What Harx felt stirring in aim as he = worked on his docteral
at its height ./
) disuartct.:lm ~- his rahtiunship with the left “ogo'lians approaching

an end. and the uaarch for new heginnings -~ is seen ﬂlaarest. in his

| hintas for tha dissemtion rather than the disscrtation 11:5011‘

which was g:mtod him on April 15, 18’4-1. Wa wiL. compare t.he two
' and noté that : directly after ho turned first to jom'x'alism, whioh

2
he ccms.t!arod the daily practice of philosapmr, and with joumalism

o _'came tlm d:lrect cenfrantation with eatutuam cmsership from the

s history, of science, of philosophy, o think thnt the brushup

¢

£, rnsamm stata'r totally differmt attitudes iﬂ- to the beaaants
:lnvolvod _in tha wood thort.. And i‘.’mally hia resigm'l:.im *"ron the

bom'gooisie - cmnot be separatod. " To act as ir ho vas a. marn . -

Hagelﬁnn :l.dealist. 4n writing the dissartat:lan., or "at bast” choosing a

-—.subjoct to which he vculd --‘d nere datnﬂs to the greater achiavemant
of the mamis of the same subﬂart by Hagel, is not to undorstand
what .t-; moant by the new stirrings of a totally new view ot lifc, of

cot
aga!.nst the inju;ticos meted cut to the Moselle peasants was the cause

- ldn _the total philosophy of Ssgel J
of his turning "Marxist", is to fail to swe the very contradic o

m which was supposed to haveachieved that cen+ra1
po'.l.nt. of all phﬂlsopl\v. the unity of phi'l.osophy and reali ty‘éf/to
fail to see & genuine "root cavse”’ that was inharent in both degol's_
pi:uosophy and the left Hegelian=. That is to say, how total the :
break willfe with Hegelianism, put because he has turnsd his back on
Hegol half as much as on ths Hogelians, but what is far more implortant

that he was about to discover a2 totally new continent of thought.
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184344, year by year. “‘irst. then, “

/r'mog' *hadusertu,im---vu the nodal points in the dseve:l.op-mt

‘ of philosophy end 2) philosopby aftor its completion, 4n thy’ first,
Phrx 3ho=f- that. the noda.l. peint. when a pbiioyophy hns nch:levad cuurplote-

ness, ke Aristotic in tba/.ﬁ%cient ,séamty and Bagel at the beginning -

of thu 19!:11 century. The discontinuity, the break that occurs after

coapletimb signiﬁ.es phi.‘l.osoplw tuming 1ts ayas %o the sctual uor]d)

disomt:lnu:l.ty. In a wond two to'talities cmfront onch oum- - tha'

b

Those who are frightened by hist.or:l.cn.l necesait; nnd want to rotreat P =
o such"'faarml souls take the reverse point o view of valiant comnoa.ﬁ
m They ‘veliave t.hoy are aula to repeir the dlmgqt
by decreasing forces. by dispersal, by & peace treaty with ml noeds.
while Thenlatoclos. whm Athens was threateped with devas'l'.ntim‘
parsuudév the Athenians to leavq it for good and found a new Fihans on

the sea, on another element,”

Very clearly, Marx thinks thalthat's the anly way to have a
new beginning, worthy of hitory and of philosophy, and that the reason
why one sho‘uldn't be afrais of the great diremption that a erisis orings
iz that mce;".?t-now unity of philosophy and rcality is achieved, the
unity is §;g/x:eet a5 the diremption was. The preof of which)_and the
medel and the ene Marx considers the groatsst of all philosophers is

/
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Promothaus Hara is how ha points to that new bcrrimungp

"Jus.. as -
Promethous. hav:'mg stolm fire frm ha.sven begins to butld houses and
sattlo on t.he enrt.h, so ph:llaso'ohy, hav:!ng extended 1taelf to the
world‘ tnms agn.’mst. the apparmt uor]:i. So now with the ERgelian

‘ ' C lett..- :
‘l'ho rirst critieiam of tha‘iﬂagelinns is pid"ty uith which

opportmism.. H:rx insiats thnt tl-.at

*mn :.s an opportunist or not, but uhether there 35 such a g.ping in-
) adoquecy in the philosophy itself that it s inevitable that that
gy ‘,lgouldrhappan; and that's what nis'disciplas mst show, That is
énot]y vwhat Marx will reveal in 184 in the Critique of tha HegeMn
Dhlectic. which he will cull a "lie,"” Bnt hare he is m

m 1imiting hingelf o w .,

) : ‘ N B
WP\ task of the disciple Marx declares that “it 4s 2 psychological

law that the theoretical mind, having becone free in itself, tums into
practical energy.” He further insists that i.;deed the™praxis of
philoschhy, however, is itself theorctical. It is criticism, which
MeLEUres ... particular actualg against the Idea,”




4 -

(R

' ‘ ophy wust turn out-nlﬂ .7_ o
“Critdciam 1s tho key./\ﬁ.ct‘lon f' heedad to real:\.za philosopb.v-

