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"UTOPIAN" AND "SCIENTIFIC": 

TWO ATTRIBUTES FOR SOCIALISM FROM ENGELS 

Purifier les mots de tribu 

S. Mallarmé 

If socialism is to emerge from the blind alley into which it has strayed, 

among other things the catchword "utopian" must be cracked open and 

examined for its content. 

M. Buber 

In this essay an analysis is attempted¹ of some key usages of the term 

science/scientific in its opposition to utopia/utopian,3 and of their immediate context, 

in Engels' fundamental formulation of Socialism: Utopian and Scientific (1882, 

though based on materials dating back to the 1840s further SUS). This analysis is 

conducted to check whether the usage found there is still valid in a very much 

changed existential and linguistic practice. My hypothesis is that the most important 

connotations of the two terms. have changed so much that Engels' main meanings are 

indeed no longer immediately usable. If this is correct, many brilliant historical 

passages in longer. SUS would remain largely valid, but its up-to-now most 

meaningful passages including the title-would not, so that its usefulness in 

ideological and political propaganda would be over, and the basic opposition 

embodied in the title would have become misleading and even counter-productive. 

Many fascinating possibilities of inquiry are here reluctantly waived in order to 

concentrate on three main areas: 1) the basic oppositions clustering around the axis 

of "utopia" vs. "science" in SUS; 2) the nineteenth century natural science as the 

epistemological model for historiosophy, and therefore for political action; 3) some 

consequences of 1 and 2. Also, SUS is organized like a Beethoven symphony, and 

its main themes have to be teased out gradually, as they develop. My essay will try 

to follow roughly such a development, by dealing with the three parts of SUS in three 

sections. 

1. Two Oppositional Models-Exclusive or Polemical and Subsumptive or Cognitive 

In the very first paragraph of SUS, early-i.e., pre-Marxist-socialist theory is defined 

as a union of vertical, synchronic growth from roots of "material economic facts" 

(class antagonisms and anarchy in production) and (c) horizontal, diachronic 

continuation of earlier theoretical principles (from the French Enlightenment). In the 

second paragraph, very revealingly, the French Revolution is said to have stood the 

world on its head, in two senses: first, in the bad or idealist sense of a claim that the 

human head and the principles found by its thought ought to be the basis of all human 

actions and socializations (see note 4: 44, 64; SW 399-400,414); but second, in the 

good or subversive sense (quoted from Hegel) of reality being in deed or in fact (in 

der Tat) stood on its head in the name of reason-however deficient that particular 

form of bourgeois reason eventually turned out to be. Here we have to do with a 

complex double dichotomy: first and basic, between the anarchic class society and 

the two disparate ways of denying it; second, and central for the purposes of SUS, 

between the improper and the proper way of denying it-one which we could call mere 

ideational inversion, and which Engels very soon identifies as utopian and idealistic; 



and a different one which Engels properly calls subversion (Umsturz, note on 44; SW 

on 399) and will later identify as scientific and materialistic. In Parts 1 and 2 of SUS 

(49, 64-65; SW 403, 414) two opposed clusters emerge to embody this second 

dichotomy, which can, using Engels' own terms, be tabulated as: 

Idealistic and Utopian Materialistic and Scientific 

Head – thinking principles reason – 

from outside the society – absolute 

truth 

Reality – facts and deeds – real things 

and processes – [from within the 

society]5 – (historical view) 

Now, no doubt, utopian fantasies are superior to reactionary philistinism which 

makes its peace with class society and its anarchic reality (490; SW 403), and are to 

be treated with respect and even admiration insofar as they were prefigurations of 

later, Marxist scientific truths; but, for the purpose of discussing the development and 

prospects of socialism as a movement and theory-which is the purpose of SUS-the 

"utopians" are to be resolutely and even sarcastically rejected because they "built a 

near perfect system" pretending to a final "absolute truth" instead of practicing a 

"historical view" and examining "the economic process" (64-65, 67; SW 414, 416). 

