Cal A/S:5 1 C o R E PATR-N T =88 R ESS

SCEPTICISM
N
PHILOSOPHY




Rows

Collection

Plekhanov 1911

Scepticism in Philosophy

Source: Georgi PlekhanoGelected Philosophical Works
Volume 3 (Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1976), mR-80.
Transcribed: for the Marxist Internet Archive by Paul Flewers.

Moscow Editor’s Note: ‘This article was publishedSovremenny
Mir, no 7, 1911Sovremenny Mi(Contemporary World — a

literary, scientific and political monthly publistién St Petersburg
from 1906 to 1918. Raoul Richter (1871-1912) — Garndealist
philosopher.’

Raoul RichterScepticism in Philosophywolume 1 (translated
from the German by V Bazarov and B Stolpner, Liprarf

Contemporary Philosophy, Issue 5, Shipovnik Publish St
Petersburg, 1910).

I

This is a very interesting book. It should be read reread and
that more than once. It deals with the very latpststions in
knowledge, and presents these very well. But @ alsffers from
at least one substantial shortcoming: the proffeselditions of
these well-presented questions are unsatisfaciidngrefore, in
reading and rereading the book, one has to be authston the
alert. The more so as the author possesses istatigand no little
knowledge and readers can be easily influencedry h
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The author’s work is still unfinished; this is ortlye first volume.
R Richter says:

The final solution concerning the measure of tiedghtained in the
realist or idealist views must be held over tilllVime 2. Here we
have been concerned first of all to show in bo#s#views ways
out which have not been obstructed by the scepticsantiquity
and permit us at least to discern the properti¢kinfis. (p 281)

That must be kept in mind. However, judging by toatents of
Volume 1, we may already say with all justificatithvat R Richter,
if he does not exactly uphold the point of viewidéalism, has
assimilated many of its arguments; and this fastraught a very
noticeable and very annoying element of confusino his world-
outlook. The translators, Messrs V Bazarov and @p&er, have
not noticed this weak point of the German writénisiclear why:
idealism has regrettably wrought even greater hawocheir

world-outlook too. But an unbiased person, capabl¢hinking

consistently and of reading the book carefully,| wedsily find

where R Richter has gone wrong. His work is conegnwith the
qguestion of scepticism. The sceptics used to saydevnot know
the criterion of truth. Anyone agreeing with them this point
must admit that their position is unshakeable. BWRichter does
not agree with them. How does he refute the prdiposihat is the
key to the whole of their position? What, in hiewi is the
criterion of truth, and, finally, the famous questiwhich Pontius
Pilate put to the arrested Jesus — what is truth?

‘Truth’, replies R Richter, ‘is @aoncept of relationshijpexpressing
the relationship of judgements to the senses ofubgct.’ (p 347)
Elsewhere he says:

Truth... is a concept the source of which is thend spirit; to
find it is a task set by the human spirit alonaj #merefore to be
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resolved by it alone; it is a knot tied by the hunspirit and
therefore to be unravelled by it alone... A truthitself is... an
utterly unrealisable thought. (p 191)

It follows from this that, according to Richter, lpnthe
relationship of the truth to the subject is possiltle is not a bit
afraid of this conclusion. He declares categoncall

It goes without saying that we reject the ordindsgfinition of
truth as ‘agreement between the conception andbigsct’, and
this for two reasons. First, the sense of the exidéaches only to
judgements and not conceptions. Secondly, the gasmof the
relationship between conceptions and objects — &nmid
assumption is the basis of the definition givenvabe is either
apetitio principii® or a remote result — and one, moreover,
disputed by all idealists — of applying criteria wtith. Both
characteristics are circumstances that are fatetiggly for a
definition of truth. (p Ivi)

Let us examine this. A particular person seemsddarbe pale. Is
that true? A stupid question! Once a particulasperseems to me
to be pale, there is nothing to argue about; thahdoubtedly how
he seems to me. It is quite another matter if,hos lbasis, | utter
the judgement: ‘That man is ill.” It may be true,ibmay be false.
In which case is it true? In the case when my jutg#

corresponds to the actual state of the person’#hhda which

case is it false? That is self-evident: when theiacstate of the
person’s health and my judgement on it do not spwad. That
means that truth is precisely correspondence betwte

judgement and its object. In other words, it is th&finition

rejected by R Richter which is correétTo put it another way:
our author says that truth is related only to thbject. On this
point he is strongly influenced by idealism. Thealtist denies the
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existence of the object outside human consciousiéssefore he
cannot define truth as a certain relationship betwtbe judgement
of the subject and the actual state of the obaatbeing reluctant
to contradict idealism, R Richter comes into cafivith the most
legitimate requirements of logic. His view on thié@erion of truth
iS a great, one may say an unpardonable, mistak@endidered it
my duty to draw the attention of Russian readershts error
which Messrs Bazarov and Stolpner failed to notcel could not
notice, because they too, regrettably, are infestéuidealism.

I1

R Richter thinks that once we accept the existentea
relationship between conception (more correctligggment) and
object, we are committing @etitio principii. But where is
thepetitio principiiin what | have said about the necessary and
adequate conditions for the truth of the judgemthat pale man

is ill? In what | said on this subject there issign of the logical
error which so frightens our author that he wardsfi by an
obvious and gross blunder — as the saying goegingout of the
frying pan into the fire.

We already know what is the matter. In saying: jonyggement of
a particular person’s state of health is correty dnt agrees with

the actual state of the particular person’, | asuasng something
which is unacceptable to idealists and which, aRiéhter says,
they dispute. This assumption is that the objectist&x
independently of my consciousness. But an objeastieg

independently of my consciousness is an objeds#lfi In

assuming that objects have such existence, | aectmgy the
fundamental tenet of idealism thedse= percipi, that is to say,
that being is equal to being-in-consciousness.ABRichter wants
none of this. True, the object mentioned in my exans such a
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special one that only very few idealists venturapply to it their
principle ofesse = percipil ask, how may one be sure that a
particularmanis ilI? But what do these wor@sse = percipmean

in theirapplication to man@They mean that there are no other
people than the person who at that particular mamen
proclaiming the principle. The consistent applicatiof this
principle leads tsolipsism The overwhelming majority of
idealists, despite the most inexorable demandsogit,| do not
venture to go as far as to landswlipsism Very many of them
stop at the point of view which is now callsolohumanismThis
means that, for them, being remains being-in-consciess, in the
consciousness, however, not of an individual bulbthe human
race. To agree with them, one would have to ansiweeguestion:
‘Is there an external world?’ by saying: ‘Outsidggsalf, that is to
say, independently of my consciousness, there listbe human
race. Everything else — the stars, the planetaiglanimals, etc —
exist only in human consciousness.’