"N’hnt goauy to be. first of gll, phﬂosophy'a wrong relation %
md diranptim swith the world, s turn; secondly into a dilrerption of ths
indivi'dnni j:hﬂnssphical self~conscicusnens in itself and Tinally
appmra &S nhnloaophy's extamal saparuticm and dua_.ify. as two
opxmoq 4phﬂoaoph1ca1 d:l.feet.:\.a? " ;

nyfmg thnt that's mctw whnt ia hamm.’mg £l

theraby sl'.ws he ‘Hls still a +ota.1 ﬂegelian. '-lu:lte +.ha cmtmry }' 'i:he
‘gamo hnlf smtence cmt:lnues "nnd in some way the giga.nt:lc th:!nl-or ua.. e
hindersd by hﬂ.a view of wuat he' called the spect.lativo idea par
emollenco :I‘.‘m recognizing in thesa systems the great 1nportmca

:. "< that they hava for the histo tory of Greak’ phﬂosophy and for ths
Greek nind’ in gatneral.'f {Livergood ‘s translation, p. 61; my

I_stressed the word, histery, because that is the ke:,"r to every0
thing, i,8. both to what he brings out that 1s deficisnt in Hagol and
he khooges thu very point inm which Hegel is recognized as the prsatesf
and on the very subject that Hogel considered the greatost —- hiutory
of Greek ph:llcsoplw and mindj and the very first sentence of that foreword

issertats .
to his ted"The form of this treetise would have been on the

cne hand more strictly selentific, on the other hand in many of its

arguments less pedantic, if its primery purpose hsd not been that of a
| doctoral dissertation. e
L/‘"
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and th '
mes, for the Holy Femily dian ldeclogy, and when Engsls

found him daciﬂbring Marx's writing, hé did help him and let
him take some igsuee of Deutsche Jahrbicher . Finally Engels

ofrered o axpound for him Marx‘s doctoral disse"tation '

drawing attention to the fact that Mary. even then was oritical

of Hegel and took him on in the very,sphere'in which Hegel was

strongest, the history of thought.

In 1895, Engels made the statement that after the
t

‘publication of Feusrbach'g Essence of Chrxstiani

Tthay were all "for the present, Feuerbachians. (,MEW 21, -p. 27?5&

4,

. Mlecow 11, p, 367)

o Z; THE_¥FE;E—Z; the exact opposite, zFirst of 811, it is noet.

‘thé 1841 thesis of Feverbach that had gotten Marx excitod; he

-had long eince separatéd from religion and indeed. as early as

'y

1842, criticised Feuerbach, saying, "his own ideas concerning

eligion would conflict with those of Feuerbach

though onlyv as regards the fornm (Fassung) and-obvioualy not t
the advantage of religion.” fgicholas Lobkowicﬁl. Theory and

Prgctice ; History of a f a _Concept from Aristotle to Marx
Notre Dame, Indiana 1967, p. 251, refers back to MECA I, 1/2, p.2?2)

This was obviously a remark Marx made in a perspeqflive article
on religious art. Before Marx left the k2 in March 1343, he
wrote Ruge thaf‘he SBWIERY disliked Feuerbach's insisztence on
nature to the disadvantage of politics,

The third instance in which Marx spoke against Feuerbach

4-\>

~actually,.-I have _an earlier.third.instance -- rd) is the letter

to Schweitzer, Jan. 20, 1865 s 14451
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the creative act of lll dialectic, as againat Feuerbaoh'
"con templativae materialism. .. Engels evidently did net

find this thesis until he was actually publ*shing his own hool
on Feuerbach in 1895, hut Re should have known the 1845 gtang
from the fact that theg beth collaborated in the German Ideology

in which Feu&rhauh is eriticised axtensively,

~We have already referred to the 186' lety ver to Schweitzer,
Even morxe important is the April 24, 186? letter to Engels him..
selﬂp (NB NB NB -- the latest issue, of Selected Correpondence.ﬁc
= 19?5 editicn.doas(ﬁéﬁ)include that xetter) Merx was then with
:Hugelman who had a collection of Marxtsg early works, 1nclud1ng

R N

"mé”'LL—Eiﬁﬂflﬁﬂﬁﬂam:mmumJEJummmiETE?“-~

-pleasantly surprised to find that We need not be ashamed of

BT i e e ey e e e

e s e

/ this work; although the cult of Feuerbach p"cduces a very hu?ff:/

;L5_“ ua-efrectzupon me now, " .
s e /

———— e —— -

Lobkowiez has a quite profound remark on the differences

between Marx and Feuerbach on religion: PMarx, of coursge, under~
stands religion in the same way as Feuerbach did, I.ike Hegelitsg
Aufklﬂrap and like Feuerbach's he mistakes an historically con=-
. ditioned form of religion for religion's true hature. But,
YG?? contrary to Feuerbach ang together with Hegel, he does not treat
relgious alienation as an independent phenomenon, but reduces the

escapism of'belief' tg g more fundamental alienaﬁ;gn._ﬁThua,

+~} wWhereas Feuerbach remained a figure in g drama written by
e

/’ Hegel, Marx succeeeded in truly rewriting HegeJ 8 drama of the

L8

'8pirit alkenated from itself' « Feuverbach's 'aifenation’ ul-
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