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CHAPTER I
TRANSLATOR'S INTRODUCTION

 
When Dr. Eugene Duehring, privat docent at Berlin

University, in 1875, proclaimed the fact that he had become
converted to Socialism, he was not content to take the socialist
movement as he found it, but set out forthwith to promulgate a
theory of his own. His was a most elaborate and self-conscious
mission. He stood forth as the propagandist not only of certain
specific and peculiar views of socialism but as the originator of
a new philosophy, and the propounder of strange and wonderful
theories with regard to the universe in general. The taunt as to
his all-comprehensiveness of intellect, with which Engels pursues
him somewhat too closely and much too bitterly, could not have
affected Herr Duehring very greatly. He had his own convictions
with respect to that comprehensive intellect of his and few will
be found to deny that he had the courage of his convictions.

Thirty years have gone since Duehring published the fact of



 
 
 

his conversion to socialism. The word "conversion" contains in
itself the distinction between the socialism of thirty years ago and
that of to-day. What was then a peculiar creed has now become a
very widespread notion. Men are not now individually converted
to socialism but whole groups and classes are driven into the
socialist ranks by the pressure of circumstances. The movement
springs up continually in new and unexpected places. Here it may
languish apparently, there it gives every indication of strong, new
and vigorous life.

The proletariat of the various countries race as it were
towards the socialist goal and, as they change in their respective
positions, the economic and political fields on which they operate
furnish all the surprises and fascinations of a race course.
In 1892 Engels wrote that the German Empire would in all
probability be the scene of the first great victory of the European
proletariat. But thirteen years have sufficed to bog the German
movement in the swamps of Parliamentarianism. Great Britain,
whose Chartist movement was expected to provide the British
proletariat with a tradition, has furnished few examples of skill
in the management of proletarian politics, but existing society in
Great Britain has none the less been thoroughly undermined. The
year before that in which Herr Duehring made his statement of
conversion, the British Liberals had suffered a defeat which, in
spite of an apparent recuperation in 1880, proved the downfall
of modern Liberalism in Great Britain, and showed that the
Liberal Party could no longer claim to be the party of the



 
 
 

working class. Not only that, but the British philosophic outlook
has become completely changed. The nonconformist conscience
grows less and less the final court of appeal in matters political.
A temporary but fierce attack of militant imperialism coupled
with the very general acceptance of an empiric collectivism has
sufficed to destroy old ideas and to make the road to victory
easier for a determined and relentless working class movement.

But if thirty years have worked wonders in Europe, and
disintegration can be plainly detected in the social fabric, the
course of social and political development in the United States
has been still more remarkable. In 1875 the country was still
a farming community living on the edge of a vast wilderness
through which the railroad was just beginning to open a path.
Thirty years have been sufficient to convert it into the greatest
of manufacturing and commercial states. The occupation of
the public lands, the establishment of industry on an hitherto
undreamed of scale, the marvellous, almost overnight creation
of enormous cities, all these have resulted in the production of a
proletariat, cosmopolitan in its character, and with no traditions
of other than cash relations with the class which employs it. The
purity of the economic fact is unobscured. Hence a socialistic
agitation has arisen in the United States, the enthusiasm of
which vies with that in any of the European countries and the
practical results of which bid fair to be even more striking.
This movement has arisen almost spontaneously as the result
of economic conditions. It is a natural growth not the result of



 
 
 

the preaching of abstract doctrines or the picturing of an ideal
state. The modern American proletariat is, as a matter of fact,
given neither to philosophic speculation nor to the imagination
which is necessary to idealism. Such socialism as it has adopted
it has taken up because it has felt impelled thereto by economic
pressure.

Hence, apart from all socialistic propaganda, a distinct
disintegration-process has been proceeding in modern society.
Each epoch carries within itself the seeds of its own dissolution.
Things have just this much value, they are transitory, says Engels
in his paraphrase of Hegel, and this is in fact the central idea of
his dialectic philosophy.

He criticises the work of Duehring from this standpoint. He
labors not so much to show that Duehring is mistaken in certain
conclusions as to prove that the whole method of his argument is
wrong. His diatribes, though the subject matter of his argument
requires him to attack the Berlin tutor, are directed chiefly
against all absolute theories. "Eternal truth," in the realm of
science, equally with that of philosophy, he scouts as absurd. To
interpret the history of the time in terms of the spirit of the time,
to discover the actual beneath the crust of the conventional, to
analyse the content of the formulæ which the majority are always
ready to take on trust, and to face the fact with a mind clear
of preconceived notions is what Engels set out to do. It cannot
be said that he altogether succeeded. No man can succeed in
such a task. The prejudices and animosities created by incessant



 
 
 

controversy warped his judgment in some respects, and tended
on more than one occasion to destroy his love of fair play. The
spirit which is occasionally shown in his controversial writing
is to be deplored but it may be said in extenuation that all
controversies of that time were disfigured in the same way. He
pays the penalty for the fault.

Much of the work is valueless to-day because of Engels'
eagerness to score a point off his adversary rather than to state
his own case. But where the philosopher lays the controversialist
on one side for a brief period, and takes the trouble to elucidate
his own ideas we discover what has been lost by these defects of
temperament. He possesses in a marked degree the gift of clear
analysis and of keen and subtle statement.

The socialist movement everywhere arrives some time or
other at what may be called the Duehring stage of controversy.
There are two very distinct impulses towards socialism. The
individuals who are influenced by these impulses must sooner
or later come into collision, and as a result of the impact the
movement is for a time divided into hostile parties and a war
of pamphleteering and oratory supervenes. This period has just
ended in France. For the last few years the French movement has
been divided upon the question of the philosophical foundation
of the movement, and the parties to the controversy may
be divided into those who sought to justify the movement
upon ethical grounds and those who have regarded it as a
modern political phenomenon dependent alone upon economic



 
 
 

conditions. The former of these parties based its claims to the
suffrages of the French people upon the justice of the socialistic
demands. It proclaimed socialism to be the logical result of the
Revolution, the necessary conclusion from the teachings of the
revolutionary philosophers. Justice was the word in which they
summed up the claims of socialism, that and Equality, for which
latter term as Engels points out in the present work, the French
have a fondness which amounts almost to a mania. Hence one
party of the French socialist movement chose as a platform those
very "eternal truths" which Engels ridicules and which it is the
sole purpose of the present work to attack.

To kill "eternal truths" is however by no means an easy matter.
Years of habit have made them part of the mental structure of
the citizens of the modern democratic or semi-democratic states.
Not only in France but to an even greater degree in the English
speaking countries these "eternal truths" persist, they form the
stock in trade of the clergyman and the ordinary politician.
Bernard Shaw directs the shafts of his ridicule against these
"eternal truths" and smites with a sarcasm which is more fatal
than all the solemn German philosophy which Engels has at his
command. But Shaw is not appreciated by the British socialist.
The latter cannot imagine that the writer is really poking fun
at things so exceedingly serious and so essential to any well
constituted man, to a well-constituted Briton in particular. The
British socialist is as much in love with "eternal truths" as is
the stiffest and most unregenerate of his bourgeois opponents.



 
 
 

He therefore toploftily declares that Mr. Shaw is an unbalanced
person, a licensed jester. Precisely the same results would attend
the efforts of an American iconoclast who would venture to
ridicule the "eternal truths" which have been handed down
to us in documents of unimpeachable respectability, like the
Declaration of Independence, and by Fourth of July orators,
portly of person and of phrase.

The "eternal truth" phase of socialist controversy seems to be
as eternal as the truth, and must necessarily be so as long as the
movement is recruited by men who bring into it the ideas which
they have derived from the ordinary training of the American
citizen.

The other side of the controversy to which reference has
been made derived its philosophy from the experience of the
proletariat. This modern proletariat, trained to, the machine,
is a distinct product of the occupation by which it lives. The
organisation of industry in the grasp of which the workman
is held during all his working hours and manufacture by the
machine-process, the motions of which he is compelled to
follow have produced in him a mental condition which does
not readily respond to any sentimental stimulus. The incessant
process from cause to effect endows him with a sort of logical
sense in accordance with which he works out the problems of life
independent of the preconceptions and prejudices which have so
great a hold upon the reason of his fellow citizens who are not
of the industrial proletariat. Without knowing why he arrives by



 
 
 

dint of the experience of his daily toil at the same conclusions
as Engels attained as the result of philosophic training and much
erudition. The Church is well aware of this fact to her sorrow for
the industrial proletarian seldom darkens her portals. He has no
hatred of religion, as the atheistic radical bourgeois had, but with
a good-natured "non possumus" says by his actions what Engels
says by his philosophy.

Revolution is an every day occurrence with the industrial
proletarian. He sees processes transformed in the twinkling of an
eye. He wakes up one morning to find that the trade which he has
learned laboriously has overnight become a drug on the market.
He is used to seeing the machine whose energy has enchained
him flung on the scrap heap and contemptuously disowned, in
favor of a more competent successor whose motions he must
learn to follow or be himself flung on the scrap heap also.
This constant revolution in the industrial process enters into his
blood. He becomes a revolutionist by force of habit. There is no
need to preach the dialectic to him. It is continually preached.
The transitoriness of phenomena is impressed upon him by the
changes in industrial combinations, by the constant substitution
of new modes of production for those to which he has been
accustomed, substitutions which may make "an aristocrat of
labor" of him to-day, and send him tramping to-morrow.

The industrial proletarian therefore knows practically what
Engels has taught philosophically. So that when in the course of
his political peregrinations he strays into the socialist movement



 
 
 

and there finds those who profess a socialism based upon abstract
conceptions and "eternal truths" his contempt is as outspoken
as that of a Friedrich Engels who chances upon a certain Eugen
Duehring spouting paraphrases of Rousseau by the socialistic
wayside. Engels simply anticipated by the way of books the point
of view reached by the industrial proletarian of to-day by the way
of experience, and by the American machine-made proletarian
in particular. This is a matter of no mean importance. In the
following pages we can detect if we can look beyond and beneath
the mere criticism of Duehring, an attitude of mind, not of one
controversialist to another merely but of an entire class, the class
upon which modern society is driven more and more to rely, to
the class which relies upon it.

For their popular support classes and governments rely upon
formulæ. When the cry of "Down with the Tsar" takes the
place of the humbly spoken "Little Father" what becomes of the
Tsardom? When the terms "Liberty" and "Equality" become the
jest of the workshop, upon what basis can a modern democratic
state depend? This criticism of "eternal truths" is destructive
criticism, and destructive of much more than the "truths." It is
more destructive than sedition itself. Sedition may be suppressed
cheaply in these days of quick-firing guns and open streets. But
society crumbles away almost insensibly beneath the mordant
acid of contemptuous analysis. So to-day goaded on the one side
by the gibes of the machine-made proletariat, and on the other,
by the raillery of the philosophic jester, society staggers along



 
 
 

like a wounded giant and is only too glad to creep into its cave
and to forget its sorrows in drink.