The reader will recall the conversation betweensthi@ik and the
philosopher Khoma Bru#

‘Who are you, where do you come from, and whatoisrycalling,
good man?’, asked the sotnik.

‘A seminarist, student of philosophy, Khoma Brut...
‘Who was your father?’
‘I don’t know, honoured sir.’

‘Your mother?’
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‘I don’'t know my mother either. It is reasonable doppose, of
course, that | had a mother; but who she was, dretevshe came
from, and when she lived — upon my soul, good slgn’t know.’

Obviously, the philosopher Khoma Brut was far franverse to
criticism. Only sound reasoning convinced him thathad had a
mother. But he nevertheless admitted her existeHeedid not
say: ‘My mother exists (or existed) only in my colsisness.’ If
he had said so (considering himself born of a womhao existed
only in his consciousness), he would have beswlipsist Though
he was no stranger to criticism, he did not gdehgth of drawing
such a conclusion. Therefore, we may presume thabbk his
stand, for example, asblohumanism If this presumption is
correct, he did not confine himself to admittings hnhother’s
existence alone, but in general recognised therdpty of
individuals’. He did deny, however, the existenugependently of
consciousness of those objects on which theseithdils act in
the process of social production. So that if higshapwas, shall
we say, a baker, he would have had to confessstimatexisted
independently of his consciousness, whereas the bne baked
existed only in her and his mind and in the mindstlee
individuals who bought and ate them, naively imagjrthat these
buns had existence in themselves, independentlyhwhan
consciousness. If he saw a herdsman driving hidecas a
solohumanist he would have had to admit that theddmean
existed independently of his consciousness, wtike lerd of
cows, sheep and pigs existed only in his mind anthat of the
herdsman tending those conceptual animals. He wwaud had to
utter a similar ‘judgement’ when he saw protrudifigm the
pocket of his worthy fellow-traveller Khalyava thege tail of the
fish that had been filched by the learned theologidhe
theologian exists independently of the consciousnet the
philosopher Khoma Brut, but the pilfered fish has ather
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existence except in the consciousness of thesddaraed men,
and, of course, the ox-cart driver from whom Khalyaad filched
it. Philosophy of this sort is, as you see, distisged by its great
profundity. There is only one thing wrong: on theryw same day
and at the very same hour when the philosopher Kh&mut
recognised that the theologian Khalyava (or thetori@an
Gorobets, it's all the same) had being apart frons h
consciousness, he would have run into irrecon@labhtradiction
with the principle oksse = percipihe would have had to admit
that the concepieingis in no way conveyed by the
concepibeing-in- consciousness.

The erudite R Richter looks down on simple-mindealists with

the lofty disdain of the ‘critical’ thinker; but hhimself is so
thoroughly infected with idealism that he is contghe blind to

the comical artlessness which, to a greater orefesgtent, is
characteristic of all varieties of this philoso@litrend. He takes
seriously those arguments of idealist philosophyctvideserve
only to be laughed at, and in consequence he cavesong

definition of truth. Here is how he formulates ttieeoretical-

cognitive credo of ‘extreme’ idealism:

There exist no things, objects, realities, bodmdependent of the
conceptions of them in a consciousness, and tihgshperceived
by the senses are completely dissolved in the stingeand ideal
parts of which they are composed. (p 247)

Let us assume that this is true — that no thinggats and bodies
exist independently of the conceptions of themansciousness.
But if every particular person exists independendf the
consciousness of other people, it positively carmotsaid that
there are norealities independent of consciousness. Surely every
person existing independently of other people’sscmusness
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must be regarded as an indisputable reality, elengh at the
same time — in accordance with our first assumptiore regarded
him as an incorporeal being. The penetrating R tRictoes not
realise this. Further. If an incorporeal man nanhegh exists
independently of the consciousness of an incorponaa called
Pyotr, he may express certain judgements aboutr.Pybiese
opinions will be true only if they correspond taliy. In other
words, the incorporeal lvan’s judgements aboutdtvedition of
the incorporeal Pyotr are true only if Pyotr isfatt what lvan
considers him to be. This must be admitted by eveealist,

except, of course, the solipsist, who denies tharapty of

individuals. And whoever admits this, by the samkeh also
admits that truth consists in a judgement confognanits object.

I11

Richter says:

Deeply penetrating research is fathoming more aackerthelaw-
governed relationshipketween things and within them, and less
and less the things themselves; these it is simiiglyolving in the
complex of such relationships. Consequently, ttsilte of this
research may for the most part be easily formulatedhe
language of any particular philosophical trend jded it does not
attack these relationships, though it may haveows opinion
about the concept of the thing. When the histowates of a ruler
possessing a noble or base soul, he merely wisheaytthat the
ruler concerned usually responded to such and suehts with
morally high or low thoughts, feelings and volitadnmpulses,
and it is irrelevant to the historian whether tbalsxists or not. (p
289)
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Of course, for an historian it is a matter of ifelience whether
thesoulexists or not. But it is by no means a matter of
indifference to him whether theuler’ about whose actions he is
forming a judgement exists or not. And it is pretysthe ‘ruler’
who plays here the part of the disputdurig. Let us admit for a
moment that natural science is in fact dissolvimggs more and
more in the complex of relationships. Can the shmesaid of the
social sciences? Where is the sociologist who wdadde his
judgements on the proposition that people do nwt,ethat there
are only social relationships... of people? Susl@ologist could
be met with only in a mental institution. If that o, it is evident
that not every ‘philosophical trend’ can be rectatti with
scientific research, at least into social phenomé&ia example,
the concept of evolution plays a titanic part inntemmporary
sociology. Can this concept be reconciled with ¢hpisilosophical
trends under whose influence our author elaboraigdiefinition

