thoughts. Or if we penetrate into the
anatomy of nature, nature is the being,
or totality of beings and things, whose
appearances, expressions or effects, in which
precisely their existence and essence are
manifested and consist, have their basis
not in thoughts or intentions and decisions
of the will, but in astronomical, or cosmic,
mechanical, chemical, physical, physiolo-
gical or organic forces or causes.” (116-117)

* underivable primordial being—Ed.
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objectiv =
auller uns**

%
* %

IEere too it amounts to opposing matter
to mind, the physical to the psychical_.|

121—against the argument that there must
be a prime cause (= God).

“It is only man’s narrowness and love of
convenience that cause him to put eternity
in place of time, infinity in place of the
endless progress from cause to cause, a stat-
ic divinity in place of restless nature,
eternal rest instead of eternal movement.”
(121 i. f.)

124-125. Owing to their subjective
needs, men replace the concrete by the ab-
stract, perception by the concept, the many
by the one, the infinite X* of causes by
the single cause.

Yet, “no objective validity and exist-
ence, no existence outside ourselves” must
be ascribed to these abstractions. (125)

“Nature has no beginning and no end.
Everything in it is in mutual interaction,
everything is relative, everything at once
effect and cause, everything in it is all-
sided and reciprocal....” (129)

there is no place there for God (129-130;
simple arguments against God).

...“The cause of the first and general
cause of things in the sense of the
theists, theologians and so-called spec-
ulative philosophers is man’s under-
standing....” (130) “God is ... cause in
general, the concept of cause as essence
personified and become independent....”
(131)

“God is abstract nature, i.e., nature re-
moved from sensuous perception, mentally
conceived, made into an object or being

summation—Ed.
objective = outside ourselves—Ed.
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of the understanding; nature in the proper
sense is sensuous, real nature, as immedi-
ately manifested and presented to us by
the senses.” (133)

The theists see in God the cause of the
movement in nature (which they make into
a dead mass or matter). (134) The power of
God, however, is in reality the power of
nature (Naturmacht: 135).

...“Indeed it is only through their effects
that we perceive the properties of things....”
(136)

Atheism (136-137) abolishes neither das
moralische Uber (= das Ideal)* nor das
natiirliche Uber (= die Natur.)**

...“Is not time merely a form of the
world, the manner in which particular
beings and effects follow one another? How
then can I ascribe a temporal beginning
to the world?” (145)

... God is merely the world in thought....
The distinction between God and the world
is merely the distinction between spirit
and sense, thought and perception ....” (146)

God is presented as a being existing out-
side ourselves. But is that not precisely
an admission of the truth of sensuous being?
Is it not (thereby) “recognised that there
is no being outside sensuous being? For,
apart from sensuousness, have we any
other sign, any other criterion, of an exist-
ence outside ourselves, of an existence in-
dependent of thought?” (148)

...“Nature ... in isolation from its mate-
riality and corporeality ... is God....” (149)

* the moral highest (= the ideal)—Ed.
** the natural highest (= nature)—Ed.

immediately

time and
world

being outside

ourselves =

independent
of thought

NB
nature out-
side, inde-
pendent of

matter = God
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NB
theory of
“the copy”

time outside
temporal
things = God

time and
space

cf. Engels
idem in Lud-

wig Feuer-
bach??

“To derive nature from God is equivalent
‘to wanting to derive the original from the
image, from the copy, to derive a thing
from the thought of the thing.” (149)

Characteristic of man is Verkehrtheit
(149 1i. f.) verselbstdndigen abstractions*—
for example, time and space (150):

“Although ... man has abstracted space
and time from spatial and temporal things,
nevertheless he presupposes those as the
primary grounds and conditions of the
latter’s existence. Hence he thinks of the
world, i.e., the sum-total of real things,
matter, the content of the world, as having
its origin in space and time. Even Hegel
makes matter arise not only in, but out of,
space and time....” (150) “Also, it is really
incomprehensible why time, separated from
temporal things, should not be identified
with God.” (151)

“In reality, exactly the opposite holds
good, ...it is not things that presuppose
space and time, but space and time that
presuppose things, for space or extension
presupposes something that extends, and
time, movement, for time, is indeed only a
concept derived from movement, presup-
poses something that moves. Everything is
spatial and temporal....” (151-152)

“The question whether a God has created
the world ... is the question of the relation
of mind to sensuousness” (152—the most
important and difficult question of philos-
ophy (153), the whole history of philosophy
turns on this question 153)—the conflict
between the Stoics and the Epicureans,
the Platonists and the Aristotelians, the
Sceptics and the Dogmatists, in ancient
philosophy; between the nominalists and

* perversity of endowing abstractions with independence—Ed.
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realists in the Middle Ages; between the
idealists and the “realists or empiricists”
(sic! 153) in modern times.