As for 1875, "Many things have happened since then" as
Beaconsfield used to say, but of all that has happened nothing
could have given more cynical pleasure to the "Old Jew" than the
lack of faith in its own shibboleths which has seized the cocksure
pompous society in which he disported himself. The rhetoric of
a Gladstone based upon the "eternal truths" which constituted
always the foundations of his political appeals would fail to affect
the masses to-day with any other feeling than that of ridicule.
We have already arrived at the "Twilight of the Idols" at least so
far as "eternal truths" are concerned. They still find however an
insecure roosting place in the pulpits of the protestant sects.

If blows have been showered upon the political "eternal truths"
in the name of which the present epoch came into existence
social and ethical ideals have by no means escaped attack.
Revolt has been the watchword of artist and theologian alike.
The pre-Rafaelite school, a not altogether unworthy child of
the Chartist movement, raised the cry of artistic revolt against
absolutism and the revolt spread in ever widening circles until it
has exhausted itself in the sickly egotism of the "art nouveau."
Even Engels, with all his independence and glorification of
change as a philosophy, can find an opportunity to fling a sneer
at Wagner and the "music of the future." The remnants of
early Victorianism cling persistently to Engels. He cannot release
himself altogether from the bonds of the bourgeois doctrine



 
 
 

which he is so anxious to despise. He is in many respects the
revolutionist of '48, a bourgeois politician possessed at intervals
by a proletarian ghost, such as he says himself ever haunts
the bourgeois. The younger generation without any claims to
revolutionism has gone further than he in the denunciation of
authority and without the same self consciousness. The scorn of
Bernard Shaw for the moguls of the academies and for social
ideals is greater than the scorn of Engels for "eternal truths." Says
Mr. Shaw, "The great musician accepted by his unskilled listener
is vilified by his fellow musician. It was the musical culture of
Europe that pronounced Wagner the inferior of Mendelssohn and
Meyerbeer. The great artist finds his foes among the painters and
not among the men in the street. It is the Royal Academy that
places Mr. Marcus Stone above Mr. Burne Jones. It is not rational
that it should be so but it is so for all that. The realist at last loses
patience with ideals altogether and finds in them only something
to blind us, something to numb us, something to murder self in
us. Something whereby instead of resisting death we disarm it by
committing suicide." Here is a note of modernity which Engels
was hardly modern enough to appreciate and yet it was written
before he died.

Nietzsche, Tolstoy and a host of minor writers have all had
their fling at "eternal truths" and modern ideals. The battle has
long since rolled away from the ground on which Engels fought.
His arguments on the dialectic are commonplaces to-day which
it would be a work of supererogation to explain to anyone except



 
 
 

the persistent victim of Little Bethel. The world has come to
accept them with the equanimity with which it always accepts
long disputed truths.

The sacred right of nationality for which men contended
in Engels' youth, as a direct consequence of political "eternal
truths" has been ruthlessly brushed aside. The philosopher talks
of the shameful spoliation of the smaller by the larger nations,
a moral view of commercial progress, which an age, grown
more impatient of "eternal truths" than Engels himself simply
ignores, and moves on without a qualm to the destruction of
free governments in South Africa. Backward and unprogressive
peoples jeer, it is true, and thereby show their political ineptitude,
for even the American Republic, having freed the negro under
the banner of "eternal truth" annexes the Philippines and raids
Panama in defiance of it.

And so since the days of 1875 the world has come to accept
the general correctness of Engels' point of view.

The enemy which Engels was most anxious to dislodge was
"mechanical socialism," a naïve invention of a perfect system
capable of withstanding the ravages of time, because founded
upon eternal principles of truth and justice. That enemy has
now obeyed the law of the dialectic and passed away. Nobody
builds such systems, nowadays. They have ceased their building
however not in obedience to the commands of Friedrich Engels
but because the lapse of time and the change in conditions have
proved the dialectic to the revolutionist. With the annihilation of



 
 
 

"eternal truths," system building ceased to be even an amusing
pastime. The revolutionist has been revolutionized. He no longer
fancies that he can make revolutions. He knows better. He is
content to see that the road is kept clear so that revolutions may
develop themselves. Your real revolutionist, for example, puts
no obstacle in the path of the Trust, he is much too wise. He
leaves that to the corrosion of time and the development of his
pet dialectic. He sees the contradiction concealed in the system
which apparently triumphs, and in the triumph of the system he
sees also the triumph of the contradiction. He waits until that
shadowy proletariat which haunts the system takes on itself flesh
and blood and shakes the system with which it has grown up.
But this waiting for the development of the inevitable is weary
work to those who want to realise forthwith, so they, unable to
confound the logic of Engels, attack the "abstractions" on which
his theory is founded. They still oppose their "eternal truths" to
the dialectic.

Thus in England, where the strife between the two parties in
the socialist movement has lately been waged with a somewhat
amusing ferocity, Engels is charged with a wholesale borrowing
from Hegel. In any other country than England this would not
be laid up against a writer, but the Englishman is so averse
to philosophy that the association of one's name with that
of a philosopher, and a German philosopher in particular, is
tantamount to an accusation of keeping bad company. But a
glance at the following pages should tend to dispose of so



 
 
 

romantic a statement which could, in fact, only have been made
by those who know neither Hegel nor Engels.

That Hegel furnished the original philosophic impetus to both
Marx and Engels is true beyond question, but the impetus once
given, the course of the founders of modern socialism tended
ever further from the opinions of the idealistic philosopher. In
fact Engels says somewhat self consciously, not to say boasts, that
he and his followers were pioneers in applying the dialectic to
materialism. Whatever accusation may be made against Engels,
this much is certain that he was no Hegelian. In fact both
in the present work and in "Feuerbach" he is at great pains
to show the relation of the socialist philosophy as conceived
by himself and Marx to that of the great man for whom he
always kept a somewhat exaggerated respect, but from whom he
differed fundamentally. Engels' attack upon the philosophy of
Duehring is based upon dislike of its idealism, the fundamental
thesis upon which the work depends being entirely speculative.
Duehring insisted that his philosophy was a realist philosophy
and Engels' serious arguments, apart from the elaborate ridicule
with which he covers his opponent and which is by no means a
recommendation to the book, is directed to show that it is not
realist, that it depends upon certain preconceived notions. Of
these notions some are axiomatic, as Duehring claims, that is
they are propositions which are self evident to Herr Duehring
but which will not stand investigation. Others again are untrue
and are preconceptions so far as they are out of harmony with



 
 
 

established facts.
Much of Engels' work is out of date judged by recent

biological and other discoveries, but the essential argument
respecting the interdependence of all departments of knowledge,
and the impossibility of making rigid classifications holds good
to-day in a wider sense than when Engels wrote. Scientific
truths which have been considered absolute, theories which
have produced approximately correct results, have all been
discredited. The dogmas of science against which the dogmatic
ecclesiastics have directed their scornful contempt have shared
the same fate as the ecclesiastical dogmas. Nothing remains
certain save the certainty of change. There are no ultimates.
Even the atom is suspect and the claims of the elements to
be elementary are rejected wholesale with something as closely
resembling scorn as the scientist is ever able to attain. A scientific
writer has recently said "What is undeniable is that the Daltonian
atom has within a century of its acceptance as a fundamental
reality suffered disruption. Its proper place in nature is not that
formerly assigned to it. No longer 'in seipso totus, teres, atque
rotundus' its reputation for inviolability and indestructibility is
gone for ever. Each of these supposed 'ultimates' is now known
to be the scene of indescribable activities, a complex piece
of mechanism composed of thousands of parts, a star-cluster
in miniature, subject to all kinds of dynamical vicissitudes,
to perturbations, accelerations, internal friction, total or partial
disruption. And to each is appointed a fixed term of existence.



 
 
 

Sooner or later the balance of equilibrium is tilted, disturbance
eventuates in overthrow; the tiny exquisite system finally breaks
up. Of atoms, as of men, it may be said with truth 'Quisque suos
patitur manes.'"

The discovery of radium was in itself sufficient to
revolutionise the heretofore existing scientific theories and the
revolution thereby effected has been enough to cause Sir William
Crookes to say, "There has been a vivid new start, our physicists
have remodelled their views as to the constitution of matter."
In his address to the physicists at Berlin the same scientist
said, "This fatal quality of atomic dissociation appears to be
universal, and operates whenever we brush a piece of glass with
silk; it works in the sunshine and raindrops in lightnings and
flame; it prevails in the waterfall and the stormy sea" and a
writer in the Edinburgh Review (December, 1903) remarks in
this connection "Matter he (Sir William Crookes) consequently
regards as doomed to destruction. Sooner or later it will have
dissolved into the 'formless mist' of protyle and 'the hour hand
of eternity will have completed one revolution.' The 'dissipation
of energy' has then found its correlative in the 'dissolution of
Matter.'"

The scope of this revolution may only be gauged by the fact
that one writer ("The Alchemy of the Sea," London "Outlook,"
Feb. 11, 1905) has ventured to say, and this is but one voice
in a general chorus: "To-day no one believes in the existence
of elements; no one questions the possibility of a new alchemy;



 
 
 

and the actual evolution of one element from another has been
observed in the laboratory – observed by Sir William Ramsey in
London, and confirmed by a chemist in St. Petersburg." Helium
being an evolution of radium and it is expected furthermore that
radium will prove to be an evolution of uranium and so there is
a constant process as the writer points out of what was formerly
called alchemy the transmutation of one metal into another.

It is clear that in face of these facts the arguments of Engels
possess even greater force at the present day than when they were
enunciated and that the old hard and fast method of arguing from
absolute truths is dead and done for.

Only statesmen see fit to still harp on the same phrases which
have become as it were a part of the popular mental structure and
by constant appeals to the old watchwords to obscure the fact of
change. Were one not acquainted with the essential stupidity of
the political mind and the lack of grasp which is the characteristic
of statesmen, it might be imagined that all this was done with
malice aforethought and that there was a sort of tacit conspiracy
on the part of the politicians to delude the people. But experience
of the inexcusable blunders and the inexplicable errors into which
statesmen are continually driven forces the conclusion that they
are in reality no whit in advance of the electorate and that
only now and then a Beaconsfield appears who can understand
the drift of events. Such a man is the "revolutionist" which
Beaconsfield claimed himself to be. But what shall we say of the
President of the country that has attained the highest place in



 
 
 

industrial progress among the nations, whose whole history is a
verification of the truth of the dialectic and who can still appeal
to "individualism" as a guiding principle of political action? It is
a wanton flying in the face of the experience of the last quarter
of a century and such rashness will require its penalty. "Back to
Kant" appears to be the hope of reactionary politicians as well
as of reactionary philosophers.