On the face of it, for anybody knowing the painstaking economic calculations of 

Owen, the fundamental role allotted to industry and production in Saint-Simon, or 

even the maniacal distribution of daily occupations in Fourier, the accusation of not 

having at least tried to cope with economic processes must sound strange. As for 

history, Engels himself acknowledges that Fourier's sweeping overview was a work 

of genius (it clearly underlies the Communist Manifesto), and that Saint-Simon's 

views on politics vs. production as well as on European cooperation evinced great 

historical foresight (Owen was, admittedly, an insular Briton), Conversely, Marx was 

surely also building a system pretending to a fairly absolute or near perfect truth, 

surely he thought with his head, applied reason, had principles, lived on the margins 

of society, and so on. We begin to realize that the context of SUS is almost wholly 

unknown to us today, that it must in fact be recreated if we are to understand that 

essay's formulations. This recreation cannot be explicitly attempted here; but it might 

be suggested impossible to take Engels seriously if we stick to the absolute 

"EITHER/OR," A vs. -A, black-or-white, exclusive model briefly identified above. 

On the contrary he makes sense if we take him as using a dialectical "NOT 

ONLY/BUT ALSO," AB vs. A, blending-of colors, subsumptive model. What 

matters in the subsumptive model is not the fact that the "utopian socialists" built a 

system from their head: Marx did so too. But he, as different from them, NOT ONLY 

used reason, his head, principles, etc., BUT ALSO took into account reality, facts, 

and historico-economical processes-all of which culminated in his discovery of the 

theory of surplus value which revealed the innermost secret of capitalist production 

(SUS, end of part 2). This seems to me a perfectly tenable position. The trouble with 

SUS is that it oscillates between the two models. While its concrete historical 

analyses are as a rule subsumptive, its generalizations are as a rule exclusive. Since 

generalizations are the most easily remembered part of a political essay, the dominant 

rhetorics of SUS tend to heap scorn on the "ONLY" half of the NOT ONLY/BUT 

ALSO model, and to induce the average reader into taking it too for a Manichean, 

EITHER/OR model, in which anything the brother-enemy does is automatically bad: 

SUS on the whole implies that EITHER you build a system OR you examine the 



historical economic process. I do not see how Marx can be differentiated from the 

major "utopian socialists"6 using such a model. What I do see is how effective it is 

as polemics; and the fact is that SUS goes back to a long history-beginning with the 

writings of Marx and Engels in the 1840s and in particular the various drafts of The 

Communist Manifesto which is basically one of a direct political polemic against the 

degraded sub fourierism, sub-owenism, and sub-saintsimonism of most "socialists" 

at the time (66; SW 415), the near and partly dear brother-enemies-who are, just 

because of that, more infuriating than reactionaries far away. In the first half of SUS, 

for all his valiant tries at fairness, remembering his own youthful "utopian socialism," 

Engels falls time and again into such theological politics: corruptio optima pessima, 

and erring brothers should be com batted in the same way as-only harder than-full-

fledged enemies. In times of acute revolutionary crisis, such as 1848 and 1917, this 

method may have something to commend it; in general, however, it is a slippery and 

often self-defeating path for a stable Left to follow (witness the rise of Nazism and 

today). Thus the underlying cognitive model of "A vs. AB." and the Marxian novelty 

of adding a crucial factor B (the theory of surplus value, etc.) to the A of the "utopian 

socialists" (cooperative classless society, etc.), is obscured by turning it into a 

"scientific" historical material ism as against their "utopian" unhistorical idealism. 

This is the first reason Engels' basic opposition in SUS is no longer useful. 

From this point of view, Engels then analyzes the faults of the three "utopian 

socialists" as consisting mainly in: 1) not being the representatives of the proletarian 

class interests but of a spurious absolute truth, reason, and justice-discussed in Part 1 

of SUS (46, 57; SW 401, 409-10); 2) lacking the knowledge of dialectics-discussed 

in Part 2. Both parts culminate in announcing the solution: making socialism into a 

"science" (58, 68; SW 410, 416), a task made historically possible by the 

development of modern industry and proletariat, and realized by Marx who applied 

dialectics to the actual historical economic process in capitalism. But what exactly 

does Engels here mean by the term "science"? What is this (we must assume) 

dialectical activity or body which is in the interest of the proletarians? 