of the criterion of truth? If what we call the esttal world exists
only in people’s consciousness, can we speak withnwaugur’s
smile of those periods in the earth's development
which precededhe coming of the zoological species we call homo
sapiens? If space and time are only forms of copiion
(Anschauunpthat | myself possess, it is clear that whendl mibt
exist these forms did not exist either, that is&y, there was no
time and no space, so that, when | assert, foanmast, that Pericles
lived long before me, | am talking arrant nonsenseit not
obvious that the ‘philosophical’ trend bearing tiname of
solipsism can in no way be reconciled with the emicof
evolution? It maybe objected, perhaps, that if tisistrue as
regardssolipsism it is untrue in relation tesolohumanismsince
solohumanism recognises the existence of the hua@ then,
while this race is still around, there will exisbth forms of
contemplation which are peculiar to it, that isagp and time.
However, the following must be remembered. First,
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solohumanism, as we have seen, totally excludesi#ve of man
as a product of zoological evolution. Secondlytirie does not
exist independently of the consciousness of theiohaals making
up the human race, it is quite incomprehensiblera/fnge get the
right to assert that one of these individuals liveatlier than
another, for example, that the celebrated AtheRaricles lived
prior to the notorious Frenchman Briand. Why canneé put it
the other way round, namely, that Briand precededcles? Is it
not because our judgements adapt themselves htre tbjective
sequence of events, which does not depend upon rhuma
consciousness? And if that is indeed the reasahni clear that
those thinkers were right who averred that althosgdice and time
asformal elements of consciousnessst not outside us, but
within us, nevertheless to both these elementstherrespond
certain objective (that is, independent of consan@ss)
relationships of things and processes? Is it nanpfinally, that
only by admitting the existence of these objectefationships do
we have any possibility of constructing a scieattfieory which
will explain the emergence of the human race itsdh the forms
of consciousness peculiar to it! Being is not dateed by
consciousness, but consciousness by being.

Nowadays, some people like to dilate on the disbns between
the ‘sciences of nature’ and the ‘sciences of celturhe writers
who enjoy discussing this theme are all withoutegtion more or
less inclined to consistent idealism. They arengyio find a
refuge for their idealist notions in the ‘sciencdésulture’. But, in
fact, these sciences, that is, the social scient®ei broad meaning
of the term, are even less reconcilable with idgealithan the
natural science. The social science presupposeastyso8ociety
presupposes a plurality of individuals. A pluralay individuals
makes inevitable the distinction between the irdiial as he
exists in himself and the same individual as he exists in the
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consciousness of other people, as well as in his. 6vnd that
returns us to that theory of cognition against Whiepresentatives
of various trends of philosophical idealism havasad their
differing voices. The solohumanist is bound to attke cardinal
principle of this theory, which says that apartnirdeing-in-
consciousness there is also being-in-oneself. IBusblohumanist
denies the existence of all ‘things’ and ‘bodieBd him, people
are essentially nothing more than the bearers obaousness,
that is, nothing more than incorporeal beings. leahtollows that
everyone interested in ‘the last word’ in knowledget desirous
of steering clear of solipsism, is faced with andima. To regard
himself as an incorporeal being, or to agree whih taterialist
Feuerbach:leh bin ein wirkliches, ein sinnliches Wesen, ja de
Leib in seiner Totalitat ist mein Ich, mein Weselbst’ (‘l am a
real, sensual being, a body; it is this body, takeits totality,
which is myegq my essence.’)

If R Richter had taken all this into consideratidns interesting

book would have been even more interesting andmpeoably

richer in correct philosophical content. But if Ined taken account
of it, he would have been an exception among ptetenGerman
writers on philosophical matters. But to his misioe, there is
nothing exceptional about him just as, to theirfantsine, there is
nothing exceptional about his Russian translatets) failed to

notice the weakness of their author’s arguments.

IV

| stated, and | trust have proved, that R Richgetaeply infected
with idealism. Now | think it would be useful to cgt¢hat the most
profound and most orderly system of idealism — Hsge
philosophy — has obviously much less attractiorhfor than other
less profound and less orderly systems of idealismould say
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more. It is very plain that he has not botheredseimtrying to
understand Hegel. Here is a vivid example.

At the beginning of his book, having examined thstdrmical
prerequisites of Greek scepticism, R Richter hastercaution his
readers:

However, it would be quite wrong to conclude fronmstthat the
achievements of the sceptical philosophers we lamatdo discuss
were insignificant, as though all they had to doswséilfully to
select and methodically to compare the ideas af gnedecessors,
as though, in the Hegelian sense, according torélasonable
development of the world they were bound to comerwand as
they did. We hope, on the contrary, that by ouroskpn of the
philosophy of scepticism we shall succeed in prgvia complete
originality — an originality that is quite astonisf. Historical
prerequisites are not yet spiritual causes. Thatsgl father of
philosophical scepticism was the genius of Pyriduagd not the
philosophers before him nor world reason, aboutthve know
absolutely nothing. (pp 60-61)

That passage could never have been written by anwi had
taken the trouble to read Hegélsrlesungen lber die Geschichte
der Philosophie Did the demands of ‘self-developing world
reason’ induce Hegel to exclude the ‘complete osdljly’ of the
creators of the most important philosophical systnBy no
means. Did Hegel ever oppose world reason to theugeof
individual thinkers? Decidedly never. But that ustj the trouble:
contemporary German authors of philosophical tseatiknow
Hegel very badly. They are idealists, but the contef their
idealism is infinitely poorer than that of Hegelf €urse, Hegel
loses nothing at all by being ignored by present-German
writers; it is they who are the losers. Hegel wageat master of
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the ‘treatment of ideas’, and he who desires teattideas’ must
pass through his school, even if he does not dHagel’s idealist
views. Conversely, present-day German writers wieooacupied
with philosophical questions treat ideas very cllynsThis is
especially noticeable where they need most ofoatlisplay their
intellectual powers, namely, when they are callpdruto defend
their idealist standpoint. It is precisely this miothen that these
people, who speak so contemptuously of ‘naive ddigtsg
themselves produce in their arguments some realspefnaive
dogmatism®

V

The first volume of Richter’'s work is a study ofdek scepticism.
The first chapter outlines the history of this sahaf philosophy,
the second sets forth its teaching, while the thdrd criticism of
the doctrine of scepticism. Let us dwell for a moinen the third
chapter.