 
 
 

 
CHAPTER II
PREFACES

 
 
I
 

The following work is by no means the fruit of some "inward
compulsion," quite the contrary.

When three years ago, Herr Duehring suddenly challenged the
world, as a scholar and reformer of socialism, friends in Germany
frequently expressed the wish that I should throw a critical light
upon these new socialist doctrines, in the central organ of the
Social Democratic Party, at that time the "Volkstaat." They
held it as very necessary that new opportunity for division and
confusion should not be afforded in a party so young and so
recently definitely united. They were in a better condition than
myself to comprehend the condition of affairs in Germany, so
that I was compelled to trust to their judgment. It appeared
furthermore that the proselyte was welcomed by a certain portion
of the socialist press, with a warmth, which meant nothing more
than kindliness to Herr Duehring, but it was seen by a portion
of the party press that a result of this kindly feeling towards
Herr Duehring was the introduction unperceived of the Duehring
doctrine. People were found who were soon ready to spread



 
 
 

his doctrine in a popular form among the workingmen, and
finally Herr Duehring and his little sect employed all the arts of
advertisement and intrigue to compel the "Volksblatt" to change
its attitude respecting the new teachings which put forth such
tremendous claims.

However, a year elapsed before I could make up my mind
to engage in so disagreeable a business to the neglect of my
other labors. It was the sort of thing one had to get through
as quickly as possible, once it was begun. And it was not only
unpleasant but quite a task. The new socialist theory appeared as
the last practical result of a new philosophic system. It therefore
involved an investigation of it in connection with this system and
therefore of the system itself. It was necessary to follow Herr
Duehring over a wide expanse of country where he had dealt with
everything under the sun, yea, and more also. So there came into
existence a series of articles which appeared from the beginning
of 1877 in the successor of the "Volkstaat," the "Vorwaerts" of
Leipsic, and are collected here.

It was my object which extended the criticism to a length
out of all proportion to the scientific value of the matter and,
therefore, of Herr Duehring's writings. There are two further
reasons in extenuation of this lengthiness. In the first place it
gave me an opportunity of developing my views, in a positive
fashion, with respect to matters which are connected with this,
though very different, and which are of more general scientific
and practical interest to-day. I have taken the opportunity to do



 
 
 

so in every chapter, and, as this book cannot undertake to set up
a system in opposition to that of Herr Duehring, it is to be hoped
that the reader will not overlook the real significance of the views
which I have set forth. I have already had sufficient proof that
my labors have not been altogether in vain in this regard.

On the other hand the "system-shaping" Herr Duehring is
by no means an exceptional phenomenon in Germany these
days. Nowadays in Germany systems of cosmogony, of natural
philosophy in particular, of politics, of economics, etc., are in
the habit of shooting up over night like mushrooms. The most
insignificant Doctor of Philosophy, nay, even the student, has
no further use for a complete "system." In the modern state, it
is predicated that every citizen is able to pass judgment on all
the questions upon which he is called upon to vote; in political
economy it is assumed that every consumer is thoroughly
acquainted with all commodities, which he has occasion to buy to
maintain himself withal, and the same idea is also held as regards
knowledge. Freedom of knowledge demands that a person write
of that which he has not learned and proclaim this as the only
sound scientific method. But Herr Duehring is one of the most
conspicuous types of those absurd pseudo-scientists, who to-
day occupy so conspicuous a place in Germany and drown
everything with their noisy nonsense. Noisy nonsense in poetry,
in philosophy, in political economy, in writing history: noisy
nonsense in the professor's chair and tribune; noisy nonsense
too in the claims to superiority and intellectuality above the



 
 
 

vulgar noisy nonsense of other nations, noisy nonsense the
most characteristic and mightiest product of German intellectual
activity, cheap and bad, like other German products, along with
which, I regret to say, they were not exhibited at Philadelphia.

So, German socialism, particularly since Herr Duehring set
the example, beats the drum, and produces here and there
one who prides himself upon a "science" of which he knows
nothing. It is this, a sort of child's disease which marks the first
conversion of the German university man to social democracy
and is inseparable from him, but it will soon be thrust aside by
the remarkable sound sense of our working class.

It is not my fault that I am obliged to follow Herr Duehring
into a realm in which I can at the very most only claim to be
a dilettante. On such occasions I have for the most part limited
myself to placing the plain incontrovertible facts in contrast with
the false or crooked assertions of my opponent, as in relation to
jurisprudence and many instances with regard to natural science.
In other places he indulges in universal views on the subject
of natural science theories and therefore on a field where the
professional naturalist must range out of his own particular
specialty to neighboring regions, where he, according to Herr
Virchow's confessions is just as good a "half-knower" as the
rest of us. For slight deficiencies and unavoidable errors in the
publication I hope that the same indulgence will be extended to
me as has been shown the other side of the controversy.

Just as I was completing this preface I received the publishers'



 
 
 

notice of a new important book by Herr Duehring. "New
Foundations for rational Physics and Chemistry." Although I am
very well aware of my deficiencies in physics and chemistry I still
believe that I know my Duehring well enough, without having
read the book, to venture to say that the laws of physics and
chemistry there set forth are worthy of being placed alongside of
Herr Duehring's former discoveries and the laws of economics,
scheme of the universe, etc., examined in my writings and proved
to be misunderstood or commonplace, and that the rhigometer,
an instrument constructed by Herr Duehring for measuring
temperature will be found to serve not only as a measure for high
or low temperature but of the ignorance and arrogance of Herr
Duehring. London, 11 June, 1878.

 
II
 

It came to me as quite a surprise that a new edition of this
work was called for. The special views which it criticised are
practically forgotten to-day. The work itself has not only been
placed before many thousands of readers by its serial publication
in "Vorwaerts" of Leipsic in 1877 and 1878, but it has also been
published in large editions in its entirety. How then can there be
any further interest in what I have to say about Herr Duehring?

In the first place, I fancy, that it is owing to the fact that this
book, as indeed, all my writings at that time, was prohibited in
Germany soon after the publication of the anti-Socialist laws.



 
 
 

Whosoever was not fettered by the inherited officialdom of the
countries of the Holy Alliance should have clearly seen the effect
of this measure – the double and treble sale of the prohibited
books, and the advertisement of the impotence of the gentlemen
in Berlin, who issued injunctions and could not make them
effective. Indeed the amiability of the Government was the cause
of the publication of several new editions of my shorter writings,
as I am able to affirm. I have no time for a proper revision of the
text and so allow it to go to press, just as it is.

But there is still an additional circumstance. The "system"
of Herr Duehring here criticised spreads over a very extensive
theoretical ground and I was compelled to pursue him all over
it and to place my ideas in antagonism to his. Negative criticism
thereupon became positive; the polemic developed into a more or
less connected exposition of dialectic methods and the socialist
philosophy, of which Marx and myself are representative, and
this in quite a number of places. These our philosophic ideas
have had an incubation period of about twenty years since they
were first given to the world in Marx's "Misère de la Philosophie"
and the Communist Manifesto until they obtained a wider and
wider influence through the publication of "Capital" and now
find recognition and support far beyond the limits of Europe
in all lands where a proletariat exists together with progressive
scientific thinkers. It seems that there is also a public whose
interests in this matter are sufficient to induce them to purchase
the polemic against Duehring's opinions, in spite of the fact that



 
 
 

it is now without an object, and who evidently derive pleasure
from the positive development.

I must call attention to the fact, by the way, that the views here
set out were, for by far the most part, developed and established
by Marx, and only to a very slight degree by myself, so that
it is understood that I have not represented them without his
knowledge. I read the entire manuscript to him before sending it
to press and the tenth chapter of the section on Political Economy
was written by Marx and unfortunately had to be somewhat
abbreviated by me.

It was our wont to mutually assist each other in special
branches of work.

The present edition is with the exception of one chapter an
unchanged edition of the former. I had no time for revision
although there was much in the mode of presentation which
I wanted altered. But there is incumbent upon me the duty
of preparing for publication the manuscripts which Marx left,
and this is much more important than anything else. Then my
conscience rebels against making any changes. The book is
controversial and I have an idea that it is unfair to my antagonist
for me to alter anything when he cannot do so. I could only
claim the right to reply to Herr Duehring's answer. But what
Herr Duehring has written with respect to my attack I have not
read and shall not do so, unless obliged. I am theoretically done
with him. Besides I must observe the rules of literary warfare all
the more closely as a despicable wrong has since been inflicted



 
 
 

upon him by the University of Berlin. It has been chastised
for this, indeed. A university which so degrades itself as to
refuse permission to Herr Duehring to teach under the known
circumstances should not be surprised if a Herr Schwenninger is
forced upon it under circumstances just as well known.

The one chapter in which I have permitted myself any
explanations is the Second of the Third Section "Theory." Here
where the sole concern is the presentation of a most important
part of the philosophy which I represent, my antagonist cannot
complain if I put myself to some trouble to speak popularly and
to generalise. This was undoubtedly a special occasion. I had
made a French translation of three chapters of the book (the
First of the Introduction and the First and Second of the Third
Section) into a separate pamphlet for my friend Lafargue, and
the French edition afterwards served as a basis for one in Italian
and one in Polish. A German edition was provided under the title
"The Development of Socialism from Utopia to Science." The
latter has exhausted three editions in a few months and has also
made its appearance translated into Russian and Danish. In all
these publications only the chapter in question was added to and
it would have been pedantic in me if I had confined myself to
the actual wording of the original in the new edition in spite of
the later and international form which it had assumed.

Where I wished to make changes had particular reference to
two points. In the first place with regard to primitive history, as
far as known, to which Morgan was the first to give us the key in



 
 
 

1877. In my book "The Origin of the Family, Private Property
and the State," Zurich, 1884, I have since had an opportunity
of working up material more lately accessible which I employed
in this later work. In the second place, as far as that portion
which is concerned with theoretical science is concerned, the
presentation of the subject is very defective and a much more
definite one could now be given. If I did not allow myself the right
of improving it now, I should be in duty bound to pass criticism
on myself instead of the other.