2. Some Versions of "Science" 

In order to attempt an answer, we must briefly examine the semantic context of 

"science" in Engels' time and space. In German, Wissenschaft originally meant 

"knowledge, intelligence, notion, understanding" (Grimm glosses it as notitia, 

cognitio, notio), and secondarily "erudition" and "skill." But such meanings-though 

they can here and there still be found, with suggestions of being old hat, in Kant, 

Schiller and Goethe-soon crossed over into "objective knowledge; a branch of 

knowledge and studies." This in turn led into, and was during the eighteenth century 

Enlightenment largely absorbed by, a third main cluster of meanings in which science 

means "science as a formal discipline." That final semantic cluster can be subdivided-

by a violent simplification of ten closely printed columns in Grimm-first, into the 

meaning of "a single formal discipline," such as meta physics or philology; in that 

sense it seems to be first tentatively applied to history by the great ideological pioneer 

of German Romanticism, Herder: Rather early on, I often had the thought whether 

since all that exists has its philosophy and science [Wissenschaft] that which is of 

greatest importance to us, the history of mankind as a whole, should not also have its 

own philosophy and science. 



Then it was applied to philosophy as the "science of sciences" by another prominent 

Romantic, Friedrich Schlegel: "All philosophy is but the science of all the sciences 

permanently flowing into each other and separating again." ["die Wissenschaft aller 

sich ewig mischenden und wieder trennenden Wissenschaften."] Engels' comments 

on history as a science (discussed later in this essay) and on the redundance of a 

specialized philosophy once "each special science" has illuminated its own position 

in the total context of natural sciences (65-66; SW 414-15) are clearly a development 

viz. inversion of the Romantic ideologists, und unthinkable without them. 

A second subdivision of this third (and here the only relevant) semantic cluster tries 

to narrow down its broad meaning by supplying it with adjectives, of which the most 

important in the nineteenth century is "natural science(s)." But for our present 

purpose the crucial subdivision of "science as a formal discipline" is Grimm's 

Wissenschaft als Gesamtbegriff – “science as a general or collective notion." Its use 

begins in the eighteenth century with Leibniz and the first philosophical formulation 

in Christian Wolff (itself reposing on medieval scholastics and ultimately Aristotle): 

"... the capacity of inferring whatever is asserted from sure principles and through 

legitimate conclusions is called science," It triumphs in the Romantics, such as A. W. 

Schlegel, and in the following formulation by Kant, the second part of which must 

be thought as underlying all the nineteenth century discussions "Only that science 

can be called a proper one, the certainty of which is apodictic... Any whole body of 

cognition that is systematic can for that very reason be called science, and, if the 

knitting together of cognition in this system is a correlation of principles and 

consequences, then NEW Z it can even be called rational science. "Engels seems, 

thus, to be trying to play off the first part of Kant's formulation (by equating 

"apodictic" with "based on real historico-economic processes") against the too 

formal, "system-building" second part which had alone become classical. As against 

a merely rational science, Engels is calling for a proper (eigentliche) one. Here too, 

he is following the Romantic demystifying turn which e.g. in D. F. Strauss's Life of 

Jesus opposed science to such undoubtedly "systematic ensembles of cognition" as 

theology, earlier the knowledge or science par excellence. 

As Grimm remarks, such examples with their culmination in Kant's definition testify 

to an inner transmutation of the notion: "science" becomes a value notion and 

judgment, and eventually an almost incantatory substitute for further argumentation. 

Parallel to that, the adjective wissenschaft lich (scientific) takes on the meaning of 

"corresponding to the demands of science" rather than merely "associated with 

science or the sciences," and becomes a strong value-judgment (e.g. in Goethe and 

A. W. Schlegel). The same shift can be observed in English, where the new adjectival 

meanings seem first to have appeared à propos of Humphry Davy's writing and the 

tradition of the Royal Society. At a second remove, the noun Wissenschaftlichkeit 

(scientificalness-the quality of being scientific) appears as a neologism, in German 

for the first time apparently in Lavater's discussions of physiognomy (1775), and then 

in Fichte, F. Schlegel, and even Schopenhauer, in English (probably influenced by 

German) in 1866. Thus, to quote Grimm, "Science [Wissenschaft] has become the 

measure for the truth and value content of a cognitive correlation" (col. 797); and 

from Schiller on examples are found of something being called "not scientific" in the 

seriously defamatory or (the other side of the coin) "scientific" in the ironic sense 

both of which twists are used to great effect in Engels' polemic. Grimm concludes 



with quotes from Friedrich Schlegel, Goethe, and possibly the most significant 

German nineteenth century historian Mommsen, which show how, from the very 

beginning of that century, Wissenschaft had with exceptional rapidity risen to mean 

one of the two supreme goods of the German nation and indeed of mankind (the other 

being the much older Kunst or art). There is no doubt that Engels too takes it in this 

sense, thus accepting the semantic developments of bourgeois practice, philosophy, 

and culture from the eighteenth century through Kant and the Romantics to the 

"positive" science of the nineteenth century, and only trying to redefine the 

"apodictic" in Kant's definition in the sense of that "historical material ism" which 

finally crystalizes in SUS. 