Greek scepticism posed three fundamental questigngv/hat is
the nature of things? 2) What should be our agittalthings? 3)
What will result for us from this attitude? Its ares to the first
question was that every thesis on the nature ofgghimay be
opposed by an equally well-founded antithesis: thathat their
nature is unknown to us. To the second questioaptgism
replied that our attitude to things must be oneauoefonditional
scepticism, always abstaining from making a judgenad any
kind (sceptical Emoyn’). Lastly, the third question was answered
in the sense that abstention from expressing judgémives one
imperturbability of mind gtaraxid) and the absence of suffering
(apatheig that make for happiness. What has Richter tors&ys
criticism of scepticism regarding these replies?
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Let us take the reply to the first question. In arsalysis of it,
Richter distinguishes the following fundamental dietical and
cognitive positions: first, extreme realism; secorektreme
idealism; third, moderate realism, which he alsscanoderate
idealism or ideal-realism. According to him, scejstin is capable
of mastering only the first of these positions, e&m that of
extreme realism; the other two are quite beyoiad it99).

But we have already seen that the philosophicaldti® which

Richter gives the title of extreme idealism (thgtin fact, more or
less consistent idealism) leads to insoluble andictaus

contradictions. One would have to be very part@al‘d@xtreme

idealism’ to imagine that it could possibly be retgad as an at all
lasting philosophical position. Therefore, | shadt enlarge upon
it further, but shall turn my attention to ‘extremealism’ and
‘ideal-realism’.

The Greek Sceptics, for example, posed the questohoney
sweet or bitter? To the majority of people it isegty but there are
certain invalids to whom honey seems bitter. Thepscs
concluded from this that we cannot know the truimeaof honey.
It is easy to notice that, in posing the above tiolesthe Sceptics
believed that honey could be either sweet or bittatself, quite
apart from the person tasting it. But when | sat tioney is sweet
(or bitter) | only mean that it gives me the selosabf sweetness
(or Dbitterness). Sensation presupposes a subjecd g
experiencing it. When there is no such subjectrethis no
sensation. To ask whether honey is sweet or Littétself is as
absurd as to ask what a particular sensation is wiexe is no one
to experience it. Yet this question, absurd asay ime, is perfectly
legitimate from the viewpoint which Richter callgreme realism.
This viewpoint identifies the properties of the atij with the
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sensations these properties stimulate in us. Richtes a good
illustration of the standpoint of extreme realismen he says:

The tree whose leaves | see green, whose barkldree®, whose
hard trunk | touch, whose sweet fruit | taste ahd tustle of
whose topmost branches | hear, also ihasselfgreen leaves,
brown bark, a hard trunk, sweet fruit and rustlimgnches. (p
200)

Richter also notes correctly that, so far as s@ens
concernedsuchrealism died long ago. The materialist Democritus
was already able to distinguish the propertiesnodlgiect from the
sensations aroused in us by those propertiese IBteptics could
confound their adversaries by posing such questsnss honey
sweet or bitter in itself? — one may only concluldat both they
themselves and their adversaries, who were appanemable to
stand up to them, were (to use the terminology Bhier has
assimilated) ‘extreme realists’, that is to sayeythheld a quite
untenable theory of cognition. In this regard, Rechis not
mistaken.

V1

| pass on to ideal-realism. By ideal-realism (calidealism, or
moderate realism) R Richter understands that viewichv
acknowledges the existence of things independetheotubiject,
but ‘does not ascribe to these real things, asr tbhbjective
properties, all the component parts of perceptiorh,only some of
them’ (p 221).

He points out correctly that this theory of cogmtienjoys the
widest recognition among contemporary naturalitzording to
this theory, definite sensationsrrespondo definite properties or
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conditions of things, but daot resembl¢hem in any way. A
definite sound corresponds to definite vibratiohghe air, but the
sensation of sound does not resemble the vibratmnghe
atmospheric particles. This can also be said odat@mns of light,
produced by vibrations of the ether, and so on.sTimis theory
distinguishes thprimary properties of bodies from
their secondanproperties, or the properties of the first ordent
the properties of the second order. The propeofigise first order
are sometimes called the physico-mathematical tipgbf things.
These include, for instance, density, shape, extenBointing out
the distinction between the primary propertieshmfigs and their
secondary properties, Richter remarks that thistindison
completely invalidates the argument of the Scepttsch was
based on the relativity of sensual perception,efample, on the
fact that honey seems sweet to one person and tati@nother.
From this relativity, the Sceptics deduced thatndbki were
unknowable. But to the ‘moderate realists’ this wtdmn is quite
wrong. Indeed, colour exists only in relationshg light, and
changes with changing light. This also applies #yxato the
temperature of a given body, which induces in ussaions of
either heat or cold, according to the temperatesell of our
blood, and so on. But from this it follows only ttsensations are
not primary properties of things, but the effectsthe action of
objects possessing certain primary properties ujbpensubject.
That is all quite true. Here Richter is once agguite right. But
then he goes on to say:

If, finally, the moderate realist cannot come toedoncilably
contradictory judgements on the secondary promeiethings
because, in his view, it is not through sensatiahsll that the
properties of things become knovam the other hand, he can get
to know very welthe real properties which correspond to the
purely subjective sensations, that is to say, whigle irritants,
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arouse these sensations. For these irritants weyslof a spatial,
material, and consequently in principle knowabltirea (p 241)

It is impossible to accept this without a very ses reservation.
Take note of Richter's argument with which he afi&srio prove,
in refutation of the Sceptics, that the moderatalise ‘cannot
come to irreconcilably contradictory judgementstio@ secondary
properties of things’. And why not? ‘Because, ia Yiiew, it is not
through sensations at all that the properties aigth become
known.” That is not true. Though it is true thatnyadmoderate
realists’, submitting to the influence of idealsejudices, imagine
that the properties of things cannot become knotwough
sensations. But how, indeed, can they not becoraekd A thing
excites a particular sensation. This capacity tmwse a sensation
in us is the property of the thing. Consequentlgeothe particular
sensation is known, this particular property of timng also
thereby becomes known. Therefore we must say taet @pposite
to what Richter said: according to ‘moderate realigwe shall
call it this for the time being), in general, ittlsrough sensations
(it would be more exact to say: by means of semss)j that the
properties of things are known. This seems to barclOnly one
argument could really be advanced against thig:ttleasensation
aroused by the particular property of a thing clesnwith the
changing condition of the subject. But we haveaalyeseen that
this objection will not stand up to criticism. Satien is
theresultof interaction of object and subject. It is qurtatural
that this result should dependt onlyon the properties of the
object, not only on the properties of what is beic@nknown, but
also on the properties of the knowing subject. Hmwgthis quite
natural circumstance does not in any way proveuthkowability
of things.® Quite the contrary. It proves their knowabilityhd
sensual and knowing subject not only can, but imtage
circumstances must, be regarded as an objectxéon@e, when
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we are referring to an invalid in whom particulamggs produce
unusual sensations. If honey tastes sweet to airmgood health
and bitter to an invalid, only one conclusion maydryawn from
this, viz: that in certain circumstances the huneaganism is
capable of reacting in an unusual fashion to andefirritant. This
capacity is an objective property which can be istlidthat is to
say, known. Which means — and there is no neeck taftaid of
repeating this — that in accordance with the célyramderstood
view of ‘moderate realismin sensations generally the properties
of things become knowmhis, in turn, signifies that those who
contend that things are unknowable, citing in suppb this the
complete dissimilarity between a sensation (forngpla, sound)
and the objective process that produces it (in ¢hse, the wave-
like motion of the air) are making a great mistakéhe domain of
the theory of knowledge. Incidentally, all that wesd against the
knowability of things by Kant and his followershased upon this
mistake. It was also at the bottom of Greek sciegnticWe see that
Richter himself is far from being free from it. hs also because,
as we stated above, he is deeply infected witHiglealLooking at
his ‘case’ from the angle of my theory of cognitidrwould say
that in succumbing to the influence of idealism¢hHRer acquired
the ‘property’ of comprehending incorrectly thedrmeaning of
the ‘moderate realist’ view. His subjective statstatted in a
definite (and moreover most undesirable) way theceupon him
of the logic of this view. But this has not rendeegther Richter or
the doctrine of ‘moderate realism’ unknowable.