It depends in part on the nature of people
(academic, versus practical types) whether
they incline to one or another philosophy.

“I do not deny wisdom, goodness,
beauty; I deny only that, as such generic
notions, they are beings, whether in the
shape of gods or properties of God, or as
Platonic ideas, or as self-posited Hegelian
concepts....” (1568)—they exist only as prop-
erties of men.

Another cause of belief in God: man
transfers to nature the idea of his own
purposive creation. Nature is purposive—
ergo it was created by a rational being. (160)

“That which man calls the purposiveness
of nature and conceives as such is in real-
ity nothing but the unity of the world,
the harmony of cause and effect, the in-
terconnection in general in which every-
thing in nature exists and acts.” (161)

...“Nor have we any grounds for imagin-
ing that if man had more senses or organs
he would also cognise more properties or
things of nature. There is nothing more
in the external world, in inorganic nature,
than in organic nature. Man has just as
many senses as are necessary for him to
conceive the world in its totality, in its
entirety.” (163)

important against agnosticism ‘

168—Against Liebig on account of the
phrases about the “infinite wisdom”

(of God).... |Eeuerbach and natural
NB. Cf. Mach and Co.?

science!!
today]‘

153

(materialism)
contra theol-
ogy and
idealism
(in theory)

If man had
more senses,
would he
discover more
things in the
world? No.
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174-175-178 —Nature = a republican;
God = a monarch. |Thi_s occurs not

NB
(cf. Dietz-
gen)*

witty!

Idem
Dietzgen?®

nature
is material

the necessity
of nature

only once in Feuerbachﬂ

188-190—God was a patriarchal monarch,
and he is now a constitutional monarch:
he rules, but according to laws.

Where does spirit (Geist) come from?—
ask the theists of the atheist. (196) They
have too disdainful (despektierliche: 196)
an idea of nature, too lofty an idea of spir-
it (zu hohe, zu vornehme (!!) Vorstel-
lung*).

Even a Regierungsrath** cannot be
directly explained from nature. (197)

“The spirit develops together with the
body, with the senses ... it is connected
with the senses ... whence the skull, whence
the brain, thence also the spirit; whence
an organ, thence also its functioning” ((197):
cf. above (197) “the spirit is in the head”).

“Mental activity is also a bodily activi-
ty.” (197-198)

The origin of the corporeal world from the
spirit, from God, leads to the creation of
the world from nothing—“for whence does
the spirit get the matter, corporeal sub-
stances, if not from nothing?” (199)

...“Nature 1is corporeal, material, sen-
suous....” (201)

([ Jakob Boehme = a “materialistic
t heist” (202): he deifies not only the
mind but also matter. For him God is ma-
( terial—therein lies his mysticism. (202)

...““Where the eyes and hands begin, there
the gods end.” (203)

(The theists) have “blamed matter or
the inevitable necessity of na-

ture .. for the evil in nature” (212)

* too lofty, too noble (!!) an idea—Ed.

* %

a state counsellor—Ed.
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213 1n the middle and 2 15 in the
middle “natiirliche” und “biirgerliche
Welt.”*

(226): Feuerbach says that he is endlng the
first part here (on nature as the basis
of religion) and passing to the second
part: the qualities of the human spir-
it are manifested in Geistesreligion.**

(232)—“Religion is poetry”—it can be said,
for faith = fantasy. But do I (Feuer-
bach) not then abolish poetry? No.
I abolish (aufhebe) religion “only in-
sofar” (Feuerbach’s italics) “as it is
not poetry, but ordinary prose.” (233)

Art does not require the recognition of
its works as reality. (233)

Besides fantasy, of great importance in
religion are das Gemiith*** (261), the prac-
tical aspect (258), the search for the better,
for protection, help, etc.

(263)—In religion one seeks consolation
(atheism is alleged to be trostlos™***).

“A concept, however, congenial to man’s
self-love, is that nature does not act with
immutable necessity, but that above the
necessity of nature is ... a being that loves
mankind.” (264) And in the next
sentence “Naturnotwendigkeit”*****
of the falling of a stone. (264)

p. 287 twice in the middle: likewise
“Notwendigkeit der Natur,”******

Religion = childishness, the childhood
of mankind (269), Christianity has made

a god of morality, it has created a moral
God. (274)

* the “natural” and “civil world”—Ed.
** gpiritual religion—Ed.
*** feeling—Ed.