 

In the text of SUS (as distinct from the title and prefaces), curiously and significantly 

enough the first mentions of science occur in connection with Saint-Simon-both in 

the sense of "science as a social institution," i.e. the official scientists (50; SW 404-

see also 63; SW 413), and in the more usual sense of "science as a formal cognition" 

(for Saint-Simon's genius is among other things manifested in his declaring that 

"politics is the science of production" [51; SW 405]). Immediately thereafter in SUS, 

Fourier is said to be at his sublimest in a historiosophy which is explicitly compared 

to natural sciences (52-53; SW 406). This parallel is picked up again and developed 

further in the usual symphonic fashion during the discussion of dialectics in Part 2. 

"Real natural science" has been developing since the second half of the fifteenth 

century, gathering "details" for a later dialectical understanding (60; SW 411). 

Modern materialism concludes from this development that "Nature also has its 

history in time" (65; SW 414). Conversely, the parallel to "the positive science of 

nature," a positive science of history (66; SW 415), was in a less fortunate situation 

until the 1840s when it (and socialism, which is in a way a theory of history) could 

begin using the lessons of proletarian class struggle, of German dialectics and of 

"modern natural science" (67; SW 416). It is at this point, as already mentioned, that 

Part 2 of SUS culminates with the name of Marx and his theory of surplus value as 

the examples of the union of proletarian interests, dialectics and "scientificalness." 

Saint-Simon is here tacitly extrapolated into the formu la, "history is the science of 

economics." 

 

Thus, the positive science of nature is for Engels identical with existing natural 

science chemistry, astronomy, physics, physiology, and the like (22, 25; SW 386, 

387)-as interpreted by a consistent dialectician (presumably regardless of any class 

interests); it is always materialist insofar as it is science (23; SW 386). The positive 

science of history (as discussed in the last part of SUS and the later-written preface) 

is historical materialism (24; SW 386-387); it is fully as materialist as the preceding 

but requires dialectics and the acknowledgement of the economic development of 

society and of the resulting class struggles as "final causes and [the] decisive motive 

power of all significant historical events." A tabulation might again help:  

 

 

 



Positive science of nature Positive science of history 

Developed from C.15; its 

interpretation demands dialectics 

 

Its constitution demands dialectics; 

developed after Hegel 

Must acknowledge existence of 

economy based class conflict and its 

laws 

Must acknowledge existence of matter 

and its laws 

??? Must be representative of proletarian 

class interests, not "absolute truth" etc. 

 

If this tabulation is correct the careful parallel of Engels' contains nonetheless a 

glaring blind spot (marked by the question-marks above), which in validates much 

of his reasoning either. For science too is finally an ideology, a "superstructure" 

(Ueberbau) on the "real... economic structure of society" just as the "religious, 

philosophical, and other ways of imagination. (Vorstellungsweise) of a given 

historical period" are (66-67: SW 415), and then f a new science must be sought after, 

as radically different from the "value-free" post-Galileian or Baconian one as theirs 

was from the medieval one; or, if science is allowed to be an approximation of 

absolute truth, then the quite parallel historiosophy must be given rein to be such too, 

and all the fulminations against the "utopiang search after absolute truth, justice etc. 

are unwarranted. In the first case (to which I personally incline), science and 

scientificalness could no longer serve as an immaculate epistemological model for 

historical materialism, as science would be itself ideologically corrupted by class 

society. In the second case, utopianism would not, and the utopians would not, be 

wrong in principle--though they might very well be wrong in their concrete doctrines 

(a fact not too difficult to establish from a brief perusal), which it would therefore be 

necessary to combat ideologically and politically. Thus, in both cases the opposition 

of "utopian" and "scientific" does not hold. And in either case, the hypostasis of 

nineteenth century science into the only absolute epistemological model for Marxist 

or socialist historiosophy is illogical. (Let us note that this is in SUS never explicitly 

argued-it is a hidden premise.) 