V11

In making his remarks regarding the unknowability the
properties of things in sensations, Richter adragsye have seen,
that ‘on the other hand, the “moderate realisti get to know
very well” the real properties which correspond to the purely
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subjective sensations’. This expression ‘to theelyusubjective
sensations’ is very characteristic of Richter a#l a® of all those
philosophising writers who, like him, have more ¢&ss
succumbed to idealism. We shall recognise it asn evmre
characteristic if we turn our attention to the dosmn which
Richter finally reaches on the matter under disonss

In so far as the elements of perception can beettaback to
properties of things, these properties are basyckhtiowable. In so
far as the component parts of perception as praogerof things
would be unknowable, they are in general not proesr of
things.(p 241, author’s italics)

What does Richter mean here by the component pairts
perception which are unknowable as properties ahg#?
Sensations. Why? Because sensationspaneely subjective(my
italics); they do not belong to the properties lué bbject which
arouses these sensations in the subject. GoodisLitke this for
granted, keep it in mind, and ponder the followex@mple taken
from Uberweg — if my memory serves me right.

In a cellar there are a barrel of meal and two mide cellar is
locked, there are no chinks in the floor, on théinge or in the

walls, so no other mice can get in. Finding therewlin the
happy possession of a whole barrel of meal, our mce set
about bringing into the world little mice who ards@imbued with

the lust for life thanks to the abundant food syppi due course
they too reproduce a generation of mice, who tlenrgto repeat
the same story. Thus the number of mice continn@sctease and
the store of food decreases. Finally the momemeswhen the
barrel is completely empty. What is the outcome?sithat a
definite quantity of an object which devoidof sensation (meal)
has been transformed into a definite quantity gécdisthat have
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sensationsfor example: they suffer hunger now that all theal
has gone (mice). The capacity to have sensatigusti&is much a
property of certain organisms as is their capdoitstimulate in us,
say, certain visual sensations. Therefore, frora pluint of view
too, Richter is wrong in saying that everythingrgy subjective’
is beyond the meaning of the concept: propertieghofgs. |
aml — for myself and at the same timhbou —for another. | am a
subject and at the same time an object. The sukject separated
from the object by an impassable gulf. Consistdritopophical
thought convinces us of the unity of subject angeab ‘That
which for me subjectively; says Feuerbach, ‘is a purely spiritual,
insensible act, is in itselfbjectively a material, sensible act.’
This conception of the unity of subject and objescthe heart of
contemporary materialism. It is in this that wedfinhe true
meaning of ‘moderate realism’ (or ideal-realismjors which it
follows that ‘moderate realism’ is nothing but m&bsm, but a
materialism that is timid, inconsistent, hesitatingpursuing its
conclusions to the very end and making more or $agsificant
and (in any case) illegitimate concessions to ideal

VIII

So far we have dealt with, strictly speaking, tlmstfquestion
posed by the Sceptics, namely, are things knowakhewe have
seen that our author, infected with idealist prigjes, has not an
entirely correct view of this question. But whatedde say about
the other two basic questions posed by Greek st&p®? As
regards these, he argues as follows:

The Sceptics’ reply to Timon’s last two basic gims: What
should be our attitude to things? and: What wilufefor us from
this attitude? — only draws the conclusions fromgblution of the
first and most important problem concerning thaureabf things.



Rows

Collection

Scepticism in Philosophy G.V. Plekhanov Halaman 21

Criticism after examining this solution: ‘thingseaunknowable’,
and rejecting it as unjustified, no longer needethvestigate the
negative and positive consequences of the baswpwiat of

scepticisnmin isolation since they claim validity only
presupposing that viewpoint. (p 370)

Quite so. If criticism found the Sceptics’ assartibat things are
unknowable to be erroneous, it must recognise asless

erroneous the belief that we should refrain frommiag any

judgements about things, and equally erroneousclhien that

such abstention is essential for our happinesst i§tal true. But
since it is true, | again cease to understand Richitle has
admitted that only an ‘extreme realist’ would fitiee Sceptics’
arguments irrefutable. ‘Moderate realism’ and evertreme

idealism’, in his opinion, refute these argumerasilg. As has
been already said, so far as idealism is conceRietiter is in this
case wrong. ldealism is quite incapable of refusagpticism for
the simple but fully adequate reason that it itselffers from

insoluble contradictions. However, | have no in@mbf returning

to that subject here. | shall repeat just one thilhthe ‘moderate
realist’ and the ‘extreme idealist’ are quite cdpatf refuting the
Sceptic’'s arguments, neither of them requires tokemany

concession whatever to the sceptical mode of thoiYgt Richter

himself makes some very important concessions téetsays that
‘from the very first’ a dose of scepticism has begeulating in

the blood of modern man (pp 348-49) and beseechds show
some ‘resignation’ regarding questions of cognitjprii92). Why
resignation? With what object? Well, just listerthcs:

We must... whether we like it or not, learn frone tsceptics and
admit that the truth which is undoubtedly accesstblus is truth
pertaining only to man, and that truth which we general, can
conceive, is truth pertaining to beings similarawrselves. We
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must not, on the other hand, be carried away &suwatrof this to
the premature conclusion that we must, for thisoaadespair of
ever finding the truth... But this resignation wile made much
easier for us by the fact that everything we carnnoany way
conceive also does not pertain to us, does notecongs, can
leave us indifferent. Only he who has partakenhef @pple feels
the urge to do so again, and is distressed if dethis enjoyment.
But he who cannot form any conception of this semsaf taste
will not miss the apple. Only those who have |dirt sight are
unhappy; those born blind are not. As regards dxiraan
knowledge — if there is such a thing — we are athtblind. (pp
192-93)

Throughout all the foregoing there is a very obsi@and nasty
note of philistinism. A fine consolation indeedtthge did not lose
our sight but were born blind! Why did Richter hawadrag in this
‘consolation'? He only wished to console us because we,
humans, cannot know ‘extra-human’ truth. Accordiadiim, this
is not a very great misfortune. | could not agremeywith him; in
fact, as | see it, it is not a misfortune herellat g&hall go further:
the very thought that it is misfortune, even ifyal tiny one, is
rooted in the mistaken theory of cognition | sp@fmut earlier.
The process of the subject getting to know theathgethe process
whereby the former arrives at a correct opinionthef latter. The
object becomes known to the subject only becausecdpable of
influencing the subject in a certain way. Thereforee cannot
speak of cognition where there is no relationshgiwieen the
subject and the object. But those soft-hearted I|peano, like
Richter, find it necessary to console us becausa-&xman truth
is beyond us, do admit (perhaps unnoticed by thiesethat
knowledge of an object is possible even where tieer® subject
getting to know it. They even imagine that such vdedge —
knowledge independent of the subject, that is yo theat notorious
knowledge of ‘things-in-themselves’ spoken of bynKand other
‘critical’ philosophers in contemporary philosophyis the only
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real knowledge. If we could have knowledgethaitkind we
should not be born blind, and would not need Rithtgroffered
consolation.

Messrs Bazarov and Stolpner might, perhaps, olijeat their
author does not admit the possibility of such avedge of
‘things-in-themselves’. But they would not be rigtttall.

Let us assume that, indeed, Richter does not atiimipossibility.

But why? Precisely because, and only because,ihlestthat it is

inaccessible to man. He does not realise khawledge

independent of the person knowing it, iscomtradictio in

adjecto— a logical absurdity. One person is convinced tha

creature which the Greeks called a chimera doesamdtcannot
exist. Another thinks that there is such a creabhuewe cannot
know anything about it owing to the special way bodies are
constituted. What do you think, can one assertlib#t these men
have the same view of the unknowability of the ama? It is

clear that they have not. If | think that the chimmeloes not and
cannot exist, | can only laugh at those who areegrbecause it
is inaccessible to their cognition; all talk ofigggation would here
be an insult to common sense. And yet Richter denmsi it

necessary to preach such resignation. How is isiplesto avoid

feeling that he resembles the man who admits tistegice of the
chimera, but believes it to be inaccessible tahgnition?

IX

Richter’s inclination to extreme idealism in hisa¢hing on the
criterion of truth arises out of his inability tdexd his idealist
prejudices in the theory of cognition. Accordinghion, it would

appear that truth for man is truth of some kingetondary, lower
category. Hence his recommendation that we sholldws
‘resignation’, that is to say, be reconciled witle impossibility of

knowing higher truth, truth of the first catego¥ye have seen that
his teaching on the criterion of truth must be ¢tgd as utterly
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unsound. Truth is related not only to the subjedt d&so to the
object. That opinion of the object, which corresg®rto its real
state, is a true opinion. That which is true fomnim also true in
itself, precisely because a correct opinion trudypidts the actual
state of things? Therefore there is no point in our talking of
resignation.

If we throw a man into the fire, he will be burtiat is truth for
him. And if we throw a cat into the fire? It toollAbe burnt. That
is truth for the cat. Does truth for the man irstbase resemble
truth for the cat? They are as like as two peashiWMoes that
mean? It means that truth for man has an objesiiyeificance
that is not confined to the human race. Naturdhgre are truths
which are applicable only to the human race. Thedés are the
judgements that correspond to the actual statell gbaaticular
human feelings, thoughts or relationships. But tlues not affect
the main point. The important thing is that truelgaments
regarding the natural laws are true not only fonpathough man
alone is capable of forming such judgements. Syatiernognition
of the natural laws became possible only when &oaonan’
emerged, having reached a certain level of memtatldpment. A
natural law which man has got to know is truth foan. But
natural laws were operating on the earth beforeafipearance of
man, that is to say, when there was no one capHbdétudying
these laws. And only because these laws were apgrat that
time did man himself appear, bringing with him thestematic
cognition of nature.

No one who understands this will accept, as Richimgs, the
legitimacy of that dose of scepticism which, hessdsom the very
first has been circulating in the blood of moderanmModern
man in a ‘certain social position’ has indeed a Qyamse of
scepticism. But this is adequately explained bystlatge of modern
society.
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X

That brings us to the questiomhat is the sourcef scepticism?

Richter rightly says that the Sceptics of antiquigre, in the
majority of cases, passive people, of ‘tired, ebked, broken will’
and devoid of passion (p 377). He is no less cobiiredinking
these traits of the sceptics of antiquity with theurse of
development of ancient Greek society, and in logkim Greek
scepticism as the fruit of the decay of that sgciéiell, if that is
the case, it is quite natural to assume that tlse dd scepticism
which, he says, circulates in everyone’s blood naso be
explained by social decay. True, we have no grdandaying, as
the Slavophiles® used to say, that the advanced countries of the
civilised world are now falling into decay. Takes @ whole, any
one of the present-day civilised nations represeotsa regressing
but a progressing society. But what may be rightelation to the
whole may be wrong in relation to its parts. Richgeints to the
scepticism that was widespread at the end of tlghtegnth
century, and reiterates that it is just as widesgphteday as it was
then. But what explains the spread of scepticisitihéneighteenth
century? The explanation is that the system ofad@elations that
had for long held sway in European society was thegidly
falling into decay. Taken as a whole, society at time was also
progressing, not regressing. But this cannot aballkaid of the
then upper class, the temporal and spiritual amatty. This class
had long outlived its best days, and existed omlghe form of an
unwanted and therefore harmful relic. Somethingedgike this we
see today. Only now the declining class is notahsgtocracy, but
the bourgeoisié Our century, like the eighteenth, represents the
eve of a great social upheaval. All such perioddaxline of the
old ruling class provide exceptionally fertile sofbr the
development of scepticism. This is what explainat tHose of
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scepticism which, in Richter's words, circulatestive blood of
modern man. It is not a question of extra-humarnhtrbeing