Marx and I were probably the first to import the well
known dialectic of the German idealistic philosophy into the
materialistic view of nature and history. But to a dialectical and
at the same time materialistic view of nature there pertains an
acquaintance with mathematics and natural science. Marx was
a sound mathematician but the sciences we only knew in part,
by fits and starts, sporadically. After I retired from mercantile
pursuits and went to London and had time, I made as far as
possible a complete mathematical and scientific "molting," as
Liebig calls it, and spent the best part of eight years on it. I
was occupied with this molting process when it chanced that I
was called upon to busy myself with Herr Duehring's so-called
philosophy. If, therefore, I often fail to find the correct technical
expression, and am a little awkward in the field of natural science
it is only too natural. On the other hand the consciousness of
insecurity which I have not yet got over has made me cautious.
Actual blunders respecting facts up to the present known, and



 
 
 

incorrect presentations of theories thus far recognised cannot be
proved against me. In this relation just one great mathematician,
who is laboring under a mistake, has complained to Marx in a
letter that I have made a mischievous attack upon the honor of
the square root of minus one.

As regards my review of mathematics and the natural science
it was necessary for me to reassure myself on some special
points – since I had no doubts about the truth of the general
proposition – that in nature the same dialectic laws of progress
fulfill themselves amid all the apparent confusion of innumerable
changes as dominate the apparently accidental in nature; the
same laws whose threads traverse the progressive history of
human thought, and little by little come to the consciousness
of thinking men. These were first developed by Hegel in a
comprehensive fashion but in a mystical form. Our efforts were
directed towards stripping away this mystical form and making
them evident in their full simplicity and universal reality. It was
self evident that the old philosophies of nature – in spite of all
their actual value and fruitful suggestiveness – could be of no
value to us. There was an error in the Hegelian form, as shown in
this book, in that it recognised no progression of nature in time,
no "one after another" (Nacheinander) but merely "one besides
another" (Nebeneinander). This was due on the one hand to the
Hegelian system itself which ascribed to the Spirit (Geist) alone
a progressive historical development, but on the other hand, the
general attitude of the natural sciences was responsible. So Hegel



 
 
 

fell far behind Kant in this respect for the latter had already by his
nebular hypothesis proclaimed the origin and, by his discovery
of the stoppage of the rotation of the earth through the tides, the
destruction of the solar system. And finally, I could not undertake
to construct the dialectical laws of nature but to discover them
in it and to develop them from it.

To do this entirely and in each separate division is a colossal
task. Not only is the ground to be covered almost immeasurable
but on this entire ground natural science is involved in such
tremendous changes that even those who have all their time to
give can hardly keep up with it. Since the death of Marx however
my mind has been occupied by more pressing duties and so I had
to interrupt my work. I must, for the moment, confine myself to
the hints in the work before us and wait for a later opportunity to
correct and publish the results obtained, probably together with
the most important manuscripts on mathematics left behind by
Marx.

But the advance of theoretical science makes my work in
all probability, in a great measure, or altogether, superfluous.
Since the revolution which overturned theoretical science the
necessity of arranging the accumulation of purely empirical
discoveries has caused the opposing empiricists to pay more and
more attention to the dialectical character of the operations of
nature. The old stiff antagonisms, the sharp impassable frontier
lines are becoming more and more abolished. Since the last
"true" gases have been liquefied, since the proof that a body



 
 
 

can be put in a condition in which liquid and gaseous forms
cannot be differentiated, aggregate conditions have to the last
remnant lost their earlier absolute character. With the statement
of the kinetic theory of gases that, in gases, the squares of the
speeds with which the separate gas molecules move are in inverse
ratio to the molecular weights, under the same temperature,
heat takes its place directly in the series of such measurable
forms of motion. Ten years ago the newly discovered great
fundamental law of motion was still understood as a mere
law of the conservation of energy, as a mere expression of
the indestructibility and uncreatibility of motion, and therefore
merely on its quantitative side. That narrow negative expression
has been more and more subordinated to the transformation
of energy, in which the qualitative content of the process
is duly recognised and the last notion of an extramundane
Creator is destroyed. That the quantity of motion (of energy,
so called) is not changed when it is transformed into kinetic
energy (mechanical force, so called), into electricity, heat,
potential static energy need not now be preached any longer as
something new, it served as the foundation, once attained, of
many valuable investigations of the process of transformation
itself, of the great fundamental process, in the knowledge
of which is comprehended the knowledge of all nature. And
since biology has been treated in the light of the theory of
evolution it has abolished one stiff line of classification after
another in the realm of organic nature. The entirely unclassified



 
 
 

intermediate conditions increase in number every day. Later
investigations throw organisms out of one class into another,
and marks of distinction which have become articles of faith
lose their individual reality. We have now mammals which lay
eggs and, if the news is established, birds also which go on
all fours. It was already observed, before the time of Virchow,
as a conclusion of the discovery of the cell, that the identity
of the individual creature is lost, scientifically and dialectically
speaking, in a federation of cells, so the idea of animal (and
therefore human) individuality is still further complicated by the
discovery of the amœba in the bodies of the higher animals
constituting the white blood corpuscles. And these are just the
things which were considered polar opposites, irreconcilable and
insoluble, the fixed boundaries and differences of classification,
which have given modern theoretical science its limited and
metaphysical character. The knowledge that these distinctions
and antagonisms actually do occur in nature, but only relatively,
and that on the other hand that fixity and absoluteness are the
products of our own minds – this knowledge constitutes the
kernel of the dialectic view of nature. The view is reached
under the compulsion of the mass of scientific facts, and one
reaches it the more easily by bringing to the dialectic character
of these facts a consciousness of the laws of dialectic thought.
At all events, the scope of science is now so great that it no
longer escapes the dialectic comprehension. But it will simplify
the process if it is remembered that the results in which these



 
 
 

discoveries are comprehended are ideas, that the art of operating
with ideas is not inborn, moreover, and is not vouchsafed every
day to the ordinary mind, but requires actual thought, and this
thought has a long history crammed with experiences, neither
more nor less than the accumulated experiences of investigation
into nature. By these means, then, it learns how to appropriate
the results of fifteen hundred years development of philosophy,
it gets rid of any separate natural philosophy which stands above
or alongside of it and the limited method of thought brought over
from English empiricism.

London, 22nd September, 1885.

 
III
 

The following new edition is, with the exception of a very
few changes in form of expression, a reproduction of the
former. Only in one chapter, namely in the Xth. of the Second
Section (that on Critical History) I have allowed some important
emendations, for the following reasons. As has been stated
already in the preface to the second edition, this chapter is in
all its essentials, the work of Marx. In its first form, which
was intended as an article in a review, I was compelled to
abbreviate the manuscript of Marx very much, particularly
in those points in which the criticism of Herr Duehring's
propositions is subordinate to the particular development of the



 
 
 

history of economics. But these are just the portions of the
manuscript which constitute the greatest and most important
of, as regards its permanent interest, part of the work. The
places in which Marx gives their appropriate place in the genesis
of political economy to such writers as Petty, North, Locke
and Hume, I consider myself obliged to give as literally and
completely as possible, and still more so, his explanation of the
"economic tableaux" by Quesnay, the insoluble riddle of the
sphinx to all economists. I have omitted however that part which
dealt solely with the writings of Herr Duehring as far as the
connection permitted. For the rest, I am perfectly well satisfied
with the extent to which the views represented in this work,
have made their way into the minds of the working class and
the scientists throughout the world since the publication of the
former edition.

F. Engels.
London, 23d May, 1894.



 
 
 

 
CHAPTER III

INTRODUCTION
 
 

I. In General
 

Modern socialism is in its essence the product of the existence
on the one hand of the class antagonisms which are dominant
in modern society, between the property possessors and those
who have no property and between the wage workers and the
bourgeois; and, on the other, of the anarchy which is prevalent
in modern production. In its theoretical form however it appears
as a development of the fundamental ideas of the great French
philosophers of the eighteenth century. Like every new theory it
was obliged to attach itself to the existing philosophy however
deeply its roots were embedded in the economic fact.

The great men in France who cleared the minds of the people
for the coming revolution were themselves uncompromisingly
revolutionary. They did not recognise outside authority of any
kind whatsoever. Religion, natural science, society, the state, all
were subjected to the most unsparing criticism, and everything
was compelled to justify its existence before the judgment seat of
reason or perish. Reason was established as the one and universal
measure. It was the time when, as Hegel said, the world was



 
 
 

turned upside down, first in the sense that the human mind and
the principles arrived at by process of thought were claimed as
the foundations of all human actions and social relations, but
later also, in the wider sense, that the reality which contradicted
these theories had indeed to be turned upside down. All forms
of society and the state existent heretofore, all survivals of old
notions, were thrown into the lumber room as unreasonable.
Up to that time the world had only allowed itself to be led
by prejudice. All that had been done deserved merely pity and
contempt. Now for the first time day broke: from now on,
superstition, injustice, tyranny and privilege should be replaced
by eternal truth, eternal justice, equality founded on natural
rights and the inalienable rights of man.

We now know that the rule of reason was nothing more than
the rule of the bourgeoisie idealised, that eternal right found its
realisation in bourgeois justice, that equality was materialised in
bourgeois equality before the law, that when the rights of man
were proclaimed bourgeois rights of property were proclaimed
at one and the same time, and that the state of reason, Rousseau's
Social Contract, could only come into existence as the bourgeois
democratic republic. To such a slight extent could the great
thinkers of the eighteenth century, just as their predecessors,
prevail over the limits which their own epoch had placed upon
them.

But besides the antagonism between feudal baron and
bourgeois there existed the general antagonism between the



 
 
 

robbers and the robbed, between the rich idlers and the toiling
poor. It was just this antagonism which made it possible for
the leaders of the bourgeoisie to pose as the representatives not
merely of a special class but of the whole of suffering humanity.
Furthermore the bourgeoisie was saddled with an antithesis right
from the start. Capitalists cannot exist without laborers, and,
in proportion, as the members of the gilds in the Middle Ages
developed into the modern bourgeois, the journeymen of the
gilds and the day laborers, on their part, developed into the
proletariat. And though the bourgeois, as a general rule, might
claim to represent also the interests of the different working
classes of the period, still, independent movements of the latter
classes broke out in connection with each great movement on
the part of the bourgeoisie; such working classes being the more
or less developed predecessors of the modern proletariat. Thus
there came into being at the time of the German Reformation
and the Peasant War the party of Thomas Munzer, in the
great English Revolution the Levellers, and in the great French
Revolution, Baboeuf.