Indeed, it is the practical lessons of what bourgeois "value-free" science lends itself 

to-concentration camps, atom bombs, napalm, ecocide, and so on-which at the latest 

since 1945 precludes a socialist from accepting it as anything more than an extremely 

powerful, in its ascending historical phase extremely liberating, always potentially 

useful, but finally also quite sinister ideology. Modern investigations into the history, 

theory, and sociology of science, from Brecht's Life of Galileo to specialized studies 

such as Kuhn's, have confirmed this. The best formulation I know of this sinisterness 

comes from Brecht, in the poem "1940" (itself developing some notions found in 

studying Galileo's case): 

 

From halls of learning  

Emerge the butchers. 



Hugging their children tightly, 

Mothers scan with horror the skies 

For the inventions of the scientists. 

Thus, it seems that the history of the term "science" is entering into the phase of a 

new, fourth semantic cluster, where its absolute or mythological pretensions are 

being challenged and demystified; on a higher rung of the dialectical spiral, "science" 

is being reconducted to something like the medieval notion of knowledge (scientia) 

which is not synonymous with wisdom (sapientia) but can oscillate between that and 

its opposite. This is the second reason Engels' basic opposition in SUS is no longer 

useful. 

3. The Reality Principle and the Hope Principle 

The contradiction inherent in defining historical materialism as a "science" has an 

obvious bearing on the unsolved tensions within it between necessitarianism and 

voluntarism, or between economic predetermination and ideologico-political free-

will. The third and final part of SUS begins somewhat promisingly by requiring that 

means of social change "are not to be invented out of one's head, but discovered by 

means of one's head in the existing material facts of production" (69; SW 417). But 

this opposition is not fully clarified (does not an inventor deal as much with existing 

material facts or laws as a discoverer does?), so that it is possible to find in the next 

paragraph perhaps the extreme deterministic formulation of the essay: the modern 

conflict between productive forces and mode of production "exists in the facts, 

objectively, outside of us, INDEPENDENT OF THE WILL OR COURSE (Laufen) 

even of the men that have brought it about"-and thus a fortiori independent of the 

will of any men; and "modern socialism is NOTHING BUT THE REFLECTION IN 

THOUGHT (Gedankenreflex) of this factual conflict" (70; SW 418; caps DS),10 This 

prevailing determinism leads on the one hand to a crassly mechanical materialism, 

such as when the capitalist accumulation of riches on the one pole and of misery, 

degradation, and so on, on the other pole of society is set parallel to the accumulation 

of hydrogen and oxygen on the positive and negative poles during water dialysis (79; 

SW 424). Complementarily but somewhat incompatibly. it leads to a historical 

optimism politically as unrealistic as that of the utopians from Saint-Simon to 

Bellamy e.g., "no people would stand for a production conducted by trusts, for such 

a naked exploitation of the community" (82; SW 427). Perhaps the most just way of 

dealing with this is to re peat Gramsci's diagnosis (Gramsci Part 2, e.g. 69-70, 100-

07) that deterministic confidence had a role to play in the Marxist as much as in 

religious revolutionary movements, but that this role is over after the first serious de 

feats (i.e. the rise of fascism after World War 1-an epoch from which one can date 

the obsolescence of SUS too). Once the propagandistic role of deterministic 

optimism is exhausted, however, the cognitive role of the SUS "scientific" 

definitions, while undoubtedly a very valuable contribution in a historical 

perspective, is revealed as insufficient. It is a great cognitive step to have stressed 

that "an unclear future ideal" or "will" (of socializing the productive forces) must also 

become possible through concrete economic conditions; but that possibility is not 

defined precisely enough simply by speaking of "historical necessity" (87; SW 432). 

(ie., "the laws of their own social activity 89-90; SW 432) The sublime ideal of men 

becoming masters of nature by mastering history with which Part 3 of SUS closes, 

remains itself an "unclear future ideal" unless historical necessity is defined as only 



one-strong bolehtial-force, which can be actualized or repressed by other forces in 

and among men. In such a dialectic, determinisms work-or do not work-through 

voluntary actions; in other words, "scientific" preconditions must in their turn be 

fused with "utopian" élan and projects. And this is the third reason why Engels basic 

opposition in SUS is no longer useful. 