*x&k* comfortless—Ed.
sk ok ks o

Aok ok ok ok <

natural necessity”—Ed.
necessity of nature”—Ed.

a germ of
historical
materialism

NB

the necessity
of nature

NB
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Feuerbach
against
misuse of the
word religion

NB

the necessity

of nature
NB
NB

NB

*

Religion is rudimentary education—one
can say: ‘“education is true religion....”
(275) “However, this is a misuse of
words, for superstitious and inhuman ideas
are always linked with the word religion.”
(275)

Eulogy of education—2717.

“Superficial view and assertion ... that
religion is absolutely of no concern to
life, namely to public, political life.” (281)
I would not give a farthing for a political
freedom that allows man to be a slave
of religion. (281)

Religion is innate in man (“this state-
ment ... Simply means”) = superstition is
innate in man. (283)

“The Christian has a free cause of nature,
a lord of nature, whose will, whose word,
nature obeys, a God who is not bound by the
so-called causal nexus, by necessity, by the
chain which links effect to cause and cause
to cause, whereas the heathen god is bound
by the necessity of nature and cannot save
even his favourites from the fatal necessity
of dying.” (301) (Thus Feuerbach says sys-
tematically; Notwendigkeit d e r Natur.)

“The Christian, however, has a free cause
because in his wishes he is not bound by
the interconnection of nature, nor by the
necessity of nature,” (301) ((And ¢t hree
times moreon this page: Notwendig-
keit der Natur.))

And p. 302; “...all the laws or natural
necessities to which human existence is
subjected....” (302)

|cf. 307: “Lauf der Natur.”*

“To make nature dependent on God, means
to make the world order, the necessity of
nature, dependent on the will.” (312) And
p. 313 (above)—“Naturnotwendigkeit™!!

“course of nature”—Ed.
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320: “necessity of nature” (der Natur)...

In religious ideas “we have ... examples
how in general man converts the subjec-
tive into the objective, that is to say,
he makes that which exists only in his
thought, conception, imagination, into
something existing outside thought,
conception, imagination....” (328)

“So Christians tear the spirit, the soul,
of man out of his body and make this
torn-out, disembodied spirit into their God.”
(332)

Religion gives (332) man an ideal. Man
needs an ideal, but a human ideal corres-
ponding to nature and not a supernatural
ideal:

“Let our ideal be no castrated, disem-
bodied, abstract being, let our ideal be the
whole, real, all-sided, perfect, developed
man.” (334)

Mikhailovsky’s ideal is only
a vulgarised repetition of this
ideal of advanced bourgeois
democracy or of revolutionary
bourgeois democracy.

“Man has no idea, no conception, of any
other reality, of any other existence, than
sensuous, physical existence....” (334)

“If one is not ashamed to allow the sen-
suous, corporeal world to arise from the
thought and will of a spirit, if one is not
ashamed to assert that things are not
thought of because they exist, but that
they exist because they are thought of;
then let one also not be ashamed to allow

* disembodied spirit—Ed.
** sensuous, physical—Ed.

what is the

objective?
(according to

Feuerbach)

Entleibter
Geist* = God

Sinnlich
physisch**

| ((uating1))

oW
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Feuerbach’s
italics

A germ of
historical
materialism!

things to arise from the word; then let one
also not be ashamed to assert that words
exist not because things exist, but that
things exist only because words exist.”
(341-342)

A God without the immortality of the
soul of man is only a God in name:

...“Such a God is ... the God of some
rationalist natural scientists, who is noth-
ing but personified nature or natural ne-
cessity, the universe, with which of course
the idea of immortality is incompatible.”

349

The last (30th) lecture, pp. (358-370),
could be put forward almost in its entirety
as a typical example of an enlightening
atheism with a socialist tint (concerning
the mass that suffers want, etc., p. 365
middle), etc. Final words: it was my task
to make you, my hearers,

“from friends of God into friends of man,
from men of faith into thinkers, from men
of prayer into workers, from candidates
for the beyond into students of this world,
from Christians, who, as they themselves
acknowledge and confess, are ‘half-
beast, half-angel,” into men, whole men”
(370 end).