Besides these revolutionary demonstrations of a class still
undeveloped, occurred certain theoretical manifestations of a
corresponding nature. Thus in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, utopian pictures of an ideal social condition, in the
eighteenth century, absolutely communistic theories (Morelly
and Mably). The demand for equality was confined no longer
to political rights, it had to be extended to the social condition



 
 
 

of individuals; the demand was made for the abolition not
merely of class privileges but of class distinctions also. An
ascetic communism patterned on that of Sparta was the first
form which the new teachings assumed. Then came the three
great utopians – Saint Simon, in whose eyes bourgeois aims
possessed a certain merit as well as those of the proletariat:
then Fourier and Owen, who, in the land of the most highly
developed capitalistic production, and under the influence of
the antagonisms which arise therefrom, developed in direct
relation to French materialism their proposals which tended to
the abolition of class distinctions.

One common feature pertaining to all the three is the fact that
they did not appear as the representatives of the interests of the
proletariat which had been in the meantime developed through
the historical process. Like the philosophers, their ambition is
not to free a particular class but the whole world. Like them they
wish to introduce the government of reason and eternal justice.
But there is a world of difference between their government
and that of the philosophers. According to the philosophers, the
bourgeois world as it exists is unreasonable and unjust and is
destined for the rubbish heap, just as feudalism and all other
earlier forms of society. The reason that true justice and reason
have not dominated the world is because up to the present man
has not properly comprehended them. That a man of genius has
appeared and that the truth concerning these things should have
now been made clear are not results arising from a combination



 
 
 

of historical progress and necessity, but a mere piece of luck.
He might just as well have been born five hundred years earlier
and saved mankind the mistakes, conflicts and sorrows of five
hundred years.

This is actually the idea of all English and French socialists
and of the earlier German socialists, Weitling included.
According to this view, socialism is the expression of absolute
truth, reason, and justice, and only has to be perceived in order
to vanquish the world by reason of its truth. Hence, absolute
truth, reason, and justice vary according to each founder of a
school, and therefore with each one, the variety of absolute truth,
reason and justice is dependent, in turn, upon the subjective
temperament of that founder, his conditions of life, the extent
of his knowledge and mental discipline, so that in this conflict
of absolute truths there is no possible solution save that they
rub each other smooth by mutual contact. Hence nothing could
result from it except a sort of eclectic, average socialism, which
is, as a matter of fact, up to the present, the prevailing notion in
the minds of the great majority of socialist agitators in France
and England – a mixture admitting of manifold shades, of a few
notable critical utterances, economic teachings and pictures of
a future state of society by leaders of different sects, a mixture
which flows all the easier in proportion as the sharp precise
corners are rubbed off the separate notions in the stream of
debates, just as pebbles become round in a brook.

In order that a science can be made out of socialism it is first



 
 
 

necessary that it be placed on a sound basis.
Meanwhile, close to and just after the French philosophy

of the eighteenth century, the new German philosophy arose
and culminated in Hegel. Its greatest service was the restoration
of the dialectic as the highest form of thought. The old
Greek philosophers were all natural dialecticians, and the most
universal intellect among them, Aristotle, was already the
discoverer of the essential forms of dialectic thought. On the
other hand, subsequent philosophy although in it there were
brilliant exponents of the dialectic (e.g. Descartes and Spinoza),
was more and more involved in the so-called metaphysical
mode of thought, chiefly owing to English influence which
completely mastered the French philosophers, at least of the
eighteenth century. Outside of the strict frontiers of philosophy,
masterpieces of the dialectic might be found occasionally of
which I can only recall "Rameau's Nephew" by Diderot, and the
treatise upon the origin of human inequality by Rousseau.

We now give briefly the essential features of the two modes
of thought: we will return to them more fully later.

If we examine nature, the history of man or our own
intellectual activities, we have presented to us an endless coil of
interrelations and changes in which nothing is constant whatever
be its nature, time or position, but every thing is in motion,
suffers change, and passes away. This original, naïve and very
nearly correct philosophy of the world is that of the old Greek
philosophers and was first put in a very clear form by Heraclitus.



 
 
 

Everything is and yet is not, since everything is in a state of
flux, is comprehended as undergoing constant modification, as
eternally existing and disappearing. But this philosophy, correct
as it is as regards phenomena in general, viewed as a picture,
is insufficient to explain the individual phenomena of which
the picture of the universe is composed, and as long as we
cannot do that we are not clear about the general picture.
In order to study these individual phenomena we are obliged
to take them out of their natural or social connection, and
examine each of them by itself according to its own form and
its particular origin and development. This is the task of natural
science and historical investigation, branches of discovery to
which the Greeks of classical times assigned a subordinate place
for very good reasons, since they, first of all, had to collect
the material. The beginning of an exact observation of nature
was made first by the Greeks of the Alexandrine period, and
was later developed further by the Arabs in the Middle Ages.
True natural science hence dates from the second half of the
fifteenth century, and from then on has advanced at a constantly
growing rate. The dissection of nature into its separate parts, the
separation of different natural events and natural conditions into
certain classes, the examination of the interiors of organic bodies
with respect to their manifold anatomical forms, furnished the
fundamental reasons for the progress in a knowledge of nature
which the last four hundred years have brought in their train.
But it has caused us occasionally to drop into the habit of



 
 
 

regarding natural phenomena and events as entities, apart from
the great universal interrelations, and therefore not as moving
but quiescent, not as changeable in their essence but fixed and
constant, not in their life but in their death. And hence, just as
happened with Bacon and Locke, this point of view has been
carried over from science into philosophy, and has constituted
the specially narrow view of the last century, the metaphysical
mode of thought.

For the metaphysician, things and their pictures in the minds,
concepts, are separate entities, one following the other without
any regard to each other, stable, rigid, eternally fixed objects
of investigation. The metaphysician thinks in antitheses. His
conversation is "Yea, yea; Nay, nay" and whatsoever is more
than these cometh of evil. For him a thing exists or it does not
exist, a thing can never be itself and something else at the same
time; positive and negative are mutually exclusive, cause and
effect stand in stiff antagonism to each other. This method of
thought seems at the first glance to be quite plausible because it
is in accordance with sound common sense. But sound common
sense, respectable fellow though he may be in his own home
surrounded by his four walls, meets with strange adventures when
he betakes himself into the wide world of investigation; and
the metaphysical way of looking at things, sound and useful as
it is, under given conditions, runs sooner or later into a stone
wall, beyond which it is one-sided, stupid and abstract, and loses
itself in insoluble contradictions. Because it omits to notice the



 
 
 

interrelations of the individual phenomena, their existence, their
coming and their going, their static and mobile conditions, and so
to speak does not see the forest for trees. We know for example,
with sufficient certainty for every day affairs, whether an animal
is alive or dead, but, on closer examination, we find that this is
sometimes no easy matter to decide, as jurists know very well and
have gone indeed to great pains to discover a rational border line
beyond which the killing of a child in the womb of its mother is
murder. It is just as impossible too to fix the precise moment of
death, for physiology shows that death is not a single and sudden
event but a very slow process. Just so is every organic being at
the same moment itself and not itself. Every moment it takes
up matter coming to it from the outside and throws off other
matter, every moment its body-cells die and are recreated. Indeed
after a longer or shorter period the whole material of the body
is renewed through the taking up of other particles of matter so
that each organic being is at the same time itself and something
else. We find also if we look at the matter more closely that
the two poles of an antithesis, positive and negative, are just as
inseparable as they are antagonistic, and that they, in spite of all
their fixed antagonisms permeate each other, also that the cause
and effect are concepts which can only realise themselves in
relation to a particular case. However when we come to examine
the separate case in its general relation to the world at large they
come together and dissolve themselves in face of the working out
of the universal problem, for, here, cause and effect exchange



 
 
 

places, what was at one time and place effect becoming cause
and vice versa.

All these phenomena and thought-concepts do not fit into the
frame of metaphysical philosophy. According to the dialectic
method of thinking which regards things and their concepts in
relation to their connection with each other, their concatenation,
their coming into being and passing away, phenomena, like the
preceding, are so many confirmations of its own philosophy.
Nature is the proof of the dialectic, and we must give to
modern science the credit of having furnished an extraordinary
wealth and daily increasing store of material towards this
proof, and thereby showing in the last instance things proceed
dialectically and not in accordance with metaphysical notions.
But as the scientists who have learned to think dialectically may
be still easily counted, the chaos arising from the confusion
between actual results and an antiquated mode of thought is thus
explained, and this confusion is to-day dominant in theoretical
science, and drives teachers and pupils, writers and readers to
despair.

A correct notion of the universe, of the human race, as well
as of the reflection of this progress in the human mind can
only be had by means of the dialectic method, together with a
steady observation of the change and interchange which goes
on in the universe, the coming into existence and passing away,
progressive and retrogressive modification.

And the later German philosophy has proceeded from this



 
 
 

standpoint. Kant began his career in this way by abolishing
Newton's conception of a stable solar system which persisted
after receiving its first impulse, in favor of a historical process,
to wit, the origin of the sun and all the planets from a rotating
mass of nebulæ. From this concept he drew the conclusion that,
granted this origin, the future dissolution of the solar system is
inevitable. His theory was mathematically proved by Laplace half
a century later, and half a century later still the spectroscope
discovered the existence of such glowing masses of gas in space
in different stages of condensation.

This later German philosophy found its conclusion in the
philosophy of Hegel where for the first time, and this is
his greatest service, the entire natural, historical and spiritual
universe was regarded as a process, that is, as in constant
progress, change, transformation and development, and the
attempt was made to show the more subtle relations of this
process and development. From this historical point of view the
history of mankind no longer appeared as a barren confusion of
mindless forces, all alike subject to rejection before the judgment
seat of the most recently ripened philosophy, and which, at the
very best, man puts out of his mind as soon as possible, but as the
development-process of humanity itself, to follow the process of
which, little by little, through all its ramifications, and to establish
the essential laws of which, in spite of all apparent accidents, is
now the task of philosophic thought.