Thus, the so-called utopian socialists are rightly to be criticized for not taking both 

the inertia and the potential real forces of material history into account; theirs is "a 

picture of society designed as though there were no other factors at work than 

conscious human will" (Buber 8). On the other hand, scientistic so-called historical 

materialists are as rightly to be criticized for stressing economic determinism. Surely 

the dialectically mature use of these somewhat one-sided oppositions, the only use 

liable to be a good i guide to action, is a synthesis of the bold, vertical utopian will 

to revolution and the careful, horizontal knowledge of preconditions for revolution; 

of the single unwavering absolute and the myriad supple contingencies; of the Hope 

principle (Bloch) and the Reality principle (Freud). And this leads us straight back 

and forward!-to Marx's own usage and epistemology. This essay cannot deal with the 

much more interesting ways in which Marx thought of his socialism as a guide to 

action. It will have to suffice, in order to suggest his precise distance from Engels, to 

mention that for Marx "materialist" is an adjective derived from matter rather than 

from materialism; and to discuss a single very suggestive passage of his from The 

Poverty of Philosophy: 

 

... utopians..., in order to remedy the distress of the oppressed classes, improvise 

systems and pursue a regenerative science. But as history continues, and as the 

struggle of the proletariat takes shape more clearly, they have only to observe 

what is happening before their eyes, and to make themselves its vehicle of 

expression. As long as they are looking for a science and only create systems, as 

long as they are at the beginning of the struggle, they see in poverty only poverty, 

without noticing its revolutionary and subversive aspects, which will overthrow 

the old society. But from this moment, the science produced by the historical 

movement, and which consciously associates itself with this movement [the 

"socialists and communists who are the theoreticians of the proletariat" as Marx 

says a few lines earlier, DS], has ceased to be doctrinaire and has become 

revolutionary. [Bottomore and Rubel 81] 

 

Many expressions in this passage of Marx's are used as in SUS: the utopians 

(here Proudhon) "improve systems," "look... in their own minds," etc. But 

strangely enough, some crucial expressions are used in a diametrically opposed 

way: it is a science the utopians are looking for! Clearly, such an improvised 

system is a "bad" science and not an absolute value, it is a Kantian "systematic 

whole body of cognitions" on the order of metaphysics, only privatized; and 

furthermore, it is simply a "positive" or tautological science (poverty-poverty) 

instead of a dialectical one (poverty-NOT ONLY poverty BUT ALSO 

subversion). Gratifyingly enough, it is the NOT ONLY/ BUT ALSO model we 

find dominating this passage of Marx's: the observation of "what is happening 

before their eyes" (though still polemically accompanied by an "only") is to 



result in theoretical "expression"; but it is, quite clearly, "ONLY creat[ing] 

systems" that is NOT enough or is wrong. Finally, the utopianism is defined as 

a doctrinaire science, as opposed to the cognitive socialism and communism 

associated with the historical movement of the working class which is defined 

as a revolutionary science. The development from Proudhon, Owen, etc., to 

Marxism is thus NOT a development from "utopia" to "science." but from a 

"doctrinaire" to a "revolutionary" science! Science is here, obviously, thought of 

by Marx neither as an official social institution nor as an absolute 

epistemological model, but as a usable and misusable ensemble of cognition 

which is, as in Kant, a pioneering prefiguration of that fourth semantic cluster I 

was postulating earlier. The differentia specifica between Proudhon (or other 

utopians) and Marx is, thus, that notion and activity in which theory and practice, 

inversion and subversion, determinism and free-will, utopia and knowledge 

meet, the basis, centre, and purpose of Marxian socialism: It is revolution. 

Finally, all the paradoxes discussed in this essay are in a way paradoxes arising 

out of the concept of a non-deterministic future history. In it, the two-valued, A 

or -A, logic necessarily fails. Of a fixed isolated moment in the present and the 

past, we can affirm something either is or is not true; but of the future, all we can 

say is that the existence plus the non-existence of a given A is (or is not) true. In 

the case of "future contingents,"11 only dialectical logic, shunning EITHER/OR 

models, helps. For past or present history, in hindsight, an attitude is either 

"realistic" or "utopian"; within a positive science of the nineteenth century type, 

something is or is not true and thus possible. But in a future history, which is 

only postulated and contingent, science and utopia, necessity and possibility, the 

vertical and the horizontal, embrace (as in the medieval Godhead of the 

Schoolmen). The future is a this-worldly Other World, which replaces the 

transcendental and unhistorical Other World of the Schoolmen-but replacing 

means also taking its place. If you wish, socialism is a science because it is an 

unquenchable future-oriented utopia; and it can be a utopia because it is a science 

not in any "positive" but in the Marxian, revolutionary sense. 