Next follow Additions and Notes. (371-
463)

Here there are many details, quotations,
which contain repetitions. I pass over all
that. I note only the most important of
that which affords some interest: the
basis of morality is egoism (392). (“Love
of life, interest, egoism™)... “there is
not only a singular or personal, but
also a social egoism, a family egoism,
a corporation egoism, a community, egoism,
a patriotic egoism.” (393)
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...“The good is nothing but that which
corresponds to the egoism of all men....”
(397)

“One has only to cast a glance at history!
Where does a new epoch in history begin?
Only wherever an oppressed mass or major-
ity makes its welljustified egoism effec-
tive against the exclusive egoism of a na-
tion or caste, wherever classes of men (sic!)
or whole nations, by gaining victory over
the arrogant self-conceit of a patrician mi-
nority, emerge into the light of historical
glory out of the miserable obscurity of
the proletariat. So, too, the egoism of the
now oppressed majority of mankind must
and will obtain its rights and found a new
epoch in history. It is not that the aristoc-
racy of culture, of the spirit, must be abol-
ished; no indeed! it is merely that not
just a handful should be aristocrats and all
others plebeians, but that all should—
at least should—Dbe cultured; it is not that
property in general should be abolished;
no indeed! it is merely that not just a hand-
ful should have property, and all others
nothing; all should have property.” (398)

These lectures were delivered from
1.XI1.1848 to 2.I11.1849 (Preface,
p. V), and the preface to the book
is dated 1.1.1851. How far, even
at ¢t his time (1848-1851), h a d
Feuerbach lagged behind
M arx (The Communist Manifesto
1847, Neue Rheinische Zeitung,
etc.) and Engels (1845: Lage®")

Examples from the classics of the use
of the words God and nature without dis-
tinction. (398-399)

NB
NB
A germ of
historical
materialism,
cf. Cherny-
shevsky?3®

NB
Feuerbach’s
“socialism™
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NB

NB

NB

Sehr gut!

Sehr gut!

an excellent
passage!

Pp. 402-411—an ex cel l e n t, phi-
losophical (and at the same time simple
and clear) explanation of the essence of
religion.

“In the final analysis, the secret of reli-
gion is only the secret of the combination
in one and the same being of consciousness
with the unconscious, of the will with the
involuntary.” (402). The Ego and the non-
Ego are inseparably connected in man.
“Man does not grasp or endure the depths
of his own being and therefore splits it into
an ‘Ego’ without a ‘non-Ego,” which he
calls God, and a ‘non-Ego’ without an
‘Ego,” which he calls nature.” (406)

P. 408—an excellent quotation from Sen-
eca (against the atheists) that they make
nature into a god. Pray!—Work!3® (p. 411)

Nature is God in religion, but nature
as Gedankenwesen.* “The secret of re-
ligion is the identity of the subjective
and objective,” i.e., the unity of the being
of man and nature, but as distinct from the
real being of nature and mankind.” (411)

“Human ignorance is bottomless and the
human force of imagination is boundless;
the power of nature deprived of its foun-
dation by ignorance, and of its bounds
by fantasy, is divine omnipotence.” (414)

... Objective essence as subjective, the
essence of nature as different from nature,
as human essence, the essence of man as
different from man, as non-human essence—
that is the divine being, that is the essence
of religion, that is the secret of mysticism
and speculation....” (415)

Speculation in Feuerbach = ideal-
ist philosophy. NB.

* thought entity—Ed.
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“Man separates in thought the adjective
from the substantive, the property from
the essence.... And the metaphysical God
is nothing but the compendium, the total-
ity of the most general properties extracted
from mnature, which, however, man by
means of the force of imagination—and
indeed in just this separation from sen-
suous being, matter, nature—reconverts
into an independent subject or being.”
(417)

The same role is played by Logic ((418)—
obviously Hegel is meant)—which converts
das Sein, das Wesen* into a special real-
ity—“how stupid it is to want to make
metaphysical existence into a physical one,
subjective existence into an objective one,
and again logical or abstract existence into
all illogical real existence!” (418)

...““Is there, therefore, an eternal gulf
and contradiction between being and think-
ing?’ Yes, but only in the mind; however
in reality the contradiction has long been
resolved, to be sure only in a way corres-
ponding to reality and not to your school
notions, and, indeed, resolved by not fewer
than five senses.” (418)

428: Tout ce qui n’est pas Dieu, n’est rien,
i.e., tout ce qui n’est pas Moi, n’est
rien.**

431-435. A good quotation from Gassendi.
A very good passage: especially 433
God = a collection of adjectival words
(without matter) about the concrete
and the abstract.

|435| “The head is the house of representa- ||
if ourlll

tives of the wuniverse—and

* being, essence—Ed.

NB
profoundly
correct!