It is immaterial at this place that Hegel did not solve this



 
 
 

problem. His epoch-making service was to have proposed it. It
is a problem, moreover, which no individual can solve. Though
Hegel, next to Saint Simon, was the most universal intellect of his
time he was still limited, in the first place, through the necessarily
narrow grasp of his own knowledge and in addition through the
limitations of the contemporary conditions of knowledge. There
was a third reason, too. Hegel was an idealist, that is he regarded
thought not as a mere abstract representation of real phenomena,
but, on the contrary, phenomena and their development appeared
to him as the representations of the Idea which existed before
the world. The result was an inversion of everything, the actual
interrelations of the universe were turned completely upside
down, and though of these interrelations, many single ones were
set out justly and correctly by Hegel, much of the detail is
patched, labored, made up, in short, incorrect. The Hegelian
system was, to speak briefly, a colossal miscarriage, and the last
of its kind. It rested on an incurable contradiction; on the other
hand, it actually proclaimed the historical conception according
to which human history is a process of development, which,
in its very nature, cannot find its intellectual conclusion in the
discovery of a so-called absolute truth, on the other hand it
declared itself to be the central idea of just such an absolute
truth. An all embracing and determined knowledge of nature
and history is in absolute contradiction with the foundations
of dialectic thought, but it is not denied, on the contrary, it is
strongly affirmed, that the systematic knowledge of the entire



 
 
 

external world may from age to age make giant strides.
The total perversion of modern German idealism of necessity

drove men to materialism, but not, and this is well worth
noting, to the mere metaphysical mechanical materialism of
the eighteenth century. In contradiction to the naïvely simple
revolutionary pushing on one side of all earlier history, modern
materialism sees in history the process of the development
of society, to discover the laws of whose development is its
task. In contradistinction to the conception of nature which
prevailed among the French philosophers, as well as with Hegel,
as something moving in a narrow circle with an eternal and
unchangeable substantial form, as Newton conceived it, and
with invariable species of organic beings, as Linnæus thought,
materialism embraces the more recent discoveries of natural
science, according to which nature has also a history in time.
For the forms of the worlds, like the species of organisms by
which they are inhabited under suitable conditions, come into
being and pass away, and the cycles of their progress, in so
far as it is permissible to use the term, take on eternally more
magnificent dimensions. In either case it is entirely dialectic and
no longer forces a static philosophy upon the other sciences.
As soon as the demand is made upon each separate branch of
science that it make clear its relation to things in general, and
science as a whole, the individual science thereupon becomes
superfluous. Of all philosophy up to the present time the only
peculiar property which remains as its characteristic is the study



 
 
 

of thought and the formal laws of thought – logic and the
dialectic. All else belongs to the positive sciences of nature and
history.

While the revolution in natural science was only able to be
completely carried out in proportion as investigation furnished
the necessary positive material, there were known a multitude of
earlier historical facts which gave a distinct bias to the philosophy
of history. In 1831 in Lyons the first purely working class
revolt occurred. The first national working class movement, that
of the English Chartists, reached its height between 1838 and
1842. The class war between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie
proceeded historically in the most advanced European countries
just in proportion as the newly developed greater industry
has progressed, on the one hand, and the political power of
the bourgeoisie on the other. The teachings of the bourgeois
economists with respect to the identity of the interests of capital
and labor and with respect to the universal peace and well being
which would follow as a matter of course from the adoption
of free trade were more and more contradicted by facts. All
these things could be as little ignored as the French and English
socialism which was their theoretical though very insufficient
expression. But the old idealistic philosophy of history which
was as yet by no means laid aside knew nothing of class
wars dependent upon material interests, and nothing of material
interests, specially. Production, like all economic phenomena
only occupied a subordinate position as a secondary element of



 
 
 

the "history of civilisation." The new facts, moreover rendered
necessary a new investigation of all preceding history and then
it became evident that all history up to then had been a history
of class struggles and that these mutually conflicting classes are
the results of a given method of production and distribution
at a given period, in a word, of the economic conditions of
that epoch. Hence, that the economic structure of society at a
given time furnishes the real foundations upon which the entire
superstructure of political and juristic institutions as well as the
religious, philosophical and other abstract notions of a given
period are to be explained in the last instance. Idealism was
thereupon driven from its last refuge, the philosophy of history;
a materialistic philosophy of history was set up, and the path was
discovered by which the consciousness of man could be shown
as springing from his existence rather than his existence from his
consciousness.

But the socialism which had existed so far was just as
incompatible with the materialistic conception of history as
was the naturalistic French materialism with the dialectic
and the modern discoveries in natural science. The then
existing socialism criticised the prevailing capitalistic methods
of production and their results but it could not explain them and
thus could not match itself against them, it could only brush them
on one side as being bad. But it was necessary to show, on the one
hand, the capitalistic methods of production in their historical
connection, and their necessity at a given historical epoch and



 
 
 

therefore the necessity of their ultimate disappearance. On the
other hand their inner character had to be explained and this was
all the more concealed for criticism had up to then been chiefly
engaged in pointing out the evil results flowing from them rather
than in destroying the thing itself. This was made clear by the
discovery of surplus value.

It was shown that the appropriation of unpaid labor is the
basis of the capitalistic mode of production and the robbery
of the worker is carried out by its means; that the capitalist,
although he buys the labor-force of the worker at the full value
which it possesses in the market as a commodity, yet derives
more from it than he has paid for it, and that in the last instance
this surplus creates the total amount of value from which the
capital steadily increasing in the hands of the capitalistic class
is amassed. The phenomenon not only of capitalistic production
but of the creation of capital has thus been explained.

For these two great discoveries, the materialistic conception
of history and the disclosure of the mystery of capitalistic
production we must thank Marx. Granted these, socialism
became a science, which thereupon had to busy itself in the
working out of these ideas in their individual aspects and
connections.

Thus matters stood in the realm of theoretical socialism and
the dead philosophy (of metaphysics Ed.) when Herr Eugene
Duehring, with no slight impressement sprang up before the
public and announced that he had accomplished a complete



 
 
 

revolution in political economy and socialism.
Let us now see what Herr Duehring promises and – how he

keeps his promises.
 

II. What Herr Duehring Has to Say
 

Up to now, the notable writings of Herr Duehring are his
"Course of Philosophy," his "Course of Political and Social
Science" and his "Critical History of Political Economy and
Socialism." The first work is the one which particularly claims
our attention.

Right on the first page Herr Duehring announces himself as
"one who claims to represent this power (of philosophy) at the
present time and its unfolding in the undiscoverable future."
He discovers himself, therefore, as the one true philosopher
for the present and the hidden future. Whoso differs from him
differs from truth. Many people even before Herr Duehring,
have thought this about themselves or something like it, but,
with the exception of Richard Wagner, he is the first who has
allowed himself to say it right out. And, as a matter of fact,
the truth, as it is handled by him is "a final truth of the last
instance." Herr Duehring's philosophy is "the natural system,
or the philosophy of reality… Reality is so understood as to
exclude every sudden impulse towards an unreal and subjectively
limited comprehension of the universe." The philosophy is
therefore so shaped as to exclude Herr Duehring himself from



 
 
 

the somewhat obvious limitations of his own personal, subjective
narrowness. It is quite necessary to explain how this miracle
is worked, if he is in a position to lay down unquestionable
truths of the last instance, though, for our part, we cannot
discover any particular merit in them. This "natural system of
valuable knowledge" has "with great profundity established the
foundation forms of existence." Out of his real critical attitude
proceed the elements of a real critical philosophy, based on the
realities of nature and life, which does not allow of any merely
imaginary horizon but in its mighty revolutionary progress opens
up the earth and heaven of external and inner nature; it is a
"new method of thought" and its results are "from the bottom
up, peculiar results and philosophies … system-shaping ideas
… fixed truths." We have in it before us "a work which must
seek its force in the concentrated initiative," whatever that may
mean; an "investigation reaching to the roots … a rooted science
… a severely scientific conception of things and men … a
comprehensive thorough effort of the mind … a creative sketch
of suppositions and conclusions from overmastering ideas …
the absolute fundamental." In the realm of political economy
he gives us not only "historical and systematic comprehensive
efforts" of which the historical are moreover distinguished by
"my presentation of history in the grand style" and those in
political economy have produced "creative movements," but
closes with a special completely elaborated scientific scheme for
a future society which is "the actual fruit of a clear and basic



 
 
 

theory," and is therefore just as free from the possibility of error
and as individual as Duehring's philosophy … for "only in that
socialistic structure which I have disclosed in my "Course of
Political and Social Science" can a true ownership arise in place
of the present apparent private property which rests on force such
an ownership as must be recognised in the future."

These flowers of rhetoric from the praises of Herr Duehring
by Herr Duehring might be increased tenfold with ease. They
must cause a doubt to arise in the mind of the reader whether
he is reading the words of a philosopher or of a – but we must
ask him to withhold his judgment until he shall have learnt the
aforesaid grasp of the root of things by a closer acquaintance. We
only quote the foregoing flowery remarks to show that we have to
do with no ordinary philosopher and socialist who simply speaks
what he thinks and leaves the future to decide with respect to
their value, but with an extraordinary personality like the Pope
whose individual teachings must be received if the damnable sin
of heresy is to be avoided. We have not by any means to deal
with the kind of work which abounds in all the socialist writings,
and the later German ones, in particular, works in which people
of varying calibre seek to explain in the most naïve fashion
their notions of things in general and for an answer to whom
there is more or less material available. But whatever may be the
literary or scientific deficiencies of these works their goodwill
towards socialism is always manifest. On the other hand, Herr
Duehring presents us with statements which he declares to be



 
 
 

final truths of the last instance, exclusive truths, according to
which any other opinion is absolutely false. Thus he owns the only
scientific methods of investigation, and all others are unscientific
in comparison. Either he is right and we are face to face with
the greatest genius of our time, the first superhuman, because
infallible, man; or he is wrong, and then, since our judgment
may always be at fault, benevolent regard for his possible good
intentions would be the deadliest insult to Herr Duehring.

When one is in possession of final truths of the last instance
and the only absolutely scientific knowledge one must have a
certain contempt for the rest of erring and unscientific humanity.
We cannot therefore be surprised that Herr Duehring employs
very abusive terms with regard to his predecessors, and that only
a few exceptional people, recognised by him as great men, find
favor in face of his comprehension of fundamental truths.

(Then follows a list of the epithets applied by Duehring
to philosophers, naturalists, Darwin, in particular, and to the
socialist writers. This list has been omitted as it contributes
nothing of value to the general discussion and is only useful for
the particular controversial matter in hand. Ed.)

And so on – and this is only a hastily gathered bouquet of
flowers from Herr Duehring's rose garden. It will be understood
that if these amiable insults which should be forbidden Herr
Duehring on any grounds of politeness, are found somewhat
disreputable and unpleasant, they are, still, final truths of the
last instance. Even now we shall guard against any doubt of



 
 
 

his profundity because we might otherwise be forbidden to
discover the particular category of idiots to which we belong.
We have but considered it our duty on the one hand to give
what Herr Duehring calls "The quintessence of a modest mode
of expression," and on the other hand, to show that in Herr
Duehring's eyes the objectionableness of his predecessors is no
less firmly established than his own infallibility. Accordingly if
all this is actually true we bow in reverence humbly before the
mighty genius of modern times.