 

 

 

 

NOTES 

 

1. Thus, this essay is not intended to be a survey of: historical semantics of the 

terms and concepts "science" or "utopia" (see for the latter note 3), even within 

the socialist thought of the last 150 years, since that would be almost equivalent 

to sketching its epistemologies or models for understanding the world; or Engels' 

role in Marxist thought (though it is not only piety towards our teachers but 

elementary probability which demands that we refuse the total opposition of a 

bad, "positivistic" Engels and a good, "structuralist" Marx-were they incapable 

of recognizing such a mutual incompatibility by themselves?). 



2. The difference between noun and adjective, which for both terms arises in the 

translations from German to English, French etc, and not out of the deeper 

structure, will be disregarded here. how in • Metamorphoses of Science Fiction. 

3. I have attempted to semantics of "utopias a literary genre" in "Defining the 

Literary Genre of Utopia." Studies in the Literary Imagindon 6 (Fall 1973), 

where the most relevant secondary literature can be found. Of the huge 

secondary literature on science and/or Marxism, I am listing here only the titles 

most immediately stimulating for this essay even when I partly disagreed with 

them, any quotes from which will be adduced in parenthesis, with the author's 

name and page only, within the body of the essay: 

Ernst Bloch, Das Prinzip Hoffnung I-II (Frankfurt, 1959)-first and foremost; 

T.B. Bottomore and Maximilien Rubel, "Marx's Sociology and Social 

Philosophy," in their Karl Marx: Selected Writings in Sociology and Social 

Philosophy (Harmonds worth, 1974); 

Martin Buber, Paths Utopia (New York, 1950); 

Erich Fromm, ed., Socialist Humanism (New York, 1965)-especially the essay 

by Maximilien Rubel, "Reflections on Utopia and Revolution"; Antonio 

Gramsci, Il Materialismo storico e la filosofia di Benedetto Croce (Torino, 

1948); 

the relevant passages are available in English in The Modern Prince and Other 

Writings (New York, 1972), to which the page numbers refer Leszek Kolakowski, 

Toward a Marxist Humanism (New York, 1969); 

V.I. Lenin, The State and Revolution (Peking, 1973). It must also be mentioned 

that Herbert Marcuse, for all his oscillations between the Engelsian devaluation 

and the Blochian revaluation of utopia, has perhaps been the most meritorious 

stimulator of its re-evaluation in English-speaking countries; and that the most 

inspiring fictional example of fusing utopian and revolutionary horizons in the 

last half century can be found in Brecht's essays, poems, and plays such as The 

Caucasian Chalk Circle and Coriolanus, (See my essay, "Brecht's Caucasian 

Chalk Circle and Marxist Figuralism," Clio 3 June 1974). 

4. Engels essay is analyzed from Die Entwicklung des Sozialismus von der 

Utopie zur Wissenschaft, Verlag Marxistische Blätter (Frankfurt, 1971), which 

follows the text of Vol. 22 in the East Berlin (Dietz V.) 1959 ff. edition of Karl 

Marx-Friedrich Engels, Werke. All quotes from it (and from other German 

works) in this essay have been translated by me, after checking with the standard 

translation by Edward Aveling. The page numbers in parenthesis refer first to 

the above-cited German edition, and after the semi-colon and SW to the 

(apparently) only available English-language edition which also contains Engels' 

Introduction to the English edition of 1892: Karl Marx and Frederich Engels, 

Selected Works in One Volume, Lawrence & Wishart (London, 1968-published 

simultaneously by Progress, Moscow, and International Publ., New York, 

apparently in the same pagination). Thus, "44; SW 399-400" means: p. 44 of the 

above-cited German (Frankfurt) edition; English (not necessarily in the identical 

translation) on pp. 399-400 of the above-cited London edition. One significant 

devi ation from the Aveling translation is discussed in note 9; see also note 5. 



5. Engels doesn't actually use the term, but it's clearly demanded by his logic and 

present in an as it were-zero-form in 49; SW 403. It should be noted that Aveling 

often (unnecessarily) substitutes "mind" or "brain" for "head" (Kopf). 