NB

Excellent
(against
Hegel and
idealism)

beautifully
said!

bien dit!
NB

NB

** All that is not God is nothing, i.e., all that is not I is nothing.—

Ed.
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the individu-

al and the
universal =

Nature and
God

ha-ha!!

hits the
mark!

NB
“being and
nature,”
“thinking
and man”

bien dit!

heads are stuffed with abstractions,
Gattungsbegriffen,* then of course
we derive (ableiten) “the individual
from the universal, i.e., nature
from God.”

436-437: (Note No. 16.) I am not against
constitutional monarchy, but only the
democratic republic is “‘immediately
reasonable’ as the form of state ‘cor-
responding to the essence of man.’”

...“The clever manner of writing consists,
among other things, in assuming that the
reader also has a mind, in not expressing
everything explicitly, in allowing the read-
er to formulate the relations, conditions
and restrictions under which alone a prop-
osition is valid and can be conceived.”
(447)

Interesting is the answer to (Feuerbach’s)
critic Professor von Schaden (448-
449) andto Schaller. (449-450-463)

... T do indeed expressly put nature
in place of being, and man in place of think-
ing,” i.e., not an abstraction, but something
concrete———die dramatische Psycholo-
gie.** (449)

That is why the term “the anthropolog-
ical principle” in philosophy,?® used by
Feuerbach and Chernyshevsky, is n a r-
r o w. Both the anthropological principle
and naturalism are only inexact, weak
descriptions of materialism.

“Jesuitism, the unconscious original and
ideal of our speculative philosophers.” (455)

* generic concepts—Ed.
** dramatic psychology—Ed.
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“Thinking posits the discreteness of real-
ity as a continuum, the infinite multiplic-
ity of life as an identical singularity.
Knowledge of the essential, inextinguishable
difference between thought and life (or
teal ity) is the beginning of all wisdom
in thinking and living. Only the distinc-

tion is here the true connection.” (458)

‘ End of Volume 8 ‘

Volume 9 = “Theogony” (1857).%° There
does not seem to be anything of interest
here, to judge from skimming over the
pages. Incidentally, p. 320, Pars. 34, 36
(p. 334) and following should be read.
NB Par. 36 (p. 334)—on looking through
it, nothing appears of interest. Quotations,
and again quotations, to confirm what
Feuerbach has already said.

concerning

the question
of the funda-

mentals of
philosophical
materialism






CONSPECTUS OF HEGEL’S BOOK
THE SCIENCE OF LoGgIC*"

Written in September-December 1914

First published in 1930 Published according
in Lenin Miscellany I X to the manuscript



Bern: Log. I. 175

Hegels Werke
Bd I. Philosophische Abhandlungen

II. The Phenomenology of Mind
III-V. The Science of Logic

VI-VII. (1 and 2) The Encyclopaedia
VIII. The Philosophy of Law

IX. The Philosophy of History

X. (3 parts) Aesthetics

XI-XII. The History of Religion
XIII-XV. The History of Philosophy
XVI-XVII. Miscellaneous Writings
XVIII. Philosophical Propaedeutic
XIX. (1 and 2) Hegel’s Correspondence



The cover of the first notebook containing Conspectus
of Hegel’s Book The Science of Logic.—
September-December 1914
Reduced
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Collected Works of G. W. Fr
Hegel,
Vol. III (Berlin, 1833)
(468 pages)

“T’he Science of Logic.”*

Part 1. Objective Logic.
Section 1. The Doctrine of Being.

(Bern: Log. I. 175

Full title of
Collected
Works
G. W. Fr.
Hegel*?

“Complete
edition by
circle of
friends of
the deceased:
Marheineke,
Schulze,
Gans, Hen-
ning, Hotho,
Michelet,
Forster.”

PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

Vol. III,* p. 5—a shrewd statement
about logic: it is a “prejudice” that it “teach-
es how to think” (just as physiology “teaches
... to digest™??)

...“logical science, which is the true con-
tent of genuine metaphysics or pure spec-
ulative philosophy....” (6)

...“Philosophy cannot borrow its method
from a subordinate science, such as mathe-
matics....” (6-7)

...“But it can be only the nature of the
content which stirs in scientific cognition,
while at the same time it is this very
reflection of the content which itself ini-
tially posits and produces its determina-
tion.” (7)

(The m ovement ofscientific cog-
nition—that is the essential thing.)

“Understanding (Verstand) makes deter-

* Hegel, Werke, Bd. III, Berlin, 1833.—Ed.
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This is char-
acteristic

minations” (bestimmt), Reason (Ver-
nunft) is negative and dialectical because
it dissolves into nothing (“in Nichts auflost™)
the determinations of Understanding. (7)
The combination of these two—“Reason
which understands or Understanding which
reasons”’ (7) = the positive.