inaccessible to man, but of social revolution apphing, and of
this approach, realised instinctively by the boorgie, arousing in
its ideologists a feeling of profound discontenking the form of
scepticism, pessimism, etc. This discontent is,dwir, noticeable
only among the bourgeois ideologists. The prolatardeologists
on the contrary are full of hope for the futurel Af them are
ready to repeat with Ulrich von Hutten his well-kvo

exclamation: ‘How good it is to be alive in our &8t *2 And that

is why they are sceptical only, say, when it isuggiion of the
advantages of the present-day social order or dhioebeliefs
which have grown up on the basis of this sociakp@hd others
preceding it in historical development, or perhap$en the
bourgeoisie begins to extol its own virtues. Theepsicism is
perfectly legitimate. Generally speaking, howewrere is no
room for scepticism in the mood and world-outlook the

proletariat. It is not consciousness that determbeing, but being
that determines consciousness.

Richter has grasped this incontestable truth veagtlybindeed,
although, as has been remarked already, he unaessiarly well
that Greek scepticism was brought about by theredf ancient
Greece. How muddled he is here may be seen frorollbging.

He repudiates the Sceptics’ principle of isosthengiat is to say,
the proposition that to evetliesison the nature of things there
can be opposed an equally well-foundedithesis™ He is
willing, however, to acknowledge that isostheneia an
incontrovertible fact in relation to much
‘shamknowledgé ** both in daily life and in science. He
instances the question of parties to prove his tpand his
example is worthy of attention:
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Here [he argues] they unconditionally accept amdojesly insist

upon a whole series of solutions to the latest tijpes that are
still not theoretically ripe for discussion. Heteetright and left

often really confront each other, like thesis amditiesis, like

‘yea’ and ‘nay’. But he who desires to take an otie decision

will often enough have to say to himself that tibedal is no less
justified than the conservative, the modernistasthetics no less
than his classic opponent, the atomist no less ttiamnergeticist,
that, to use the language of the Sceptics, it's ompdete

isostheneia. (p 178)

And so, if one wishes to be objective, one museadairly often

that the conservative is as right as the libets, modernist in
aesthetics as the classicist, etc. Here our @ftibhe Sceptics has
himself become a sceptic.

The Sceptics held that we have no way of knowinghtrRichter
says the same about this sort of questions. ltn@asvithout good
reason that he recognised that modern man has & duse of
scepticism in his blood.

X1

However, let us see with what criterion of truth kagve to judge,
for example, who is right: the ‘conservative’ oetfiberal’. Let us

suppose that it is a question of electoral rightse ‘liberals’

demand their extension. The ‘conservatives’ arengg#. Who is

right? Richter says that both are right. Indeed; i partly true.
The ‘conservativefrom his point of viewis quite right; the
extension of electoral rights would, generally &peg be harmful
to his interests, since it would weaken the pdltgower of those
of his own circle. The ‘liberal’ is no less riglmom his point of
view. If implemented, the reform of the electoral systehich he
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demands would strengthen the power of the sociaumrhe

represents and thus enable him to promote itsasiteibetter. But
if everyone is right from his own point of view, tisere really no
sense in asking who should be judged more corrBathter

believes that this question is, in many cases/ubs®. That is not
to be wondered at. Actually, he should have saatl ttiis question
is insoluble in general, and not just fairly oftém.his view, truth

is relative only to the subject. Consequently thesgion of truth
must be decided by him sceptically whenever thetestimg

subjectsare eachright from their point of vievBut his decision is
not binding on us. We consider that Richter’s cigie of truth is

basically wrong. Therefore we argue differently.

The ‘conservative’from his point of viewis fully justified in

opposing the extension of electoral rightsBut what arguments
does he advance against it? He asserts that iovomiharmful to
the whole of society. Here is the logical error mdoy the

conservative who igght from his point of viewhe identifies his
own interests with the interests of society. And tiberal'? Oh,

he does exactly the same. He, too, identifies misrests with
those of society. But if they are both wrangone direction it

does not follow that they are both wraiogthe same exterin

order to judge which of them is committing the deramistake, it
suffices to determine whose interests are lessau@nce with the
interests of society. Is there really no objectiviéerion by which

such a question could be solved? Will the historiamer be able
to decide who was right in Russia on the eve of fgkasant
reform: the conservatives who did not wish to alfolserfdom
(there were, of course, such people) or the liserddo sought for
this change? In my opinion, the historian will hawerecord that
the liberals were right, although they, too, did fuwget their own
interests at the time. The interests of their pavigre less at
variance with the interests of society than weme ¢bnservative
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interests. To prove this, it is sufficient to rdctle harmful
influence of serfdom on all aspects of social e that time.
History is the process of social development. sndévelopment
society finds advantageous all that promotes tbiebpment and
rejects as harmful all that retards it. Stagnati@s never useful to
society. This incontestable fact provides the dbjeccriterion by
which to judge which of the two disputing partiedass mistaken,
or not mistaken at aft?

It seems as though our author suspects nothingxfliecoming a
sceptic where there is no sufficient reason dbalscepticism. He
writes:

A motivation in favour of a cause with which we gyathise
‘convinces’ us more than one differently orientedt Imo less
conclusive. The instinct of life compels the urge Knowledge to
serve it and obscures its view to such a degrdettibannot take
cognisance of the logical isostheneia of argumants counter-
arguments. Otherwise, how would it be possible, thhatexample,
in adopting a political position which theoretigapresupposes a
decision in respect of most delicate questions adicdogy,
political economy, ethics and the understandinghistory, the
parties by and large coincide with the social @a8sDoes the
same solution of the questions raised occur, spéak, by chance
to people who by chance belong to the same ciidt&® motives
here are certainly not their motives. Just courdg thocial-
Democrats among the aristocracy and the convinoadetvatives
among the factory workers, the supporters of therish out of
fortunes among the capitalists and of the censitadis of fortunes
among the poor! They all represent not the inteséstuth, but of
their own person. (p 179)
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Richter is vexed because people who belong tordifteclasses
defend their own interests, and not the intereistsith. But did he
not say that truth always relates to the subjead® Ke wants a
truth which is independent of the subject. He isoirsistent.
Further. The fact that the limits of acceptancearfying political
convictions, by and large, coincide with class tgmis by no
means an argument in favour of the sceptics’ pulaciof
isostheneia. It proves only that being determir@ssciousness. It
is only by grasping this truth that one is ableutaerstand the
course of development of the various ideologieschir is
hopelessly bewildered by it. The reason for thisthat it is
difficult for anyone who does not take his standidép on the
proletarian point of view to understand and fublyatssimilate this
truth at the present time. Richter himself rightlstys that the
instinct of life often compels the need for knowgedto serve it
and considerably obscures its view. He who is aored that it is
not consciousness that determines being, but leatgletermines
consciousness, thereby recognises that the idesmsedo and
feelings experienced by a particular class in teeod of its
domination have at best the significance only ahgerary,
transient truths and values. And it is not easyofte belonging to
that class to realise this. That is why the besepfeeof the modern
bourgeoisie are more easily reconciled to the tdaathe domain
of disputed social problems is dominated by thetscal principle
of isostheneia than they are to the assertiontheatviewpoint of
the class of ‘factory workerss becominghe truth just when the
viewpoint of the capitalistis ceasingo be truth® Richter, too,
cannot reconcile himself to this idea. Hence higpscism in
social questions. The position of people of thiy wathinking is
a very unenviable one. Just as Buridan’s ass auntlenake up its
mind which of the two bundles of hay to eat, neitban such
people attach themselves to one of the two greetsek of our
time struggling with each other. This creates a cigpe
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psychological mood, in which it is necessary to ksdhe
explanation of all the trends now prevailing amaimg ideologists
of the upper classes: both the latest aesthehealries to which
Richter alludes and the subjective idealism withiclvhhe is
infected. It is not consciousness that determiresg) but being
that determines consciousness.

This is what | thought it essential to tell the dea in
recommending Richter’s interesting book to himm aery sorry
that the translators of this interesting book ddl see the need for
such a warning. However, the explanation for tisighat they
themselves are strongly influenced by those vesglmhies which
spring from the psychological mood | have just noaTdd.

Notes

Notes are by Plekhanov, except those by the Moseditors of
this edition of the work, which are noted ‘Editodr the MIA,
which are suitably noted.

1. ‘Petitio principid, literally, ‘request of the beginning’. Where
the proposition to be proved is implicitly or exquliy assumed in
one of the premises — MIA.

2. What is true is that, as we have just seen,itbncept but the
opinion may be true or false: but this does nonhgesathe essence
of the judgement. All the same Richter’'s proposetemon of
truth is quite untenable.

3. The philosopher Khoma Brut, the theologian Khatyand the
rhetorician Tibery Gorobets, mentioned below —salninarists —
are characters from Gogol’s storyy — Editor.

4. An individual in a deep swoon does not exist i8 bwn
consciousness but, as long as he is alive, hesexishimself'.
Thus, there is certainly a distinction here todween existingih
oneselfand existingn consciousness
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5. Robert Flintnoted long ago, in hiBhilosophy of History in

France and Germanythat of all varieties of idealism Hegel's
system was the closest to materialism. In a ceraimse this is

true. It is only one step from the absolute ideals Hegel to the

materialism of Feuerbach. This is more or lessriglgacognised

by present-day German thinkers and is one of thisasaof their

invincible dislike of Hegel. They find various fosm
of subjectivedealism more to their liking. Hegel is
too objectivefor them.

6. With his customary depth and clarity of thoughegdl said:
‘Ein Ding hat die Eigenschaft dieses oder jenesAndern zu
bewirken und auf eine eigenthimliche Weise sichse@iner
Beziehung zu aussern. Es beweist diese Eigensulatinter der
Bedingung einer entsprechenden Beschaffenheitrdiara Dinge,
aber sie ist ihm zugleich eigenthiimlich und seing sich

identische Grundlage.’ ['A Thing has the properfyaiecting this
or that in another, and of disclosing itself inecpliar manner in
its relation. It manifests this property only unaere condition —
the other Thing must have a corresponding natwreitds also
peculiar to the first Thing, and is its own selédical

foundation.’] Wissenschaft der Logi¥olume 1, Book 2, p 149)

7. Author’s italics.
8. The word ‘consolation’ is in English in the ongil — Editor.

9. It is raining. If this is indeed true, it is aith for man. But it is
truth for man only because, and solely in the sdhsg it is
indeed true.

10. Slavophiles — a trend in Russian social thoudghthe mid-
nineteenth century. The Slavophiles put forward‘theory’ of a
special and exceptional road for Russia’s histbiexelopment,
based on the communal system and Orthodoxy asentenly in
the Slavs. Maintaining that Russia’s historical elepment
precluded any possibility of revolutionary upheay#hey strongly
opposed the revolutionary movement in Russia artlénVest —
Editor.

11. For the benefit of Russian readers with a certaaty of
thinking: | am speaking here of countries withfubly
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developedapitalist economy. [Plekhanov's idea that the
bourgeoisie in Russia, a country of not ‘fully deped capitalist
economy’, was allegedly not a ‘declining class’tifess to his
Menshevik conception that Russia still lacked tbeditions for
the socialist revolution — Editor.]

12. The German humanist, opponent of scholasticisintiagology
Ulrich von Gutten (1488-1523) finished his ‘Addregss
Nuremberg Patrician and Humanist Pirkheimer’ witle tvords:
‘O seculum! O literae! Juvat vivere, et si quiesceondum juvat!
(‘O age! O science! How good to be alive, althotigh no time to
give up to peace!’)

13. Recall the question as to whether honey was sovdstter.
14. My italics — GP.

15. Bismarck, although a conservative, introducedvensal
suffrage in Germany. This was of advantage tornterests he was
defending. But such cases are exceptional, andrev&@@ going
into them here. Neither shall we deal with the ocabken liberals
do not support an extension of the franchise. ithemhportant for
us at the moment is not the sociological but thgcll aspect of
the matter.

16. There are cases when the interests of a particlalss coincide
with the interests of the whole of society.

17. There is no need to prove here that the classeoaus factory
workers of our time have no intention of ‘sharing all property’.
Richter thinks this only because he is very badiguainted with
their aspirations. | trust that in this case, aste his translators
will agree with me.