6. Tangentially, Saint-Simon was certainly one of the historical "founders" or 

stimu lators of socialism, but he was himself in his doctrine as certainly no 

socialist. It might be time to stop calling him (even utopian) one--which would 

mean finding a better term for all the para-Marxian socialists. 

7. All my lexical examples and quotes are from Jakob und Wilhelm Grimm, 

Deutsches Wörterbuch, Vol. 14, Part 2 (Leipzig, 1913), cols. 781ff. It has been 

impossible to dis cuss the quite parallel English and French developments, but I 

have profited from the entries in OED and Andre Lalande, Vocabulaire 

technique et critique de la philosophie (Paris, 1968). 

8. Strangely enough, the cited twentieth century edition of Grimm's Dictionary 

does not list that obviously important meaning, nor do OED and Lalande (though 

OED hesitates on the brink of it): too mundane for the theoretical grid of the 

lexicographers? 

9. Just as elsewhere Aveling "hardens" some formulations of Engels' (e.g. 

"Geschichts betrachtung." 52-53, is rendered as "historical science," SW 406), 

so here he smooths. over his exclusive opposition; his translation is: "These 

means are not to be invented by deduction from fundamental principles, but are 

to be discovered in the stubborn facts of the existing system of production." 

Since this is not what Engels wrote, and the authorized translation of Aveling's 

has no consistent drift which would indicate. some second thoughts of Engels', I 

have not gone into the (by itself very intriguing) philological comparisons of the 

German with this English and with Lafargue's French translation. 

10. This "clear glass," "mirroring" or "nothing but" theory of thinking, this 

slighting of mediations, dialectical method and the NOT ONLY/BUT ALSO 

model, leads directly to Lenin's theory of reflection in Materialism and 

Empiriocriticism, the disastrous Zhdanovian consequences of which are known. 

It is to the Lenin of the Philosophical Notebooks and in particular The State and 

Revolution we should return. 

11. Future contingents are events that have not yet happened and are not pre-

determined. Aristotle's famous example in On Interpretation, Chapter 9, 

Sections 18a-19b, is that it is not necessary either a) that a sea-battle should take 

place tomorrow, or b) that a sea-battle should not take place tomorrow; c) "yet it 

is necessary that it either should or should not take place tomorrow in Richard 

Gale, ed., The Philosophy of Time (Garden City, N.Y., 1967), p. 182. For further 

comments on Aristotle see that volume, and J.J.C. Smart, ed., Problems of Space 

and Time (New York and London, 1964), with a bibliography on pp. 428-429. 

 

Works Cited 

Bloch, Ernst. Das Prinzip Hoffnung. Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1959. 

Bottomore, T. B., and Maximilien Rubel. “Marx’s Sociology and Social 

Philosophy.” Karl Marx: Selected Writings in Sociology and Social Philosophy. 

Eds. Tom B. Bottomore and Maximilien Rubel. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1963. 



Buber, Martin. Paths in Utopia. Boston: Beacon, 1949.  

Engels, Friedrich. “Die Entwicklung des Sozialismus von der Utopie zur 

Wissenschaft.” Werke. Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. Vol 22. [East] Berlin: 

Dietz Verlag , 1959.  

Fromm, Erich. (ed.). Socialist Humanism. New York: Doubleday, 1965. 

(especially the essay by Maximilien Rubel, “Reflections on Utopia and 

Revolution”).  

Gale, Richard. (ed.). The Philosophy of Time: a Collection of Essays. Garden 

City NY: Doubleday, 1967. 

Gramsci, Antonio. The Modern Prince and Other Writings. New York: 

International Publishers, 1972. 

Grimm, Jacob and Wilhelm. Deutsches Wörterbuch, Vol. 14, Part 2. Leipzig: S. 

Hirzel, 1913.  

Lalande, André. “Utopie”. Vocabulaire technique et critique de la philosophie. 

Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1968.  

Lenin, Vladimir I. The State and Revolution. Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 

1973.  

Marx, Karl, and Frederick Engels. Collected Works in One Volume. London: 

Lawrence & Wishart,1968.  

Simpson, John A., and Edmund S. C. Weiner. (eds.). The Compact Oxford 

English Dictionary, 2nd edn. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991. 

Smart, J.J.C. (ed.). Problems of Space and Time. London and New York: 

Macmillan, 1964.  

Suvin, Darko. To Brecht and Beyond: Soundings in Modern Dramaturgy. 

Brighton: Harvester, 1984.  

 

 