Negation of “the simple” ... “movement
of Mind....” (7)

“It is along this path of self-construction
alone that Philosophy can become objec-
tive, demonstrative science.” (7-8)

(The “path of self-construction” = the
path (this is the crux, in my opinion) of
real cognition, of the process of cognising,
of movement from ignorance to knowledge.*)

The movement of consciousness, “like
the development of all natural and spiri-
tual life,” rests on “the nature of the pure
essentialities which make up the content
of Logic” (Natur der reinen Wesenheiten™*).

Turn it round: Logic and the theory
of knowledge must be derived from
“the development of all natural and
spiritual life.”

Up to here: preface to the First Edition.

* In the manuscript the words “from ignorance to knowledge”
are struck out with a horizontal line, apparently instead of being

underlined. —Ed.

** the nature of pure essentialities—Ed.



CONSPECTUS OF HEGEL’S SCIENCE OF LOGIC 89

PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

“To present the realm of thought in its
philosophical aspect—that is, in its own
(NB) immanent activity, or (which comes excellent!
to the same thing) in its necessary (NB)
development....” (10)

“The familiar forms of thought”—an im-
portant beginning, “die leblosen Knochen
eines Skeletts.™ (11)

What is necessary is not leblose
Knochen, but living life.

The connection between thought and
language (the Chinese language, inciden-
tally, and its lack of development: 11),
the formation of nouns and verbs. (11)
In the German language words sometimes

the history

have “entgegengesetzte Bedeutung”** (12) [ |Of thought
. % s > the history of
(not simply “different” but opposed mean-
language??

ings)—“a joy to thought...”

The concept of force in Physics—and of
polarity (“the things distinguished insep-
arably (Hegel’s italics) bound up to-
gether”). (12) The transition from force
to polarity—a transition to “higher Denk-
verhiltnisse.”*** (12)

nature and || |[NB also p. 11... “But if Nature in
“das general is opposed, as physical, to what is
Geistige”**** || mental, then it must be said that logic

is rather something supernatural....”|

* “the lifeless bones of a skeleton”—Ed.
** opposed meanings—Ed.

*** yelations of thought”—Ed.

kikkk “the mental”—Ed.
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interests

“move the lives

of peoples”

the relation

of thought to

interests and
impulses...

*
* %

* % %

* %k %
® ok ok Kk

Logical forms Allbekanntes sind,* but

. “was bekannt ist, darum noch nicht
erkannt.”** (13)

“Infinite progress”—“liberation” of “forms
of thought” from the matter (von dem
Stoffe), ideas, desires, etc., elaboration of
the general (Plato, Aristotle): the beginning
of Knowledge....

“It was only after nearly everything that
was necessary ... was available, that people
began to trouble themselves about philo-
sophic knowledge,” says Aristotle (13-14);
and the selfsame: the leisure of the Egyp-
tian priests, the beginning of the mathe-
matical sciences. (14) Preoccupation with
“pure thought” presupposes “a long stretch
of road already traversed by the mind
of man.” In this kind of thought

“those interests are hushed which move
the lives of peoples and individuals.”
(14)

The categories of Logic are Abbreviatu-
ren*** (“epitomiert”**** in another pas-
sage) for the “endless multitude” of “par-
ticulars of external existence and of ac-
tion....” (15) In turn, these categories d i e-
n e n***** people in practice (“in the
intellectual exercise of living content, in
production and interchange”). (15)

“We do not say of our feelings, impulses
and interests that they serve us—rather,
they are regarded as independent faculties
and powers... all this is just what we are.”(15)

And concerning forms of thought (Denk-
formen) it cannot be said that they serve

are familiar to all—Ed.

“what is familiar is not on that account necessarily known”—Ed.
abbreviations—Ed.

epitomised—Ed.

serve—Ed.
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us, for they permeate “all our ideas” (16),
they are “the Universal as such.”