 
 
 

 
PART I

CHAPTER IV
PHILOSOPHY

 
 

Apriorism
 

Philosophy is, according to Herr Duehring, the development
of the highest forms of consciousness of the world and life, and
embraces, in a wider sense, the principles of all knowledge and
volition. Wherever a series of perceptions, or motives or a group
of forms of life becomes a matter of consideration in the human
mind the principles which underly these forms, of necessity,
become an object of philosophy. These principles are single, or,
up to the present, have been considered as single ingredients
out of which are composed the complexities of knowledge and
volition. Like the chemical composition of material bodies, the
entire universe may be also resolved into fundamental forms and
elements. These elementary constituents and principles serve,
when once discovered, not only for the known tangible world but
for that also, which is unknown and inaccessible. Philosophical
principles therefore constitute the last complement required by
the sciences in order that they may become a uniform system by



 
 
 

means of which nature and human life are explained. In addition
to the examination of the fundamental forms of all existence,
philosophy has only two particular objects of investigation,
Nature and Humanity. Hence our material may be classified
into three main groups, – a general scheme of the universe, the
teaching of the principles of nature and finally the principles
which regulate Humanity. This arrangement at the same time
comprises an inner logical order, for the formal principles which
are true for all existence take precedence, and the concrete
realms in which these principles display themselves follow in the
gradation of their successive arrangements. So far, this is Herr
Duehring's conception of things given almost in his very words.

He is therefore engaged with principles, formal conceptions,
which are subjective and not derived from the knowledge of
external phenomena, but which are applied to Nature and
Humanity, as the principles according to which Nature and
Humanity must regulate themselves. But how are these subjective
principles derived? From thought itself? No, for Herr Duehring
himself says: the purely ideal realm is limited to logical
arrangements and mathematical conceptions (which latter as we
shall later see is false). Logical arrangements can only be referred
to forms of thought, but we are engaged here only with forms
of existence, the external world, and these forms can never be
created by thought nor derived from it but only from the external
world. Hereupon the entire matter undergoes a change. We see
that principles are not the starting point of investigation but



 
 
 

the conclusion of it, they are not to be applied to nature and
history but are derived from them. Nature and Humanity are
not steered by principles, but principles are, on the other hand,
only correct so far as they correspond with nature and history.
That is just the materialistic conception of the matter, and the
opposite, that of Herr Duehring is the idealistic conception, it
turns things upside down and constructs a real world out of the
world of thought, arrangements, plans and categories existing
from everlasting before the world, just like Hegelianism.

As a matter of fact, we prefer Hegel's "Encyclopedia," with
all its fever phantoms, to the "final truths of the last instance" of
Herr Duehring. In the first place, according to Herr Duehring we
have the general scheme of the universe which by Hegel is called
"logic." Then according to both of them we have the application
of this scheme to nature by means of the logical categories, the
philosophy of nature, and finally their application to Humanity,
by what Hegel calls "the Philosophy of the Spirit." "The inner
logical arrangement" of Duehring's scheme brings us therefore
logically back to Hegel's "Encyclopedia" from which it is taken
with a fidelity which would move that Wandering Jew of the
Hegelian school, Professor Michelet of Berlin, to tears.

Such a result follows if one takes it for granted that
"consciousness," "thought," is something which has existed from
the beginning in contradistinction to nature. It would then be
of the greatest importance to bring consciousness and Nature,
thought and existence, into harmony, to harmonise the laws of



 
 
 

thought and the laws of Nature. But one enquires further what
are thought and consciousness and whence do they originate. It
is consequently discovered that they are products of the brain
of man, and that Humanity is itself a product of nature which
has developed in and along with its environment; wherefore it
becomes self-apparent that the products of the brain of man
being themselves, in the last instance, natural products, do not
contradict all the rest of Nature but correspond with it.

But Herr Duehring cannot allow so simple a treatment of
the subject. He thinks not only in the name of Humanity which
would be quite a large affair, but in the name of the conscious
and thinking beings of the whole universe. Indeed, it would be
"a degradation of the foundation concepts of knowledge and
consciousness if one should wish to exclude or even to throw
suspicion upon their sovereign value and undoubted claims to
truth by means of the epithet 'human.'" In order that there may
be no suspicion that upon some heavenly body or other twice
two may make five, Herr Duehring does not venture to call
thought a human attribute, and therefore he is obliged to separate
it from the only true foundation on which it rests, as far as
we are concerned, namely, from man and nature, and thereby
falls, without any possibility of getting out, into an "ideology"
which causes him to play baby to Hegel. It is self-evident
that one cannot build materialistic doctrines on foundations so
ideological. We shall see later that Herr Duehring is compelled
to push nature to the front as a conscious agent and, therefore, as



 
 
 

that, which people in plain English call God.
Indeed, our philosopher had other motives in shifting the

foundation of reality from the material world to that of thought.
The knowledge of this general scheme of the universe, of
these formal principles of being is just the foundation of Herr
Duehring's philosophy. If we derive the scheme of the universe
not from our own brain, but merely by means of our own brain,
from the material world, we need no philosophy, but simply
knowledge of the world and what occurs in it, and the results
of this knowledge likewise do not constitute a philosophy, but
positive science. In such a case, however, Herr Duehring's entire
book would have been love's labor lost.

Further, if no philosophy, as such, is longer required there
is no longer the necessity of any philosophy of nature even.
The view that all the phenomena of nature stand in systematic
mutual relations compels science to prove this systematic
interconnection in all respects, in single cases as well as in the
entirety. But an appropriate creative, scientific representation of
this mutual connection in such a way as to show the composition
of an exact thought-picture of the system of the universe in which
we live remains not only for us but for all time an impossibility.
Should such a final conclusive system of the interconnection
of the various activities of the universe, physical, as well as
intellectual and historical, ever be brought to completion at any
point of time in the history of the human race, human knowledge
would forthwith come to an end and future historical progress



 
 
 

would be cut off from the very moment in which society was
directed in accordance with the system, which would be an
absurdity, mere nonsense.

Man is therefore confronted by a contradiction, on the one
hand he is obliged to study the interconnections of the world-
system exhaustively, and, on the other hand, he is unable to fully
accomplish the task either as regards himself or as regards the
system of nature. This contradiction, however, does not consist
solely in the nature of the two factors World and Man; it is the
main lever also of universal intellectual progress and is solved
every day and for ever in an endless progressive development
of humanity, just as mathematical problems find their solution
in an endless progression of a recurring decimal. As a matter
of fact also every concept of the universe is subject to objective
limitations owing to the conditions of historical knowledge, and
subjectively in addition owing to the physical and mental make
up of the author of the concept. But Herr Duehring exhibits a
mode of thought which is confined in its application to a limited
and subjective idea of the universe. We saw earlier that he was
omnipresent, in all possible forms of the universe, now we see
that he is omniscient. He has solved the final problems of science
and has nailed up tight all future knowledge.

Herr Duehring considers that he can, as with the fundamental
forms of existence, produce aprioristically by means of his own
cogitations the whole of pure mathematics without making any
use of the experience which is afforded us in the objective world.



 
 
 

In pure mathematics the understanding is engaged "in its own
free creations and imaginations"; the concepts of number and
form are "self-sufficient objects proceeding from themselves"
and so have "a value independent of individual experience and
actual objective reality."

That pure mathematics has a significance independent of
particular individual experience is quite true as are also the
established facts of all the sciences and indeed of all facts.
The magnetic poles, the formation of water from oxygen and
hydrogen, the fact that Hegel is dead and that Herr Duehring
is alive, are facts independent of my experience or that of any
other single individual, and will be independent of that of Herr
Duehring himself, as soon as he shall sleep the sleep of the
just. But in pure mathematics the mind is not by any means
engaged with its own creations and imaginings. The concepts
of number and form have only come to us by the way of the
real world. The ten fingers on which men count and thereby
performed the first arithmetical calculations are anything but a
free creation of the mind. To count not only requires objects
capable of being counted but the ability, when these objects are
regarded, of subtracting all qualities from them except number
and this ability is the product of long historical development
of actual experience. The concept form is, like that of number,
derived exclusively from the external world and is not a purely
mental product. To it things possessed of shape were necessary
and these shapes men compared until the concept form was



 
 
 

arrived at. Pure mathematics considers the shapes and quantities
of things in the actual world, very real objects. The fact that
these objects appear in a very abstract form only superficially
conceals their origin in the world of external nature. In order
to understand these forms and qualities in their purity it is
necessary to separate them from their content and thus one gets
the point, without dimensions, the line, without breadth and
thickness, a and b, x and y, constants and variables, and we finally
first arrive at independent creations of the imagination and
intellect, imaginary magnitudes. Also the apparent derivation
of mathematical magnitudes from each other does not prove
their aprioristic origin, but only their rational interconnection.
Before one attained the concept that the form of a cylinder was
derived from the revolution of a rectangle round one of its sides,
he must have examined a number of rectangles and cylinders
even if of imperfect form. Like all sciences, mathematics has
sprung from the necessities of men, from the measurement of
land and the content of vessels, from the calculation of time
and mechanics. But, as in every department of thought, at a
certain stage of development, laws are abstracted from the actual
phenomena, are separated from them and set over against them,
as something independent of them, as laws, which apparently
come from the outside, in accordance with which the material
world must necessarily conduct itself. So, it has happened in
society and the state, so, and not otherwise, pure mathematics
though borrowed from the world is applied to the world, and



 
 
 

though it only shows a portion of its component factors is all the
better applicable on that account.

But as Herr Duehring imagines that the whole of pure
mathematics can be derived from the mathematical axioms,
"which according to purely logical concepts are neither capable
of proof nor in need of any, and without empirical ingredients
anywhere and that these can be applied to the universe, he
likewise imagines, in the first place, the foundation forms of
being, the single ingredients of all knowledge, the axioms of
philosophy, to be produced by the intellect of man; he imagines
also that he can derive the whole of philosophy or plan of the
universe from these, and that his sublime genius can compel
us to accept this, his conception of nature and humanity."
Unfortunately nature and humanity are not constituted like the
Prussians of the Manteuffel regime of 1850.

The axioms of mathematics are expressions of the most
elementary ideas which mathematics must borrow from logic.
They may be reduced to two.

(1) The whole is greater than its part; this statement is
mere tautology, since the quantitatively limited concept, "part,"
necessarily refers to the concept, "whole," – in that "part"
signifies no more than that the quantitative "whole" is made up
of quantitative "parts." Since the so-called axiom merely asserts
this much we are not a step further. This can be shown to be a
tautology if we say "The whole is that which consists of several
parts – a part is that several of which make up a whole, therefore



 
 
 

the part is less than the whole." Where the barrenness of the
repetition shows the lack of content all the more strongly.

(2) If two magnitudes are equal to a third they are equal
to one another; this statement is, as Hegel has shown, a
conclusion, upon the correctness of which all logic depends, and
which is demonstrated therefore outside of pure mathematics.
The remaining axioms with regard to equality and inequality
are merely logical extensions of this conclusion. Such barren
statements are not enticing either in mathematics or anywhere
else. To proceed we must have realities, conditions and forms
taken from real material things; representations of lines, planes,
angles, polygons, spheres, etc., are all borrowed from reality, and
it is just naive ideology to believe the mathematicians, who assert
that the first line was made by causing a point to progress through
space, the first plane by means of the movement of a line, and the
first solid by revolving a plane, etc. Even speech rebels against
this idea. A mathematical figure of three dimensions is called a
solid – corpus solidum – and hence, according to the Latin, a
body capable of being handled. It has a name derived, therefore,
by no means from the independent play of imagination but from
solid reality.

But to what purpose is all this prolixity? After Herr
Duehring has enthusiastically proclaimed the independence of
pure mathematics of the world of experience, their apriorism,
their connection with free creation and imagination, he says "it
will be readily seen that these mathematical elements (number,



 
 
 

magnitude, time, space, geometric progression), are therefore
ideal forms with relation to absolute magnitudes and therefore
something quite empiric, no matter to what species they belong."
But "mathematical general notions are, apart from experience,
nevertheless capable of sufficient characterization," which latter
proceeds, more or less, from each abstraction, but does not by any
means prove that it is not deprived from the actual. In the scheme
of the universe of our author pure mathematics originated in pure
thought, in his philosophy of nature it is derived from the external
world and then set apart from it. What are we then to believe?

 
The Scheme of the Universe

 
"All-comprehending existence is sole. It is sufficient to itself

and has nothing above or below it. To associate a second
existence with it would be to make it just what it is not, a
part of a constituent or all-embracing whole. When we conceive
of our idea of soleness as a frame there is nothing which can
enter into this, nothing which retains twofoldness can enter into
this concept of unity. But nothing can alienate itself from this
concept of unity. The essence of all thought consists in uniting
the elements of consciousness in a unity. The indivisible concept
of the universe has arisen by comprehending everything, and the
universe, as the word signifies, is recognised as something in
which everything is united into one unity."

So far Herr Duehring is quoted. The mathematical method,



 
 
 

"Everything must be decided on simple axiomatic foundation
principles, just as if it were concerned with the simple principles
of mathematics," this method is for the first time here applied.

"The all-embracing existence is sole." If tautology, simple
repetition in the predicate of what has been stated in the subject,
if this constitutes an axiom, then we have a splendid specimen.
In the subject Herr Duehring tells us that existence comprehends
everything, in the predicate he explains intrepidly that there is
nothing outside it. What a system-shaping thought. It is indeed
system-shaping until we find six lines further down that Herr
Duehring has transformed the soleness of being by means of our
idea of unity into its one-ness. As the work of all thought consists
in the bringing together of all thought into a unity so is existence,
as soon as it is conceived, thought of as a unity, an indivisible
concept of the universe, and because existence so conceived is
the sole universal concept, so is real existence, the real universe,
just as much an indivisible unity, and consequently "the beings in
the beyond have no further place as soon as the mind has learned
to comprehend existence in the homogeneous universality."

That is a campaign with which in comparison Austerlitz and
Jena, Koeniggratz and Sedan sink in insignificance. In a couple
of expressions after we have set the first axiom moving we
have abolished, put away, and destroyed all the inhabitants of
the spirit-world, God, the heavenly hierarchies, heaven, hell and
purgatory as well as the immortality of the soul.

How do we arrive at the idea of the unity of existence from that



 
 
 

of its soleness? As a matter of fact, we generally conceive it. As
we spread out our idea of unity as a frame around it the concept
of existence becomes the concept of unity, for the existence of
all thought consists in the bringing of elements of consciousness
into unity.

This last statement is simply false. In the first place thought
consists in the decomposition of objects of consciousness into
their elements as well as in the uniting of mutually connected
elements into a unity. There can be no synthesis without analysis.
In the second place, thought can, without error, only bring those
elements of consciousness into a unity in which or in the actual
prototypes of which this unity already existed beforehand. If
I comprehend a shoebrush under the class mammal, it does
not thereupon become a milk-giver. The unity of existence is
therefore just the thing which had to be proved in order to justify
his concept of thought as a unity, and if Herr Duehring assures
us that he regards existence as a unity and not as twofold he tells
us nothing more than that he himself personally thinks so.

To give a clear explanation of his method of reasoning, it
is as follows, "I begin with existence. Therefore I think of
existence. The idea of existence is an idea of unity. Thought
and existence must therefore belong together, they answer one
another, they mutually cover each other. Therefore existence is
in reality a unity and there are no beings beyond." But if Herr
Duehring had spoken thus plainly instead of entertaining us with
oracular statements, the ideology of his argument would have



 
 
 

been completely exposed. To attempt to undertake to prove from
the identity of thought and existence the reality of the result of
thought, that indeed were one of the fever-phantoms of a Hegel.

If his entire method of proof were really correct Herr
Duehring would not have gained a single point over the spiritists.
The spiritists would curtly reply, "The universe is simple from
our standpoint also. The division into the hither and the beyond
only exists from our special earthly original sin standpoint. In
its essence, that is God, the entire universe is a unity." And
they will take Herr Duehring with them to his beloved heavenly
bodies, and will show him one or more where no original sin can
be found, and where there is therefore no antagonism between
the hither and the beyond, and the oneness of the universe is a
demand of faith.

The most comical thing about the matter is that Herr Duehring
in order to prove the non-existence of God from his concept
of existence, furnishes the ontological proof of God's existence.
This runs as follows – If we think of God we think of Him as
the concept of complete perfection. To the idea of perfection
existence is a first essential, since a non-existent being is of
necessity imperfect. We must therefore add existence to the
perfections of God. Therefore God must exist. Thus Herr
Duehring reasons exactly. If we think of existence we think of it
as a concept. What is united into a concept is a unity, therefore
existence would not correspond with its concept if it were not a
unity. Therefore it must be a unity, therefore there is no God, etc.



 
 
 

If we speak of existence and merely of existence, the unity
can only consist in this that all objects with which it is concerned
are – exist. They are comprised under the unity of this common
existence, and no other, and the general dictum that they all
exist cannot give them any further qualities, common or not
common, but excludes all such from consideration in advance.
For as soon as we take a step beyond the simple fact that existence
is common to all things, the distinctions between these separate
things engage our attention, and if these differences consist in
this that some are black, some white, some alive, others not alive,
some hither and some beyond, we cannot conclude therefrom
that mere existence can be imputed to all of them alike.

The unity of the universe does not consist in its existence,
although its existence is a presumption of its unity, since it must
first exist before it can be a unit. Existence beyond the boundary
line of our horizon is an open question. The real unity of the
universe consists in its materiality, and this is established, not by
a pair of juggling phrases but by means of a long and difficult
development of philosophy and natural science.

With respect to the subject in hand; the existence which
Herr Duehring presents to us is "not that pure existence which
is self sufficient and without any other qualities, in fact, only
representing the antithesis of no-idea or absence-of-idea." Now
we shall very soon see that the universe of Herr Duehring has
its origin simultaneously with an existence which is without
essential differentiation, progress or change, and is therefore



 
 
 

merely in fact a contradiction of absence of thought, therefore
really nothing. From this non-existence is developed the present
differentiated, changeable universe which represents progressive
growth; and when we grasp this idea, only by virtue of this
eternal change do we arrive at "the concept of the self sufficing,
universal existence." We have therefore now the concept of
existence on a higher plane where it comprises within itself
stability as well as change, being as well as development. Arrived
at this point we find that "species and genera in fact the special
and the general, are the simplest forms of differentiation, without
which the constitution of things cannot be grasped."

But this is a means of distinguishing quality and after a
discussion of this part of the subject we proceed "Over against
the idea of species stands the idea of the whole, a homogeneity,
as it were, in which no differentiation of species can longer be
found," so we pass from quality to quantity and this is always
"capable of measurement."

Let us compare this "clear analysis of the actual, universal
scheme of things" and its "real, critical standpoint" with the
fever-phantasies of a Hegel. We find that Hegel's "Logic" begins
with existence as does that of Herr Duehring; that existence
displays itself as nothing, as with Herr Duehring; that out of this
not-being, a leap is made into being, and that existence is the
result of this, that is a more complete and higher form of being,
as with Herr Duehring. Being leads to quality, quality to quantity,
just as with Herr Duehring. And in order that no essential shall



 
 
 

be lacking Herr Duehring tells us elsewhere "from the realm of
absence of sensation man leaps to that of sensation in spite of all
the quantitative steps with but one qualitative leap … from which
we can show that he is entirely differentiated from the mere
gradation of one and the same quality." This is just the Hegelian
standard of measurement according to which mere quantitative
expansion or contraction causes a sudden qualitative change
at a given point, as for example with heated or cooled water,
there are points where the spring into a new set of conditions
is fulfilled under normal circumstances, and where therefore
quantity suddenly changes into quality.

Our investigation has likewise sought to penetrate to the
deepest roots, and discovers the rooted Duehring foundations
to be the "fever-phantasies" of a Hegel, the categories of the
Hegelian logic, in the first place, teachings in regard to existence
after the antique Hegelian method, and an ineffective cloak of
plagiarism.

And not content with purloining the whole scheme of
existence from his despised predecessors, Herr Duehring after
giving the above example of a change of quantity into quality has
the coolness to say of Marx, "Is it not comical, this appeal (of
Marx) to Hegelian confusion and mistiness, that quantity changes
into quality." Confused mixture, who changes his ground, who
is a comical fellow Herr Duehring?

All these pretty little statements are not only not "axiomatic
utterances" according to label, but are simply taken from foreign



 
 
 

sources, that is, from Hegel's "Logic." Of a truth there is
not revealed in the whole chapter the shadow of any "inner
connection," except so far as it is borrowed from Hegel, and the
whole talk about stability and change finally runs out into mere
garrulity on the subject of time and space.

From existence Hegel comes to substance, to the dialectic.
Here he treats of reflex-movements, antagonisms and
contradictions, positive and negative for example, and thence
proceeds to causality, or the conditions of cause and effect
and closes with necessity. Herr Duehring does not vary this
method. What Hegel calls the "doctrines of existence" Herr
Duehring has translated into "logical properties of existence."
These exist, above all else in the antagonism of forces, in
antithesis, Herr Duehring denies the antithesis in toto, but we
shall return to this matter later. Then he proceeds to causality and
thence to necessity. If Herr Duehring says of himself, "I do not
philosophise from a cage," he must mean that he philosophises
in a cage, the cage of the Hegelian arrangement of categories.
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