Objectivism: the categories of
thought are not an auxiliary tool
of man, but an expression of laws
both of nature and of man—com-
pare further the antithesis—

of “subjective thinking” and “the objec-
tive concept of the very essence of things.” against
We cannot “get beyond the nature of Kantianism
things.” (16)

“Also the remark against the “Critical
Philosophy.” (17) It conceives the relation
between “three terms” (We, Thought,
Things) so that thoughts stand “in the mid-
dle” between things and us, and so that
this middle term “separates” (abschlief3t)
“rather than ... connects” (zusammenschli-
een) us. This view may be met, says
Hegel, by the “simple observation” that
“these very things which are supposed
to stand beyond (jenseits) our thoughts ...
are themselves thought entities (Gedanken-
dinge)” ... and “the so-called Thing-in-it-
self is only ein Gedankending der leeren
Abstraktion.*”

In my opinion, the essence of the argu-
ment is: (1) In Kant, cognition demar-
cates (divides) nature and man; actually
it unites them; (2) In Kant, “the em p ¢t y
abstraction” of the Thing-in-it-
self instead of living Gang, Bewegung,**
deeper and deeper, of our knowledge
about things.

* a thought entity of empty abstraction—Ed.
** progress, the movement—Ed
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In Kant, Ding an sich® is an empty
abstraction, but Hegel demands abstrac-
tions which correspond to der Sache™**:
“der objective Begriff der Dinge die
Sache selbst ausmacht,”*** which cor-
respond—speaking materialistically—to
the real deepening of our knowledge of
the world.

It is incorrect to say that Denkformen

are only “Mittel,” “zum Gebrauch.”**** (17)

It is also incorrect to say that they are

“duBere Fomen,”***** “Formen, die nur

an dem Gehalt, nicht der Gehalt selbst

seien” (forms which are merely forms at-

NB tached to the content, and not the content
itself). (17)...

What Hegel demands is a Logic,
the forms of which would be ge-
haltvolle Formen,****** forms of
living, real content, inseparably
connected with the content.

And Hegel draws attention to “thoughts
of all natural and spiritual things,” to the
“substantial content....” (18)

—“To bring into clear consciousness this
logical character, which gives soul to mind
and drives and operates in it, this is our
problem.” (18)

Logic is the science not of ex-
ternal forms of thought, but of
the laws of development “of all
material, natural and spiritual

* the Thing-in-itself —Ed.
** the essence—Ed.
*** “the objective concept of things constitutes their very
essence” —Ed.
*EEX 2 “means,” “for use”—Ed.
*rxxE “oxternal forms”—Ed.
kxAkE*E forms with content—Ed.
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things,” i.e., of the development
of the entire concrete content of
the world and of its cognition, i.e.,
the sum-total, the conclusion of the
History of knowledge of the world.

“Instinctive action” (instinktartiges Tun)
“is broken up ... into an infinitely diverse
matter.” On the other hand, “intelligent
and conscious action” brings out “the con-
tent of that which motivates” (den Inhalt
des Treibenden) “out of its immediate unity
with the subject” and makes it “an object
for it” (for the subject).

“In this web, strong knots are formed
now and then, which are foci of the arrest

and direction of its”

the spirit’s, or the

2

subject’s| “life and consciousness....’

How is this to be understood?

Man is confronted with a web
of natural phenomena. Instinctive
man, the savage, does not distin-
guish himself from nature. Con-
scious man does distinguish, cate-
gories are stages of distinguishing,
i.e., of cognising the world, focal
points in the web, which assist
in cognising and mastering it.

Truth is infinite” (19)—its finiteness
is its denial, “its end.” The forms (Denk-
formen™), if one regards them as forms,
“distinct from the substance and merely at-
tached to it” (19), are incapable of embrac-
ing truth. The inaneness of these forms of

formal logic| makes them deserving of
“contempt” (19) and “derision.” (20) The

* forms of thought—Ed.
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NB

“develop-
ment” of
thinking in
accordance
with its
necessity

Law of Identity, A = A,—vacuousness,
“unertriglich.”* (19)

It is unfair to forget that these categories
“have their place and validity in cognition.”
(20) But as “indifferent forms” they can be
“instruments of error and sophistry” (20),
not of truth.

“Contemplative thought” should include
“der Inhalt”** as well as the “external
form.” (20)

...“With this introduction of Content into
logical consideration,” the subject becomes
not Dinge but die Sache, der Begriff der
Dingo.***

not things, but the laws**** of their
movement, materialistically

...“the logos, the reason of that which
is.” (21)

And on page (22) at the beginning,
the subject of logic is expressed in the
words:

... “Entwicklung des Denkens in seiner
Notwendigkeit.”

The categories have to be derived (and
not taken arbitrarily or mechanically) (not
by “exposition,” not by “assurances,” but
with p r oo fs) (24) proceeding from the
simplest, most fundamental (Being, Noth-
ing, Becoming (das Werden)) (without
taking others)—here, in them, “in this
germ, the whole development.” (23)

* “insufferable” —Ed.
** “content” —Ed.
*** things, but the essence, the concept of things—Ed.
*#k%% The word “laws” is linked by an arrow with the word “logos”
in the next Paragraph—Ed.

NB
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INTRODUCTION: GENERAL CONCEPT OF LOGIC

Logic is usually understood as being the
“science of thinking,” the “bare form of
cognition.” (27)

Hegel refutes this view. He is against
Ding an sich* as “something beyond
thought.” (29)

Forms of thinking apparently “have no
applicability to Things-in-themselves.” (31)
Ungereimt wahre Erkenntnis,** which does
not cognise the Thing-in-itself. But is not
Verstand®** also a Thing-in-itself? (31)

“Transcendental idealism, carried more
consistently to its logical conclusion, has
perceived the nullity of the spectre of the
Thing-in-itself left over from the critical
philosophy—that abstract shadow detached
from all content—and has had the aim
of demolishing it altogether. Also, this phi-
losophy (Fichte?) made a beginning of mak-
ing reason develop its own determinations
out of itself. But the subjective attitude
of this attempt did not admit of its being
carried to completion.” (32)

Logical forms are tote Formen
for they are not regarded as an “organic
unity,” (33) as “their living concrete unity”
(ibidem).

dkkk

* Thing-in-itself—Ed.

** True cognition is absurd.—Ed.
*** understanding—Ed.
kA% dead forms—Ed.
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In the Phenomenology of Mind 1 have
examined the movement of consciousness,
from the first direct contradiction (Gegen-
satz) between itself and the object, up
to absolute knowledge. (34) This path goes
through all the forms of the relation of con-
sciousness to the object....”

“Truth, as science, is pure self-conscious-
ness unfolding itself...” (35) “objective think-
ing” ... “the concept, as such, is that which
exists in and for itself.” (35) (36: clerical-
ism, God, the realm of truth, etc., etc.)
37: Kant imparted “an essentially subjec-

tive signification” to “logical determi-
nations.” But “thought determinations™
have “an objective value and exist-
ence.” (37)
The old logic has fallen into Verach-
ting.* (38) It requires transformation....
39—The old, formal logic is exactly like
a child’s game, making pictures out
of jig-saw pieces (in Verachtung ge-
kommen™**: (38))

40 Philosophy must have its own method
(not that of mathematics, contra Spi-
noza, Wolff und Andere***).

H40—41: “For method is the consciousness of

NB the form taken by the inner sponta-
neous movement of its content,”
and the rest of page 41 gives a good
explanation of dialectics

...“es ist der Inhalt in sich, die Dia-
lektik, die er an ihm selbst hat, welche
ihn fortbewegt.” (42)

“The given sphere of phenomena is
moved forward by the content itself
of this sphere, the dialectic, which

* disrepute—Ed.
** It has fallen into disrepute.—Ed.
*** and others—Ed.
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it (this content) has in (an) itself”
(i.e., the dialectic of its own move-
ment).

“The negative is to an equal extent pos-
itive” (41)—negation is something defi-
nite, has a definite content, the inner con-
tradictions lead to the replacement of the
old content by a new, higher one.

In the old logic there is no transition,
development (of concept and thought), there
isnot “eines inneren, notuwen-
digen Zusammenhangs”*(43)of
all the parts and “Ubergang”** of some
parts into others.

And Hegel puts forward two basic require-
ments:

1) “The necessity of connection”
and
2) “the immanent emergence of distinctions.

Very important!! This is what it means,
in my opinion:

1. Necessary connection, the ob-
jective connection of all the aspects,
forces, tendencies, etc., of the given
sphere of phenomena;

2. The “immanent emergence of dis-
tinctions”—the inner objective logic of
evolution and of the struggle of the
differences, polarity.

Shortcomings of the Platonic dialectics
in Parmenides.*

“Dialectic is generally regarded as an
external and negative procedure, that does
not belong to the subject-matter itself,
that is based on pure vanity, as a subjec-
tive craving to shake and break down what
is fixed and true,—or that at best leads

* <

** “transition”—Ed.

an inner, necessary connection’ —Ed.
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subtle and
profound!

to nothing but the inaneness of the dialec-

tically treated matter.” (43)

(44)—The great merit of Kant was that he
removed “den Schein von Willkiir”*
from dialectics.

Two important things:

(1) Die Objektivitéit(NB: unclear,)
+H return to it!!
des Scheins**
(2) die Notwendigkeit des Wider-

spruchs™**
selbstbewegende Seele****... (“inherent
negativity